


Greotest Rewhttionary of Our nme
September 9 marks the third annivereary etung' onary

of ori" time, The developments in China an have f deter'

mination of revolutiooa.y communists in the U.S world great

cauae of communism to *fi* Mao dediceted his life, and to uphotd and learn from Mao's tremen-

dous contributions to and development of the ecience of revolution.

Within weeks after Mao's death, the countor-revolutionaries in China, Ied by Hua Kuefeng and

Teng H
fighting
stood fo
struggle. Today, only the politieally blind
that the new rulers of Chine are reversing

0f cour
hoping to
impossibl
worse off
the Iine of Mao Tsetung in China to hurl slander
vances that had been riade in the underctanding of communists in the last two decades.

But try as they will, neither
history. Revolution, pronounced
smolders on every continenL An
everSrwhere whole peoplee are
tionaries ttke up the science
charts the path io liberation, unism.

As one surveys today's world sltuation both the difficulties and the prospects stand out in sharp

relief. Turmoil and coifusion'grip 15* lrnks of revolutionaries, but out of this turbulence sgEin

people threaten to unleaeh a fat more powerful force_-a
ievolutionary storm eapable of dealing the imperialist
system ite greateat defeats ever.

that the road to conr-
that there would be
also pointed out that

the triumph of the new oYer the old, of revolution over reac-

Hor, of tfe maases of people ov-er their opp]essors' i9 ql it'
refutable law of naturi and society. As Mao stated, "The
conclueion is still the two familiar comments: the future is
brighti the road is tortuoue."
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Enver Hoxha's lmperialism and the Revollttion-

An "Error" from Beginning to End
The article demonstrates that Enver Hoxha's attack on Mao Tsetung

Thought was no mere aberration, but consistent with the revisionist line of hii
entire book Imperialism and the Reuolution The article examines Hoxha's "two
worlds" theory and addresses Hoxha's views on the question of inter-imperialist
war, on the revolutionary struggle in the oppressed nations, the tasks ofiommu-
nists in the imperialist countries, and other questions.
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$1,000,000 Fund Drive-
Testifying for the RCP

Many around the country have come
forward in response to the Party's call
for the million dollar fund drive. Re-
printed here are"three statements calling
on the working class and the oppressed
to support the Party and defend it
against the attacks launched by the rul-
ing class. 6

Chilean Communist Analyzes
Allende Years

The appearance of this book, Chile: An
Attempt at Historic Compromise, by
Jorge Palacios, marks the first time that
a wide audience of people in this country
has had an opportunity to read a
thoroughgoing Marxist-Leninist anal-
ysis of the events in Chile during the
Popular Unity government of Salvador
Allende, which was overthrown by the
Chilean military and the CIA in 1973.

22

The Revolutionary Kerne! of
The !.W.W.

The experience of the Industrial
Workers of the World contains valuable
lessons for developing the revolutionary
movement of the working class. Both
the revolutionary aspects, as well as the
wrong positions which led to its col-

,lapse, must be summed up, and erro-
neous rightist summations must be
repudiated. g

Socia!- Democratic Stirrings
In the recent period there have been

increasinghttempts to develop a social-
democratic political tendency in the U.S.
The article analyzes these efforts and
what they indicate about the present po-
litical situation. 26
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Enver rHoxha' s Imperialism qnd
the freoO tion-A,n "Ii'!rrort' from

to End

tTn" article "Beat Back the
I Dogmato-Revisionist Attack on

M eared
in nal of
th RCP,
No.5, May 1979) is a thorough refuta-
tion of the main aspects of Enver Hox-
ha's repugnant attack on Mao Tsetung's
contributions to the international and
Chinese communist movement. Hoxha's
reactionary trash first reared its ugly
head in full form in his book, ^Irz-perialism and, Reuolution (Tirana, 1929).
But even some who agree that Hoxha's
characterization of Mao Tsetung is in
the main incotect see little wrong with
the rest of the book his analysis of the
world situation and his strategy for
revolution everywhere in the world.
Some who fashion themselves as
Marxist-Leninists even feel that there is
a great contribution to the world revolu-
tion bound up in this work, perhaps see-
ing Hoxha's view of Mao as a revisionist
as some kind of minor aberration.

The abovecited article fromThe Com-
munist pointed out how Hoxha's thesis
on Mao Tsetung Thought is itself
thoroughly revisionist and dovetails and
almost copies the Soviet revisionists'
position in many respects. To Hoxha,
people's war in a semi-colonial, semii
feudal country like China is supposedly
an endless war game that keeps the
working class from the real revolu-
tion s, arguing in ef-
fect should not only
be t t the main force

in a semi-feudal, semi-colonial country
such as China. If the peasantry is the
main (not leading) force, this is "revi
sionism."

According to Hoxha, the source of
class struggle under socialism is essen-
tially plot), the
Cultu actionary
mess, ative dif-
ferenie between socialism and com-
munism. On the philosophical front,
Hoxha distorts Mao as much as he
thinks he can get away with and exposes
his own total lack of grasp of dialectical
materialism. (All this and more is gone
into fairly thoroughly in the above-
mentioned article and the reader is
strongly encouraged to study that arti
cle, since there will be no attempt here to
repeat the previous analysis made).

It is hard to imagine how one could
view these types of errors as anything
less than a fundamental departure from
and attack upon Marxism-Leninism.
Perhaps sincere disgust at the reac-

' strateg"y of the
d its adoption by
nd the world and

sincere desire for revolutionary Marx-
ism to triumph over revisionism in
Albania might be the source of blindness
towards Hoxha's revisionism. But it is
blindness nonetheless and can only lead
people toward the pit of revisionism
themselves.

Hoxha's method might be con-
tributing to this blindness. Through the
skillful use of eclectics, quotes from

Lenin and Stalin to prove his "or-
thodoxy" to Marxism-Leninism and in
words fiercely upholding some of the
key questions that have separated
Marxism from revisionism over the
years (such as upholding the concept of
the dictatorship of the proletariat and
vehemently opposing the line of peaceful
transition to socialism), he tries to pass
off his subjective view of the world, his
metaphysics and idealism as some kind
of "refreshing" return to Leninism. But
for all his "upholding" of Lenin and
Stalin, Hoxha has much more in com-
mon with other "classical" and even
modern figures. Kautskyism, Trot-
skyism and the current political line of
the modern Soviet revisionists are what
really come to mind on careful study of
Hoxha's book in its entirety.

There are about as many errors in
Hoxha's book as there are pages (over
400 pages in the English translation),
but thoroughly analysing or just point-
ing out the character of all these errors
would take a volume many times its
length and would have questionable
usefulness to the international com-
munist movement. The following will
briefly characterize some of the main
features of Hoxha's analysis of the
world situation, going into only three or
four of Hoxha's revisionist theses not
already covered in the Communist arti-
cle and making an initial analysis of the
source and implications of Hoxha's
caricature of Marxism.

eral phrases about the ,,purity', of Marxism.' i,

and fanfare. He hopes the display will mask thd



I. The World According
to Enver Hoxha

f[n" book conrains lenguhy analyses
I of what Hoxha believes to be going

on in the world today, both in chapters
dedicated to that purpose in Part I of
the volume and also as part of his
lengthy polemic against the Chinese
revisionist "three worlds" strategy and
their " strategy to become a
superpower" (both in Part II of the
book). His analysis is an eclectic
maze-he mentions almost everything
but the kitchen sink-but stripping
away empty phrases one finds a distinct,
if not thoroughly original, erroneous
understanding of what is happening in
the world today.

Hoxha acknowlpdgeis the existence of
two superpowers, the U.S. and the
Soviet Union, as the main defenders of
world capitalism and also says at times
that they are "contending over the divi-
sion of the world."' But most often,
when the two superpowers are mention-
ed, Hoxha's next breath mentions
China, Japan, and various powers of
Western Europe as potential contenders
for hegemony against the U.S., not that
different at this time from the USSR's
relationship to the U.S. And while he
does speak of contention between the
two superpowers (and more often be-
tween all the imperialists equally) over
the division of the world, he almost
always follows this with'an emphasis on
their collusion. At times in the book, he
says that contention and collusion bet'
ween imperialist powers are equal
tendencies2 but more often he em'
phasises collusion as pincipal (more on
this later). Hoxha does not think that
inter-imperialist world war is on the
horizon. He does say "The imperialist
superpowers, of which we spoke above

[and above included a whole section on
Chinal, will remain imperialist and war
mongering, and if not today, tomorrow
they will plunge the world into a great
nuclear war."3

But Hoxha definitely means "not tq
day" and by tomorrow, he meansi in the
long-range figurative sense. He states:

"In all its strategic manoeuvrings the
United States of America is not ag'
gravating its relations with the Soviet
Union beyond a certain point and it is
continuing the SALT negotiations with
it, although Carter stated that it was gG
ing ahead with the production of
neutron bombs. Despite this, between
the United States of America and the
Soviet Union, there is an obvious
tendency towards maintaining the
status quo.
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"Of course, while the United States of
America and NATO are striving to
preserve this stabus quo with the Soviet
Union, at the same time, they have con-
tradictions with it, but these contradic'
tions have not yet reached such a level
as to justify the Chinese refrain that war
in Europe is imminent."n

The point here, of course' is not
whethei war is literally about to break
out. This was not the line promoted by
the Chinese Communist PartY under

epitomize
eclectics;
some lip
war betw
he emphasizes their "striving for a

status quo" and downplays the way in
which tleir actual moves toward world
war, which are intensifying daily, affect
and dominate most of their political
moves today. (ContrarY to Hoxha's
dream world, the SALT negotiations
repre
ing t
with
fact,

"'*ff:f,'H:.ffi;f the imperialist
system. In his
close to an im
war, it's becau
of inciting war
the U.S.u

Hoxha does not see that the deepening
of the crisis of imperialism is currently
leading to the formation of war blocs
headed by the two superpowers. Hoxha
sees one bloc, one monolithic im-
perialism, albeit with some contradic-
-tions, 

hea.ded, by tJ.S. impeialism.. And'
as incredible as it may seem coming
from a supposed anti-revisionist
Marxist-Leninist, the Soviet Union is
not only treated as a part of this same
bloc, but is viewed as practically a neo'
colony of the Unibed States! After point'
ing out that the Comecon countries are
in debt to the West to the tune of 50

billion dollars, Hoxha states "The expor-

ploitation brings about the economic
and political dependence of the recipient
country."T Along the same lines he
states: "The big countries may repay
the credits they receive, but the im-
perialist investments which are made in
these big states, such as the revisionist
Soviet Union, China, or anywhere else,
cannot fail to leaue graue neo-colonialist
consequenceg"" and: "Even the Soviet
Union has been reduced to this state of
curtailed sovereignty [by the Western
imperialistsl . . . "e (We will see later that
Hoxha's simple-minded and wrong
thesis that, even in imperialist coun-
tries, foreign investments equals "cur-
tailed sovereignty" also dovetails with
his efforts to have the working class
pick up the blood'soaked national ban-
ners in Western Europe.)

Even Hoxha's analysis as to whY the
United States has such a tremendously
large amount of defense industry echoes
the views of revisionists and petty-
bourgeois radicals. He reduces it to
vulgar economics:

"Naturally, the mosb important secbors,
which present more interest for in'
vestments in the field of development
and the technical revolution, have priori'
ty, because theY offer greater
possibilities for profits. War industry
tops the list, as it is here that the rate of
profit is highest.""'

Leaving aside for now his "technical
revolution" thesis, his "facts" are off on
the question of war industry. The U.S.
government makes cost'plus contracts
with these companies because the imper'
ialists' political necessity makes i!
mandatory to guarantee a f ull
flourishing of this production, despite
what economic fluctuations due to the
crisis are going on overall in the
economy! (And, of course, since this
guaranteed profit must come from ac'
[ual surplus value created elsewhere,
these contracts just exacerbate bhe

economic crisis.)
When it comes to the ProsPect of

revolution breaking out around bhe

world, Hoxha again has his own "uni'
queness.' ns to
quote at what
the criter situa-
tion and throwing in his own comment
that only "hot heads" would think
revolution could be made at any time, he

states and develops the idea that "the
revolutionary situation has already
enveloped or is in the process of envelop-
ing the majority of capitalist and revi
sionist courltries, and hence, that this
situation has placed the revolution on
the order of the day."tt True, he focuses
on Spain and Italy, where the crisis,
while not having reached a revolu-
tionary situation, is more mature, but he



maintains that Italy has been in a
revolutionary crisis since 1945.t2 He
also emphatically states, "The revi-
sionist parties in France, Japan, the
United States of America, Britain, Por-
tugal and all the other capitalist coun-
tries are playing a similar role in defen-
ding the bourgeois order, enabling it to
overcome the crises and revolutionary
siiuations.."ta

This whole analysis ma\es a mockery
of Lenin's orientation toward a revolu-
tionary situation. (And may we remind
Hoxha lhat Lenin was talking about the
critical situation the bourgeoisie of
Europe faced during World War I.)
l,enin wrote:

" It [a revolutionary situation] will
demand arduous preparatory activities
and heavy sacrifices. This is anew form
of organization and struggle that also
has to be learnt, and knowledge is not ac-
quired without errors and sebbacks. This
form of the class struggle stands in the
same relation to participation in elec-
tions as an assault against a fortress
stands in relation to manoeuvering, mar-
ches, or lying in the trenches. Itis not so
often tha| history places this form of
struggle on the order of the day, but
then its significance is felt for decades to
come. Days on which suci. method of
struggle can and must be employed are
equal to scores of years of other
historical epochs."r4

While Europe or much of Europe is
supposedly in a "revolutionary" situa-
tion, Hoxha's view flips over to the op-
posite when it comes to the colonies and
neocolonies of imperialism. With each
section of the globe his book traverses,
he emphasizes how difficult the road to
revolution is in these countries (making
a little bit of an exception when it comes
to Latin America, on which we will have
more to say later).

Even when it comes to Hoxha's more
basic analysis of the crisis of im-
perialism and his "defense" of Lenin's
great work, Irnperialism, the Highest
State of Capitalism, Hoxha's formula-
tions and emphasis are a mockery of
Marxist political economy and par-
ticularly of Lenin's application of it in
analyzing imperialism. While it is not
within the scope of this article to carry
on a full analysis of Hoxha's political
economy, a few things should be noted.

Hoxha is careful to mention all the dif-
ferent chapter headings of Lenin's great
work, and he even gives us some good
quotes from it. For example, he quotes
Lenin at length criticizing Kautsky for
reducing imperialism to "a policy
'preferred' by finance capital." But Hox-
ha himself is in these same waters.
Readers should look at pages 340.341
and elsewhere in Hoxha's book to see

how, particularly in reference to
"Chinese social-imperialism", he
separates imperialism from the develop-
ment of capitalism into its highest
monopoly stage-a stage which China
obviously has not reached. In fact, in a
still relatively backward country such as
China, the restoraCion of capitalism
means capitulation to imperialism and
neo-colonial dependency on one im-
perialist bloc or another.r5

Hoxha also shows how he does not
analyze imperialism as a system with in-
ner laws which assert themselves
whatever the plans and intentions of the
bourgeoisie by the fact that he places no
emphasis on the anarchy of capitalism
either in words or in the content of his
section on imperialism. In fact
capitalism's anarchy is mentioned only
once.'d

He even appears to think that im-
perialism, rather than being an obstacle
to the development of the productive
forces, actually contributes to their ad-
vancement in the underdeveloped coun-
tries: "the United States of America and
the other countries export capital
precisely to those countries in which
economic development requires in-
vestments and technology." tz He's
careful to make it clear 'that this con-
tribution to "economic development" is
out of greed and not good will, since they
rake in superprofits. But even here he is
off-even quite off. Profits for the im-
perialists have been going up, up, up
(they have no falling rate of profit, we
suppose, since Hoxha only mentions
how good the profit scene is for them)
and it is simply greed that has them in-
vesting and fighting over spheres of in-
fluence, not necessity, the blind laws of
capital at work that makes it mandatory
to export excess capital the imperialists
cannot reinvest in their country and get
the necessary return on their in-
vestments; or, as Lenin put it,

"The capitalists divide the world, not
out of any particular malice, but because
the degree of concentration which has
been reached forces them to adopt this
method in order to obtain profits."ta

Yes, Hoxha speaks constantly of the
deep economic crisis of imperialism. But
this he simply describes as the "periodic
crisis of overproduction" becoming
more frequent. For example, he treats in-
flation, which is one of the sharpest man-
ifestations of the developing crisis and
which shows the depths of the contradic-
tions the imperialists have found them-
selves in, as simply a plot of the imper-
ialists to increase the relative exploita-
tion of the working class.re The reader is
urged to study Lenin's lrnperialism and
compare Lenin's emphasis on the
dominance of finance capital, the para-

sitism of imperialism, Lenin's emphasis
on the export of capital and particularly
Lenin's emphasis on the imperialists'
need to divide and redivide the world
and see how Hoxha's emphasis is entire-
ly different, even if he makes sure he
uses some of the same phrases.

Hoxha even does some creative
"developing" of the character of im-
perialism since Lenin's time, as for in-
stance where he more than once men-
tions the "technical revolution."20 While
Hoxha does not go into this concept
much in this book, the Albanian Party of
Labor has done more thorough work
elsewhere on this creative
development" (and by Hoxha's
references to this concept, he seems bo

be upholding it). In short, this
"technical revolution" thesis pins much
of the buoying up of the economy of the
irnperialists after World War 2, par-
ticularly in the U.S., Europe and Japan,
on their investing in new and highly
technological industry which stimulated
the renewal of what he calls "fundamen-
tal capital." This line, in fact, dovetails
with the imperialists' own explanations
for their success, and completely'
obliterates the oppression and superex-,
ploitation of the colonial and neo
colonial countries-the most importantl
factor enabling the imperialist countries
to stave off the full effects of the crisis.,

This "technological revolution" thesis
is thoroughly revisionist. If one took the
Albanian party's thesis as correct, con-
ceivably the imperialists could in-
definitely find new technological fields
to continue this "revolution" and so
reinvest their excess capital. This theory
also goes against the fundamental
premise that imperialism is a fetter on
the productive forces (although certain
technological advancements are made)
in a much more fundamental sense than
Hoxha puts it-reducing the question
simply to meeting the needs of the
people-in the chapter we've been speak-
ing to.

II. Hoxha's "Two
Worlds" Thesis

What's pivotal to Hoxha's analysis is
what can fairly be described as his "Two
Worlds Theory"-"The world is divided
in two, the world of capitalism and the
new world of socialism..."2'Or as he
says:

"After the triumph of the October
Reuolution Lenin and Stalin said that in
our time there are two worlds: the
socialist world and the capitalist world,
although at the time socialism had

{Continued on page 31)
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Of,4EEE'ETT FUND DTEAE
:fsstifying for the RCP

The following are three such
statements supporting the fund diue
and calling on the workers and the op-
pressed to defend the Reuolutionary
Communist Party against the attacks
launched on it and the Chairman of the
Central Committe, Bob Auakian.

down, chews them up and spits them out
with criminal ruthlessness. And they
haue testified to the tremendous impor-
tance of the Party and its reuolutionary
work in educating the masses about the
nature of this system and prepaing for
reuolution.

As the Party's rnillion dollar fund
diue has gone into high gear, hundreds
of people all ouer the country haue come
forward to support it with words and ac-
tion, as well as financially. They haue
spoken with a bitter hatred of this
capitalist system that grinds people

The System fs
Gonna Make Us

Fight!
Only the RCP Can

Make Us Win!

The fotlowing is from the text of a

leaflet from a former mernber of the
Black Panther Party in the San Fran-
cisco Bay Area calling on Black people
to contibute to the RCP's Million Dollar
Fund Driue, support the work of the Par-
ty, ond ioin the reuolutionary struggle.
(The teaflet has been shortened. for
reasons of space,)

When I was 9 years old, mY mother
died of childbirth in one of these butcher
shop hospitals. I couldn't believe
it-nobody dies of childbirth at the age
of 28 in America-unless you're Black or
poor of course.

When I was 10, we had no electricitY
in our house, no gas, no running water
and no food. Late at night we would get
our pitcher and go "steal" some water
from our neighbor's faucets. MY
youngest brother, who was about 5,
could take no more of this-one day he
just ran out in the middle of the streets
and screamed his lungs out! I'm
hungry!!!Later, after he was a teenager,
he would go out and steal some money to
buy him some new clothes and all the
food he could eat. He told us he was tired
of being poor-when caught, the Pigs
beat him up and sent him to Youth
authority. When he was 18 he could take
no more of this shit, so he Put a gun to
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his head and blew his brains out.
I hate this motherfuckin' system' I've

to each other that it's a TNA-tran'
slated means Typical Nigger Activity.
We would greet them by hurling bricks
and wine bottles at their cars.

When the Black rebellions of Watts,
Newark and Detroit set this whole coun-
try to rockin', I was so proud of Black
people I cried. When the Black Panther
Party hit the scene with Chairman
Mao's Redbook, guns and talking about
making revolution, smashing capitalism
as the only way to end all the hell Balck
people catch, it was like they were
speaking to my every feeling.

There were a lot of Black organiza-
tions at that time. Most of them were in-
to saying white people was the enemy
and called for putting Black faces in
places where there were white faces and
keeping the masses of Black people on
the bottom. Only they would call us
"brothers" while they fucked us or fuck'
ed us while speaking Swahili.

It seemed the Panthers had the in'
terests of Black people at heart and not
their careers. I was 20 years old when I
joined-I never felt so proud before in
my life-proud to fight-kill and die for
the liberation of Black people. We put
our whole lives into this.

But the Panthers fell into Pragma'
tism. They didn't understand that
revolution wasn't possible at that time
nor did they understand the kind ol
revolution it is gonna take to end Black
people's oppression. So eventually the
Panthers sold out and betrayed the in'
terests of Black people and started seek'
ing high places for their Black faces.

I wasn't prepared for this-it was like
there was no more reason to live. I
couldn't understand it. I went to
shooting dope. I got hooked, got busted
for robbery and went to the peniten'
tiary. It was in prison that I got to know
Bob Avakian, the Chairman of the Revo'
lutionary Union (forerunner of the RCP)
through its publications. I learned that
revolution didn't die wibh the Panthers.
It was like my life had meaning
again-there was still something to live
for.

I started to understand that Black
people can't be free unless the whole
working class and ultimately all
mankind is free-and that it was this
kind of communist working class revolu'
tion where we sweep capibalism away
that was gonna free us and not no
separation to five states in the south or
some other madness. We set up study
groups in the joint and discussed these
questions. We would try to organize
rebellions against our imprisonment
everyday.

And after our beloved Chairman Mao
died and his four close comrades were ar'
rested, it was only the RCP who came
out boldly with a clear'cut Marxist
analysis of what happened there and
held high the revolutionary banner of
Mao. I studied the Party's analysis and
then I understood that a bunch of two-
bit backstabbing capitalist dogs had
sold out Mao and the revolution in China
and around the world and had taken
China on the capitalist road.

Bob Avakian and the RCP have made
me see and understand the struggle of
Black people is part and parcel of the
struggles of the working class and op-
pressed people in tlds country and
around the world against imperialism,
capitalism, revisionism and everything
in the world that fucks over people.



The RCP and Bob Avakian saved my
Iife!

Wibhout them I would have thrown in
the towel long ago. I would be in a nar'
cotic stupor somewhere, or at best I
would be thinking that there's nothing
we can do about this shit and that we
might as well go along with the Pro'
gram.

We got to come forward with our hard-
earned money, not for some con escape
trip-church or dope-but to buy the
nails for the capitalists' coffin. To put
ouL millions of copies of the Reuolu-
tionory Worker, to defend hundreds of
RCP membeis and supporters arrested
this past year, especially Chairman
Avakian who they are trying to railroad
io jail for 200 years. Right now the dogs
who rule this country are trying to crush
the RCP and lock up Bob Avakian-to
strip the people of revolutionary leader-
ship. If we stand on the sidelines and
watch them crush the Party and railroad
Bob Avakian-we will fight but we will
NEVER win.

SUPPORT THE ONLY WEAPON WE
HAVE TO MAKE REVOLUTION!
SUPPORT THE VANGUARD! CON.
TRIBUTE TO THE RCP'S MILLION
DOLLAR FUND DRIVE!

-An ex-Panther from Oakland, Calif.

rtHistory Calls Us To SteP UP"

Part of a speech made on August 25th in
Seattle by a member of the RCP.

Think how far we have come to where
we have a Revolutionary Communist
Party that can train and prepare the
working class and masses of people for
revolution. Think what it would have
meant if we had the RCP during the
1960s. Think what it would have meant
and what it has meant to all revolu'
tionaries when they haven't had a

revolutionary party.
My father fought in the Easter

Rebellion to free Ireland in 1916. He
fought with no guarantees but he fought
without a communist party, without the
science of Marxism-Leninism. He was a
revolutionary. He spent two years in
British prisons and he watched his fami
ly get murdered by the Black and
Tans-the mercenary scum that took
the place of British regulars. Then he
came to this country, to slave on the
longshore, to marry and raise a family. I
used to watch him walk down the street
with a longshoreman's hook on his
shoulder and I was proud-he was
strong, he was a worker. , . He stood uP
for his people in Ireland and he stood up
for his friends-but then he broke his
back on the docks, he couldn't work and

he couldn't provide for his family. He
started drinking and beating mY
mother. He left. I was five Years
old. . for the next five years I saw him
living in a one-room flop house and I
used to love to hear the stories from
Ireland and the revolutionary songs he
would sing. . but more and more I
began to lose that love, more and more I
was unable to defend him against
vicious lies and slanders that my family
and society put on him, a drunk, a bum
who couldn't provide the bread on the
table, not a man. And I began to be[eve
this and began to blame him for not
staying with us, for not sticking it out.
But really I was blaming him for not
copping to all the shit that was coming
down, for not crawling. That's what I
mean by hating the oppressed and blam'
ing the oppressed and growing to love
the oppressor. that's what this socie-
ty does.

But with the science of Marxism, with
the RCP, I understand what is the
truth-that my father was a revolu'
tionary, that he left me a legacy to be
proud of, a legacy of resistance and
rebellion that drove me on. . . drove me
until I found the Revolutionary Union
and Bob Avakian. As I was hiding in a
tiny town in Eugene, Oregon I heard
Bob speak and it changed my life-I've
fought to make revolution since that
day.

That's what having the RCP and the
science of Marxism-Leninism, Mao
Tsetung Thought means for us. It
means the road to our liberation, stand'
ing up off our knees. And I know mY
father would be so very proud of me and
of the Party,, and if he were here tonight
standing on the threshold of his 80th
year, standing along us on the threshold
of the 1980s, he would be crYing, oP'
timistic after so many long years of
fighting he had finally found a Party
bhat would lead the working class to end
all the misery and suffering that he and
ihe millions like him have endured and
fought against for so damn long.

That's the difference the Party would
have made then, the difference it makes
today, and the difference it makes for
the future-our consciousness, our
revolutionary science turns us from
sheep into men and women who will
make history. History calls us to step up
and step forward-otherwise the stories
of my father's life and the millions like
him will be repeated again and again.
It's time that we get ready to tell our
children the stories of how we made
revolution and freed ourselves!

Eyes"
rtlt Doesrrtf Do No Good to Close Your

The following letter call,ing on people to
conrribute to the $L*ffi,ffiA Fund, Diae
uas reeeiued fron a coal tniner's wife,
whn& husband, a m,entberof ths lufiners'
Right ta Strthc Contmittee, bas billed in
a lnine.arcident almost a year ago.

When I met some of the people from
the ROP, I was a coal minor'e wife. ide
and my husband both knen, and had
stayed in coutaptwith the ftCP. It wa+ a
challenge and an experienee I won't
forget. Now I aur a widow, I do my best
to stey in touch with the RCP. I am now
a mother and father to my three
children. It's hard taking care of my
homs and cfuildren and things like repalr'
ing -thiugs around tho house, Even
though I get a good income. I once ex-
perieueed going out and seeing for
myself what the outside world is about,
but I'tried tb cloae my eyes to it by tak-
ing an overdose. I know'it doesnrt s@m
to be a solution-what I did, and now I
reahze this too. I realized in time, before
it was too Late"

I gou my second chance and I too
kuow need to open their
eyes so the people can
stick t's get behind the

than what it is.
I personally would like to see this

world changed. I don't like it the way it
is. I want to see a better world than this,
if not for myself, for my Coal Miner {my
husband), the Black people, the Indian
people, all the Working Class People. I
too
BC
do
pie
taise the Million Dollar Fund so that the
BCP ean have something to work with
to wipe out Imperialisn in the United
States.

A widow from Logan, \{est Va.





rom 1909 lo l9l9 tr mcss, levolutioRory workers'orgdnizction-the Industricl Worke*s o[:
the World (IWW), better known as the Wobbltag-'shook,Americc trom one aud of the coun-

lry to the other. For millions, its ncrms evoked q
tcrcking the ccpitalist clqss en€my cnd tirelessl
tion cnd uationcl chcuvinisrr that bedeviled t
work mosl oppresse
on in hey }oolred to
IWW be slanderid,

Todcry, 60 yecrs cfter the Wobblies cecrsed to
their legend still inspires mcrny and rci
represenled;an orgcdiiction claiming the
while openly stcrnding tor revolution-had ne
Whct qccounled lor their rise rrnd their hold on
to iheir decline? In short, whct lessons ccn re
IftIhnt is the revolutioncrry kernel thot musr be p
musi be criticized? These cre questions Iorig
the experience of the IW\i$, cJrrell qs the L
vitcrl guestions oI politicol line that continue t
especiclly <rs vre enter c period oI likely mqs6 t
record strcright on the Wobblies.

Background to the I.W.W.

At the turn of the century, the U.S.
emerged as an imperialist power, push-
ing out all over the world to export
capital, exploit the labor and plunder the
resources of the world's people, and tak-
ing military action in Puerto Rico, Cuba,
Panama, the Philippines, China and
elsewhere. Indus0rial and bank capi-
tal, which had merged to form finance
capital, centra[zed vast wealth into a
few hands. As a result, millions of small
businessmen and farmers were ruined,
while greater millions of workers were
driven deeper into impoverishment. The
influence of the ruined petty-bourgeois
elements was reflected in the populist
reform movementg which, while they in-
volved millions of people, essentially
tried to turn history back to the days
before imperialism. Many of the ugly
abuses of the monopolies' domination of
America were laid bare in the muck-
rakers' movement in journalism and
literature, a movement of broad ex-
posure which flourished in the early
1900s and was linked with the populists.

Central to all the social problems
brought on by the rise of the monopolies
was the glaring contradiction between
the massive wealth of the capitalists and
the wretched poverty of millions of in-
dustrial workers. The cities were jam-

med with immigrants-over 10 million,
mainly from southern and eastern
Europe, had come over between 1905
and 1914 to work in the steel mills, tex-
tile mills and other capitalist profit
mills, and on the railroads. In 1914, be
tween 55 and 70Vo of the workers in each
of the following industries were foreign-
born: bituminous coal, iron and steel,
slaughtering and meat packing, woolen
and cotton goods, clothing, leather, fur-
niture and oil refining. These workers
constantly faced unemployment-often
actual starvation-and were discrimin-
ated against at every turn.

The American Federation of Labor
claimed that it was impossible to
organize the foreign-born workers, that
their cultural diversity was too big an
obstacle. But in fact the AFL had no
desire to organize these or any unskilled
workers. Despite the resulting lack of
organization, these workers, many of
whom brought with them Marxist, syn-
dicalist and other radical ideas from
Europe, continually rose up in bloody
battles. In the years before 1900 these
included the great railroad strike of
1877, the uprisings of the coal miners
(the "Molly Maguires") in Pennsylvania,
and the Homestead steel strike of 1894.

Meanwhile, many of the immigrants

headed out west, joining the ruined
farmers to work in the mines and lumber
camps and on the railroads. Also
untouched by the AFL, these workers
too rose spontaneously in strikes, such
as the miners' strike at Coeur d'Alene,
Idaho in 1902, in which the state militia
came in and penned up the strikers in an
open-air corral for six months to break
the strike.

Out of this turmoil many began to
look to socialist revolution, revolu-
tionary organipation and Marxism as
forces to combat the oppressive rule of
capital. Two parties professing socialism
existed at this time-the Socialist Labor
Party, founded in 1876, and the Socialist
Party, formed as a split-off from the
SLP in 1900. But their notions of
socialism were, in the former case,
dogmatic and sterile, and in the latter,
full of reformism and pacifism (the SLP,
too, was pacifist). Nevertheless, their ex-
istence, and in particular the SP's forma-
tion at the turn of the century, reflected
the fact that masses of workers were in
motion and were demanding fundamen-
tal changes.

For many revolutionaries, it was clear
that these parties could not be the vehi'
cle for revolution. In particular, those
who had been immereed in the rebellious



mass struggles of the unskilled workers
realized that the SP and the SLP were
too "respectable," too oriented to the
ballot box and not enough to mass ac'
tion, and too much based on the
discontented middle class and better-off
skilled workers rather than the basic
masses.

Many of the revolutionary'minded
workers and other people, some of whom
hhd studied Marxism, yearning for a real
revolutionary organization, got together
to form the IWW in 1905. The delegates
at the founding convention, represent'
ing over 60,000 members, formulated
the strategy of "revolutionary industrial
unionism." Their goal was, first and
foremost, revolution, and their strategy
was to organize the masses of industrial
workers into a single revolutionary
union that could carry ouC a general
strike to stop capitalism dead in its
tracks. In this scheme the capitalists
would be starvOd out and their state
would collapse, to be replaced by a coor-
dinating committee of workers from the
different industries.

While the Wobblies' view of how to
make revolution was thus incorrect from
the outset, reflecting a syndicalist
outlook (more on this below), their orien'
tation toward the mass action of the
working class, rather than what they
correctly perceived to be the ultimately
dead end of elections, was very good.
The main trend in the IWW that
gathered that day in June 1905 was not
interested merely in building industrial
unions as ends in themselves (as some
later historians grouped in and around
the CPUSA would have it) but instead in
figuring out how to overthrow capit-
alism-though there was to be very
sharp struggle within the IWW over
this question in the next few years, as
well as over whether it should really be
the goal of the organization.

The revolutionary thrust of the Wob-
blies was reflected in the words of
Eugene Debs, one of the foremost
leaders of the U.S. working class at the
time and a founder of the IWW (though
he later dropped away to concentrate his
efforts in the SP), who called the found'
ing meeting "the greatest labor conven-
tion" he had ever attended, because the
delegates agreed "upon the great vital
principle of uniting the working class
upon the economic field in a revolu-
tionary organization recognizing and ex-
pressing the class struggle." The IWW
"was to unite [the working class] to act
together politically and economically so
that it could overthrow the capitalist
system and emancipate [itselfl from
wage slavery. . . the revolutionary move
ment of the working class will date from
the year 1905."

But before the IWW could set about
its revolutionary tasks, three years of in'
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ternal ideological struggle proved
necessary. As stated earlier, while the
orientation of the main leaders, includ-
ing such people as Bill Haywood, Vin-
cent St. John and others was revolu-
tionary, a significant current was mainly
interested in harnessing and narrowing
the revolutionary turmoil among the
masses into a rival to the AFL. The 1906
convention was marked by a sPlit in
which the president, Charles Sherman,
was booted out, essentially for his nar'
row trade-unionist line. A number of
other trade union officials who had
boarded the IWW ship early on deserted
after this, including Charles Moyer,
president of the Western Federation of
Miners. As the struggle against the line
of making the IWW a "better version of
the AFL" drew to completion, it then
became necessary to settle accounts
with the line led by Daniel Deleon, head
of the SLP, which would have made the
IWW a tail to be wagged on the dull and
sectarian Socialist Labor dog. Deleon
too was sent packing-at the 4th con'
vention in 1908-and the IWW was
finally consolidated around a line that
would lead to big advances for the
revolutionary movement.,

The IWW's ideological unitY was
reflected in the new preamble adopted at
the 1908 meeting:

"The working class and the employing
class have nothing in common' There
can be no peace as long as hunger and
want are found among the millions of
working people, and the few, who make
up the employing class, have all the
good things in life.

"Between these two classes a struggle
must go on until the workers of the
world organize as a class, take posses-

sion of the earth and the machinery of
production, and abolish the wage
system.

"Instead of the conservative motto, 'a
fair day's wage for a fair day's work', we
must inscribe on our banner the revolu'
tionary watchword, 'Abolition of the
wage system! '

"It is the historic mission of the work-
ing class to do away with capitalism.
The army of production must be organiz-
ed, not only for the everyday struggle
with the capitalists, but also to carry on
production when capitalism shall have
been overthrown. By organizing in'
dustrially we are forming the structure
of the new society within the shell of the
old."

Several things are noteworthy here.
The influence of Marxism, given more
room to operate in the absence of the ex-
pelled reformist elements, was reflected
in the paragraph which ended with the
slogan, "Abolition of the wage
system!", taken from Marx's pamphlet'

Wages, Price and, Profit. But clearly, it
was only a partially digested Marxism,
as witness the lines about "forming the
structure of the new society within the
shell of the old," which blurred the fun-
damental distinction between capitalism
and socialism and in particular omitted
any reference to the question of state
power and who holds it, which is central
to these distinctions.

While the addition of Marx's Phrase
with its revolutionary stand reflected
the forward movement of the Wobblies'
an earlier formulation in the 1905 pream'
ble was eliminated: "Between [the] two
classes a struggle must go on until all
the toilers come together on the
political" as w
field" andtake
produce by t
economic orga
class without affiliation with any

tioneering of the SP and SLP, and they
were entirely right to reject politics in
this sense. But their theoretical error of
reducing the class struggle to the econ'
omic struggle, of failing to see the
necessity for a reuolutionary political
party, of negating the need to carry out
Lroad political agitation and struggle
and even to make use of Particular
election campaigns for these purposes
(as Debs was to do as the Socialist Par-
ty's anti-war candidate during World
War 1), was to restrict and lead to
significant shortcomings in the IWW's
work throughout the next decade.

As Lenin pointed out, in "a profound'
ly proletarian and mass movement"
such as that around the IWW, erroneous

connections with the basic masses, par'
ticularly strong in the West in mining,
lumber and agriculture, and their deter-
mination to fight for the revolutionary
interests of the workers, propelled them
to take up some political struggles
despite any syndicalist blind spots' In
addition, the repression which the

to unleash
elled them to
only to forge

the freedom to wage the economic strug-
gle, as was shown in the "free speech"
fights of 1909-1912 and later in the cam'
paign to free Joe Hill.- The ideological struggle within the
IWW led to a sharp decline in member-

000 by late
e demoraliz-
blies to take
unding con'

vention in 1905. And the opponents of



Building "One Big Union'
hortly after the 1908 convention,
what became known as the "free

Montana. The IWW had sent six
organizers to Missoula to begin work
among the transient workers who, by

the hundreds of thousands, bummed
from town to town in the West going
from job to job.

The Wobbly agitators spoke from
soap boxes on the street corners near the
"job-sharks," temporary job brokers
who preyed on the workers, charging
them high fees for jobs which often turn-
ed out not to exist, In an attempt to stop
the soap-boxing Wobblies from spread-
ing a mood of rebellion among the
workers, the Missoula city council
outlawed street speaking.

The Wobblies went up against the or-
dinance, and four of the six were ar-
rested. The two who weren't wired the
national office in Chicago, which sent
out a call "to every man who hates the
tyrannical oppression of the police to go
to Missoula and help the workers there
win out." Hundreds hopped freight
trains and poured into Missoula, defying
the ban on street speaking and landing
in jail, Within a week the jails were
overflowing and the rebellion spreading.

As the cops exercised their customary
viciousness and brutality, a second call
went out. Still more workers flooded
Missoula's streets. The city council's at-
tempt to squash the struggle had blown
up in its face. The council backed down,
repealed the law and released every
Wobbly and sympathizer from jail.

Before the Missoula fight was over an
even bigger one broke out in Spokane,
Washington. IWW agitation again
caught fire and put the local ruling class
uptight, especially when 3000 angry
jobless workers almost took the town
apart the night of January 17. In their
street corner agitation, the Wobblies
had to compete with the noisy drum-
beating proselytizers of the Salvation
Army. It was out of this struggle for the
attention and allegiance of the workers
that the famous song, "Preachers and
Slaves" ("You'll eat pie in the sky when
you die," by Joe Hill, the most well
known and prolific of the Wobblies' ar-
my of proletarian poets) was born, and
that an impetus was given to the Wob-
blies' development of songs, poems,
theater and other cultural forms which
they put to good use in the class strug'
gle.

One night in early November the cops
pulled IWW agitator James Thompson
off his soap box and threw him into jail.
When the dust finally cleared that night,
150 people had been busted for defying
the anti-soap box ordinance. Repeating
the Missoula experience, Wobblies again
poured into town and filled the jails. The
police repression here was even more
animalistic. Crowded into an unheated
jail as winter was beginning, the
prisoners were repeatedly doused by
cops using firehoses. Three fighters died
serving their thirty days in jail. Anger
spread through the Northwest and
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the IWW'reveled in premature funeral
celebrations. "We need no longer fear
this crazy assortment of fanatics,,,
wrote an AFL operative at the time.
"They have just about committed
suicide at their recent gathering in
Chicago." The aforementioned Moyer,

addressing the 1908 WFM convention,
declared that "the IWW has landed high
and dry on the rocks of sectarianism."

How wrong these philistines were!
The Wobblies had only cleared the path
for the fights to come.

speech fights" kicked off in Missoula,
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began to spill eastward. March 1, 1910
was called as the day to hit Spokane.

With 500 Wobblies still in jail, delega-
tions set out for Spokane from
Skowhegan, Maine to Tijuana, Mexico.
The city fathers caved in and the Wob-
blies had another victory.

The pattern of these battles was
repeated in over 30 cities over the next
few years. These battles dramatically
brought the IWW to the eyes of millions
of workers. The Wobblies' actions an-
nounced the existence of a revolutionary
organization that fearlessly stood
against the cops and capitalists, refused
to give an inch in its aim to organize the
working class, and was ready to put the
idea of class solidarity into deeds as well
as words. The battles also steeled and
tempered ihose who were involved, and
more than a few lifetime fighters for the
working class got their first real taste of
fire in the jails of one or another free
speech fight.

Meanwhile, the IWW was spreading
east among the millions of ground-down
immigrant workers. In July 1909 the
McKees Rock, Pa. steel strike erupted
over long-standing grievances. The twe
month batble was filled with mass action
and armed battles (13 died in the course
of the strike), and the victory that was
won put a spring in the step of the whole
working class. The most significant
thing, though, was the role of the im-
migrant workers and the IWW.

While the v.ast majority of the strikers
were foreign-born and unskilled, at the
strike's outset the leadership was
almost entirely in the hands of the
native-born skilled workers in the form
of a leading committee called the "Big
Six." The Big Six counseled patience on
the part of bhe strikers, favored relying
on lawyers and "civic outrage" against
the company and, while they did not
openly oppose mass militant action by
the sbrikers, also did nothing to build it.

Within a few weeks the EuroPean
workers formed the "Unknown Commit'
tee," which fought for a militant line
against the company. Made uP of
workers from Hungary, Russia, ItalY
and elsewhere with experience in the
more advanced political movements of
their homelands, they began meeting
with the IWW early in the strike and
before long took over effective leader'
ship from the Big Six. The Unknowns
emphasized mass action against scabs
and cops and mobilization of the rank
and file. The Unknowns carried on fre'
quent mass meetings in each of the six'
teen languages spoken by the strikers,
built constant mass picket lines and
drew thousands of workers around the
area bo mass support rallies of up to
20,000.

This was a political lesson on a grand
scale for American workers. The sup'
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posedly ignorant and inferior eastern
European workers had not only walked
out, they had taken over and run the
first successful strike ever against a
U.S. Steel-owned company. And they
had done it by breaking with every
restriction that the AFL had tried to put
on the strike struggles of American
workers.

The McKees Rock strike was only the
first of a series of bitter battles built by
thousands of mainly immigrant workers
during this period. Just as the free
speech fights in the West concretized
the revolutionary movement for the
millions of migratory workers in lumber,
mining and agriculture, these industrial
strikes made the workers of the East
come alive to the Wobbly vision of the
revolutionary solidarity of all na-
tionalities against the common
capitalist enemy.

Even more than McKees Rock, the
1912 Lawrence, Mass. textile strike was
a living manifesto to the working class
of what the IWW was all about.
Demonstrations ranging from 3000 to
10,000 were held everY few daYs, with
the workers carrying red flags and sing'
ing the Internationale. (In fact, so exten'
sive was the use of revolutionary songs
by the Wobblies that Lawrence became
known as "the strike that sang"') A
month into the strike, the strikers'
children were sent all over the country to
sympathetic families as a means not on'
ly of freeing up the strikers but also of
building support. Giving tit for tat



"This is the first time in the history of
the American labor movement that a
strike has been conducted as this one
has .You have demonstrated that
there is a common interest in the work-
ing class that can bring all its members
together." Haywood then led the whole
rally in singing the Internationale in the
fifteen different languages represented
in the strike.

During this period the Wobblies were
called into virtually every major strike
struggle of the working class. They
tirelessly tried to link these struggles to
the entire workers' movement and the
final goal of working-class revolution as
they conceived it. By taking these strug-
gles out to the whole working class, they
fought the national chauvinism of the
white, native-born workers and built uni-
ty on a principled basis. It should be
noted that the Wobblies were the only
group to oppose the anti-Asian hysteria
on the West Coast, and they were the
first organization to hold an integrated
meeting of Black and white workers in
Louisiana and to forbid segregation in
any local unit. Although experiences on

this were uneven and were a source of
controversy within the IWW, still it
must be said that as an organization the
IWW was solidly anti-racist.

In a few short years, the IWW became
the organization most feared by the rul-
ing class in U.S. history up to that time.
Every bit of rebellion was attacked as an
"IWW plot"-which worked just fine
for the Wobblies, since it encouraged
rebellious people generally to contact
them when something jumped off. The
government beat, jailed, framed and
even lynched and executed membeis
and leaders of the IWW-but each act of
repression brought more workers and
allies from other sections of the people
into the fight to defend the Wobblies
and what they stood for. During this
period, the name and vision of this
organization spread over
Iike wildfire.

The Wobblies did

the country

not confine
themselves to strikes, nor was their
agitation limited to or even focused on
winning a little bit better wage. They
concentrated their fire on the capitalists
on every front and were especially

outspoken in their antagonism to
patriotism, religion, ideas that women
should not participate fully in the
class struggle, and bourgeois "respec-
tability" generally. The Wobblies believ'
ed it their duby to challenge the beliefs of
the workers instead of pandering to
their prejudices to "get more members."

"The intelligent worker," said the
IWW paper, "knows no such thing as
'my country' and sheds his 'native land'
every time he takes a wash." Not that
the Wobblies didn't love the flag-it's
just that the flag they loved and
popularized was the red one. The work'
ing class, they sang, would "live and
die. . . 'neath the scarlet standard high."
As for the stars and stripes: "The
American flag has always accompanied
institutions of oppression against the
workers." The Wobblies even published
a special Anti-Patriotic issue of their
paper in 1912, which featured exposures
of the Boy Scouts and other patriotic
sacred cows.

The Wobblies also attacked the Salva-
tion Army (they nicknamed it the "Star-
vation Army"), the Catholic Church and

13



the "long-haired preachers" of every
stripe. The IWW took this as a serious
question. Cartoons, songs and speakers
mercilessly attacked religion f or
"gilding slavery's chains." In a famous
incident at a mass march in Lawrence,
Massachusetts shortly after the 1912
strike, the lead banner proclaimed, "No
God, No Master," which sent the local
Catholic Church into a patriotic henzy.
The Church called a "God and Country"
day which drew about 30,000 people, in-
cluding large numbers of school children
brought in from around the area. The
Wobblies countered with a "Support the
IWW" picnic the same day which,
despite the bourgeois counter'offensive,
drew 4000 workers.

Many trade unionist and revisionist
historians have chastised the Wobblies
for "alienating support" with their
stand on religion. Specifically, the use of
"No God, No Master" as a major slogan
of the Lawrence strike has been criticiz-
ed. It is certainly correct to question
the tactics of the IWW, in this and
perhaps other particulars, which could
have the effect of making atheism a
point of unity in a strike. But there can
be no doubt that in general, in their day-
to-day organizing and through the use of
their sharply controversial, anti-
religious songs and poems, the Wobblies
made considerable contributions to the
struggle to free the workers of the hold
of religion. Revisionist histories, seizing
on the weaknesses of the IWW's work in
this or that particular, negate these con-
tributions and have the effect of cover'
ing for the failure of other groups, and in
particular the CPUSA, to consistently
put out propaganda against religion.

The IWW also antagonized the church
and other reactionaries by scoffing at
their hypocrisy around the family and
by advocating birth control. The need
for this was sharply displayed at a mass
rally in Lawrence, where one Wobbly
speaker said that the workers (mainly
women) needed a shorter work day so
that they "could have more time with
their husbands and raise more children."
This brought a resounding chorus of
boos from the crowd. In contrast to bhis
speech, Wobbly propaganda generally
brought out the necessity for women to
be allowed more time to participate in
the class struggle.

These examples show that despite
their limitations in theory and organiza-
tion, the Wobblies did in fact take on the
ideological struggle rather vigorously
around a number of questions. They
knew that without sharp struggle in this
arena, the gip which the bourgeoisie held
on the masses through religion, national
chauvinism and its other ideological
devices could not be broken.

Overall, the Wobblies made tremen-
dous advances for the U.S. working
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class, and revolutionaries should cherish
their contributions. Here for the first
time was a mass workers'organization
that promoted revolution and made it
something quite real for millions; that
took head on the national chauvinism
and philistinism in the U.S. working
class and forged real multinational uni-
ty; that exploded the myth that the bot-
tom sections of bhe working class
couldn't mobilize, showing instead that
they were not only capable of but eager
for revolutionary organization. Here was
an organization that mobilized
thousands from around the country to

workers and revolutionary-minded peo'
ple. Their local halls were lively cente-rs
of political and ideological struggle,
stocked with well-thumbed libraries and
full of debate. And their songs and
poems had a tremendous effect on work-
ers and reflected an intuitive grasp of the
essential role that culture must play in a
revolutionary workers' movement.

E) ut the Wobblies had serious
-LD weal<nesses. At the root of these
was their syndicalism. According to the
syndicalist view, the general strike is
capable of bringing down the capitalist
system, and the industrial unions will be
the administrative organs of socialist
society. This view illustrates a failure to
grasp the role of the state as an instru-
ment of class dictatorship. The Wobblies
held this naive view of the omnipotence
of the general strike. When asked about
the use of troops by the bourgeoisie to
counter it, the IWW syndicalists would
reply that without workers to transport
and serve them, the troops could not be
mobilized!

History has proven that the state must
be smashed by force of arms and that
after insurrection a civil war is necessary
to firmly establish workingtlass power
in an imperialist country. Afber the
seizure of power a different kind of state

-the dictatorship of bhe working class-
is needed to crush the armed resistance
of the still-existing exploiting classes, to
handle the working class's relations of
alliance and struggle with the inter-
mediate classes, to give the fullest ex-
pression to the masses' control of all
aspects of society, and to defeat and dig
away the soil giving rise to new ex-
ploiters.

Of course, during the Wobblies' heyday
these were hardly widely accepted doc-
trines. Certainly they were not
understood by the vast majority of
socialist parties of the Second Interna-
tional, including the SP in the United
States, who posed against the syndicalist

strategy one of peacefully electing a
socialist government. And in comparison
with these parties, the Wobblies' orienta'
tion was more on the mark.

The belief that the general strike could
actually happen throughout the country
in such a way as to lead to the abolition
of capitalism, that in fact Che ruling
class would be unable to recruit
*orkers to "transport and serve" their
soldiers, reflected an idealized notion of
the working class, one which failed to
grasp that it is divided into advanced, in'
termidiate and backward sections. This
fed into the anarchistic line running

filled on a rotating basis. This in effect
denied the need for real leadership, and in
particular the need for a vanguard p$y
of the advanced workers and their allies
was not understood.

The Wobblies did not have a scientific
analysis of capitalist society and did not
see that this analysis, which historically
has been developed outside the spon'
taneous workers' movement by revolu'
tionary intellectuals, must be brought to
the class in order for it to take up revolu'
tionary political [fe. This is a task which
can only be accomplished by a vanguard
party armed with the science of Marrism'
Leninism. The Wobblies, of course, were
not such a party. Neither,.however' were
they only a collection of unions, as some
of the CP criticism has painted them'
They were a revolutionarY mass
organization, but one which mistakenly
tried to combine the functions of the par-
ty and of the unions-a doomed
endeavor. This two-into-one view of the
"revolutionary union," in addition to de-
nying the need for a party, denied the
need to organize and do revolutioniry
political work within the existing AFL
unions.

Finally, the Wobblies had strong
tendencies toward economism. In their
view, political struggle was nothing
more than electioneering, and since they
rightly regarded a strategy of relying on
elections to achieve power as a dead end,
they ended up opposing political strug'
gle in general. This stunted the political
development of the workers, who cannot
develop class consciousness through the
struggle around wages and working con'
ditions, no matter how heroic that strug-
gle may be, even when it unfolds into a
struggle against the bourgeois state in
defense of economic needs and of the
right to otganize. While the Wobblies'
experience did illustrate that the
economic struggle can be utilized by the
revolutionary movement, the fact that
they did not bring the leadership of the
working class to some of the important



CHRISTIANS AT WAN

By Iohn F. Kendrick
(Tune: "Onward, Christion Soldiers")

Onward, Christian soldiers! Duty's way is plain;
Slay your Christian neighbors, or by them be slain,
Pulpiteers are spouting ellervescent swill,
God above is calling you to rob and rape and kill,
All your acts are sanctilied by the Lamb on high;
II you love the Holy Ghost, go murder, pray and
die.

Onward, Christian soldiers, rip and tear and smite!
Let the gentle Iesus bless your dynamite.
Splinter skulls with shrapnel, Iertilize the sod;
Folks who do not speak your tongue deserve the

curse ol God.
Smash the doors ol every home, pretty maidens

BELZE;

Use your might and sacred right to treat them as
you please.

Onward, Christian soldiersl Eat and drink your
fiu;
Rob with bloody Iingers, Christ O.K.'s the bill.
Steal the larmer's savings, take their grain and
meat;

Even though the children starve, the Saviour's
bums must eat.

Burn the peasants'cottages, orphans leave bereft;
In Jehovah's holy name, wreak ruin right and lelt.

Onward, Christian soldiers! Drench the land with
gore;

Mercy is a weakness all the gods abhor.
Bayonet the babies, jab the mothers, too;
Hoist the cross of Calvary to hallow all you do.
File your bullets'noses flat, poison every well;
God decrees your enemies must all go plumb to

hell.

Onward, Christian soldiers! Blighting all you meet,
Trampling human freedom under pious leet.
Praise the Lord whose dollar-sign dupes his

Iavored race!
Make the Ioreign trash respect your bullion brand

oI grace.
Trust in mock salvation, serve as pirates' tools;
History will say oI you: "That pack ol G-d-

Iools."

struggles of the period, such , as the
women's suffrage movement and the

fight against World War 1, was to have
serious consequences,

War I

IWW saw the war and the issues it rais-

the IWW leadership felt that the
capitalist system was bound to breed

wars until it was brought down by the
general strike, and that short of that, the
best course was to continue to "organize
the industrial army." As Ben Williams,
a Wobbly leader, put it in a statement
which concentrated much of the incor-
rect understanding in the IWW on the
separation of economics and politics, the
all-importance of "palpable results,"
and the idealist (and typically syn-
dicalist) notlon of an uninterrupted
straight road to revolution to be paved
by waging economic battles:

"In case of war we want the One Big
Union to come out of the conflict
stronger and with more industrial con-
trol than previously. Why should we
sacrifice working class interests for the
sake of a few noisY and imPotent
parades or anti-war demonstrations? Let
us rather get on the job of organizing the
working class to take over the in-
dustries, war or no war, and stoP all
future capitalist aggression that leads to
war and other forms of barbarism."

Holding this perspective, the IWW of'
fered no strategy or program for
fighting the war or, most importantly,
utilizing the opportunities the war
presented bo advance the struggle
towards the revolutionary seizure of
power. It did, however, during lhe
period bebween l9l4 and APril of
1917, do a considerable amount of ex-
posure of the war and of the interests
standing behind it. At its national ion'
vention in 1916, the IWW reaffirmed the
stand that "We condemn all wars and,
for the prevention of such, we proclaim
anti-militarist propaganda in bime of
peace, thus promoting Class Solidarity
among the workers. . , and, in time of
war, the General Strike in all
industries." And in March 1917 ap-
peared the statement, "The Deadly
Parallel, " printed in the IWW
newspaper Solid,arity and also prepared
as a pamphlet, contrasting sharply with
the AFL's shameful pledge offering
"devoted and patriotic service io the
war."

To the extent that the Wobblies did
conduct anti-war propaganda during
these years, it was based mainly on a
gerieral opposition to national
chauvinism and militarism, on an
understanding that the war was being
used by the bourgeoisie to divide the
workers along national lines and under-
mine the unity of the international work-
ing class, and that it was a war fought
for capitalist exploitation. Yet an
understanding of the imperialist nature
of the war as an inevitable and indispen'
sable extension of peacetime bourgeois
politics, that it opened up unprece'
dented opportunities to expose and
build reuolutionary political struggle

World

When World War 1 broke out in

verse at which the IWW poets had
begome so adept. But in the main, the
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against the capitalist system and that it
raised the question of the armed over-
throw of the capitalists and the seizure
of political power, were lacking among
the great majority of IWW leaders and
members. For instance, agitating
against the threatened use of U.S.
troops in Mexico in 1914, Haywood
stated that "It is better to be a traitor to
your country than to your class." Yet
three years later, after U.S. entry into
the war, Haywood was to be the leader
of the IWW during a critical period
when it failed to do the revolutionary
work against the war that cried out to be
done.

This led to sharp political reversals
when the U.S. entered the war in April
1917. The Wobbly leaders, whose
ideological tendency was to view this
event solely in terms of the potential it
opened up for waging the economic
struggle, had their attitudes reinforced
by certain objective conditions. As it
happened, the Wobblies' greatest
organized strength was in such in-
dustries as agriculture, Iumber and min-
ing-particularly copper mining-which
were key to war production. Taking ad-
vantage of the fact that the bourgeoisie
as a whole could not afford prolonged in-
terruptions of production in these sec-
tors, and was thus willing to make cer-
tain concessions around wages and
working conditions, as well as of the fact
that the draft grabbed up many workers
in the western U.S. and thus reduced the
size of the "surplus army of the
unemployed" and undercut the
capitalists' ability to use it as a force
against the employed workers' strug-
gles, the IWW undertook a vigorous of-
fensive on the economic front, winning
strikes in wheat, lumber and mining in
the spring and summer of 1917. These
economic successes swelled the ranks of
the IWW-according to one estimate,
membership grew from around 40,000 in
1916 to over 100,000 in 1917.

But ironically, at the same time as it
went on the offensive economically, the
IWW staged a giant retreat politically.
Not wishing to allow charges of treason
to interfere with its unprecedented suc-
cesses in waging strikes and organizing
workers to fight for economic gains, the
IWW toned down its anti-war propagan-
da, suppressing "The Deadly Parallel"
and other antiwar statements as soon
as the U.S. entered the war, and later
also suppressing any literature which
might be construed as advocating
violence or sabotage or undermining war
morale-even including the poem,
"Christians at War." (See page 15.)
However, individual Wobbly members
did participate in an anti-draft demon-
sbration of 100 with Socialist Par-
ty members and others in Rockford, Il-
linois and in the "Green Corn Rebellion"
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in Oklahoma, and immigrant IWW iron
miners from Finland working on the
Mesabi Range in Minnesota, many with
s0rong sentiments against Tsarism,
refused to be drafted into an army allied
with Russia.

The majority of the IWW leadershiP
apparently felt that taking actions
against or doing broad exposure of the
war would not be well received by the
workers and would thus threaten the ad'
vances being made in economic
organization-which after all, according
to the syndicalist outlook, were the only
really solid ones anyway. Step by step'
strike by strike, mine bY farm bY
lumbercamp by factory, wage increase

how could any serious revolutionary
allow political issues or minor events
such as world war to interfere with the
forward march? This short-sighted

economist policy was, of course, so far
from preseiving the organization and
building its strength, to Prove
disastrous. The One Big Union was to
turn out to be "pie in the sky" after all.

Such a line and policy were not merely

line which consolidated itself in opposi'
tion to those, including IWW members,
who held a more advanced understand-
ing of the nature of the war and the kind
of political work called for' The most
outltanding of these in the IWW leader'
ship was Frank Little.

A veteran of the class struggle who
had split from the Western Federation
of Miners when Charles Moyer and his
henchmen secured their hold on that

American In-
rience working
farmers, the

rs, and the



Iumbermen of the Northwest. A leader
who emerged from the economic strug-
gle, Little stood for uncompromising
struggle against the imperialist war.

When the IWW's General Executive
Board, of which Little was a member,
voted in July 1917 not to take any stand
against conscription, Little vigorously
opposed this decision. "If we oppose the
draft, they'll run us out of business,"
argud another Wobbly leader, repre-
senting the majority view. "They'll run
us out of business anyway," Little
countered. "Better to go out in a blaze of
glory than to give in. Either we're for
bhis capitaliSt slaughterfest or we're
against ib. I'm ready to face a firing
squad rather than compromise."

Traveling throughout the West organ-
izing the copper miners, Little continued
to blast "the son of a bitch of a war" and
to be an outspoken advocate of the use
of strikes, sabotage, demonstrations and
other means of hampering the im-
perialists' war effort. On July 28, 1917,
he contributed a major article to
Solidaity condemning the imperialist
war. Meanwhile the Executive Board ad-
vised IWW members to register for the
draft as "LW.W. opposed to war"-not,
however, to acquire military skills and
agitate among the soldiers as Lenin had
advised the Russian proletariat to do,
but to avoid arrest for resisting con-
scription.

On the night of July 31, Liitle was
dragged from his hotel room in Butte,
Monbana where he was organizing the
copper miners, most of whom were
employed by Anaconda Copper Co. Tied
to the rear bumper of a car and driven
out of town, Little, with only one good
leg, was lynched by vigilantes. These
murderers, who were, needless to say,
never prosecuted, left a note attached to
his body: "First and Last Warning,
3-7-77" (the numbers referred to stan-
dard specifications for coffins in the
state of Montana-3 feet wide, 7 feet
long, and buried 77 inches under the
ground).

This grotesque assassination epito-
mized the vigilante justice which was to
hound the IWW through to the end of
the war. In the wake of a huge funeral
procession in honor of Little, the mayor
of Butte issued a statement pointing out
that had the federal government ar-
rested and jailed him for his "incendiary
and seditious" propaganda as it should
have, then "none of this would have hap:
pened"!

Most of the rest of the IWW leader-
ship, after an extremely brief period of
eulogy for Little, carried on and inten-
sified their work of dissociating them-
selves from the militant revolutionary
line which he had championed. Never-
theless, five weeks later, federal agents
raided IWW offices around the country,

beginning a year marked by full-scale
mobilization against the Wobblies. The
IWW leaders tried desperately to prove
that they had sought in their wartime
strikes only to improve working condi
tions, that any negative effects these
strikes may have had on the war effort
were coincidental, and that as an
organization they had done no anti-war
work per se-most of which was painful-
ly precise.

While space does not permit a
thorough analysis of the government
trials of and repression against the Wob-
blies, it is important to note here that the
IWW leadership was decimated by a
series of deportations, jail sentences and
fines, blacklisting and "unofficial" ex-
ecutions, such as that of William
Everest by an American Legion-led mob
in Centralia, Washington in 1919. This
repression was part of a broader sweep
directed against socialists, radicals,
anarchists, brade union militants, other
dissidents, and immigrants generally,
on a scale and of an inbensity bhat has
not been seen again in bhis country. In-
creasingly, the weaknesses of the
loose, decentralized, "everyone a leader"
syndicalist type of organization stood
out in full display at this time, as the
Wobblies were unable to regroup and
resist the bourgeois onslaught. But even
more fully revealed was the bankruptcy
of the syndicalist line, which had led the
IWW ro capitulate politically to the
bourgeoisie in April 1917.

As trumped-up charges, enormous
fines and long jail sentences piled on top
of one another, it was clear that the
government would ignore even the
evidence of a federally appointed commis-
sion, which had done an invesbigation of
the Wobbly-led strikes in Arizona
and confirmed the organization's con-
tention that they "were not attempts to
sabotage the war effort." Nor did it mat-
ter one iota to federal judge Kenesaw
Mountain Landis, who presided over the
biggest Wobbly trials, that of 100 Wob-
bly defendants from Chicago, where the
national headquarters were located, 99
had registered for the draft. . .

Another important factor leading to
the rapid decline of the Wobblies af'Pr
World- War 1 was the Russian revolfi'
tion. This, the first successful pro'
letarian revolution, had an electrifying
effect on class-conscious workers
everywhere. Leninism spread rapidly
among these workers and revolutionary-
minded people from other classes, whom
the experience of the war, of the socialist
parties' capitulationist betrayals, and of
the post-war repression, had made
sharply aware of the shortcomings of
both social-democracy and syndicalism.
In the U.S., the most advanced of the
Wobblies joined with the positive mo-
tion of the left wing of the Socialist Par'

ty and other revolutionaries, out of
which bhe Communist Party, USA was
born.*

As profound as the influence of the
IWW had been among the masses, it
could not continue to be developed by
the Wobblies, for history stood against
them. With the rise of U.S. imperialism
and its emergence as a Ieading world
power (especially after World War 1) the
U.S. economy had fully eniered a new
stage, that of monopoly capitalism, in
which production was centered in huge
factories. This brought with it the
development of an enormous industrial
proletariat, the largest of any country in
the world, concentrated in this socialized
production. With the exception of the
period from roughly 1910 to 1914, when
it had led the big strikes in Lawrence
and Paterson, the IWW had had verY
limited influence among these workers.

It had developed a pattern of basing
itself mainly on the militant workers in
the West, whose conditions of life and
work had forced many of them quickly
to shed bourgeois illusions and pre-
judices, and who were "virgin territory"
in the sense that they were untouched
by the AFL, The IWW had given organ-
ized expression to the militancy and
quickness to act of many of these
workers. But bhe seasonal and migta'
tory character of much of the work in
agriculture and lumber, as well as the
relative shortage of labor which made ib
somewhat more attractive for workers
to move on to the next job, in conjunc'
tion with the fact that the Wobblies, not
being a political party, offered no
ideological or political cohesion to weld
bhese workers into ongoing organiza-
tion, resulted in a very high turnover in
Wobbly membership. One historian of
the IWW estimates that between 1905
and 1915, 1.3 million workers were at
one time or another Wobbly members,
though at no time was the membership
even a tenth of this figure. Clearly it is at
best difficult for an organization to
carry through the sbruggle against
capitalism on such a basis.

In this sense, and in this sense alone,
it is correct to speak of the "instability"
which characteized the Wobblies as an
organization, and to say that they based
themselves on the more "unstable"
members of bhe working class. But this
in no way lends support to various revi-
sionist criticisms of the organizabion

r For the reasons discussed here, the decline
of the Wobblies after World War 1 was very
rapid. However, the organization continued
to exist as a small and increasingly peripher'
al anbi-communist secb. which to this day
dogmatically holds to its ideas about syn-
dicalism and the "one big industrial union,"

17



which have been put forward over the
years, which essentially base themselves
on the fact that the IWW did not reckon

on the stability of capitalism as a sy stem
in devising its plans and carrying out its
work.

these serious flaws in its ideology, the
IWW, despite its heroic militancy, could
ever have fulfilled its mission," (em-
phasis added)

Given Foner's general line, it is clear
that he views the task of revolutionaries
to be thab of trade union militants, and
in particular, views the mission of bhe

Wobblies as one of building "stable"
unions under capitalism. There is no
mention of the general sbrike or of
revolution here. The Wobblies' own
view, stabed in their preamble and run-
ning through their practice for a decade,
was far different, as has been shown
above-to do away with the system of
wage slavery and establish the rule of
the workers. And Foner's vague term, a
"new society," is revisionist lingo for
the same old capibalism-only with more
state ownership and with the CP having
a share of power.

Of course, it is correct to criticize the
Wobblies for their limited conception of
and general opposibion to political ac-
tion. As has been discussed above, this
was a central weakness of the IWW and
of syndicalist movements generally. But
Foner makes clear in a number of places
that he, like bhe lWW-bhough with a

basically opposed position-equates
politics with elections, rather than with
building mass revolutionary struggles
against the government that expose its
class nature, develop the workers'class
consciousness and lay the basis for
revolution. Foner disapprovingly quotes
IWW atbacks on "ballot-boxers" and
" slow-cialists "-meaning the parliamen-
tary cretins of the right wing of the
Socialist Party-and in so doing makes
clear that for him politics is reformist
politics. While neither the IWW nor
Foner had a Marxist understanding of
revolutionary politics, it is clear that the
Wobblies' persistent exposure of what
they called the "two-party swindle" was
preferable to the CP's tailing after the
Democratic Party-which has, by and
large, characterized its work for the last
forty years.

Both Foner and Len De Caux (the lat-
ter in his The Liuing Spiit of the Wob-
blles, published in 1978, also by Interna-
tional) try to present the IWW as a
group of harmless pacifists wrongly ac-
cused of violence, making a big point out
of the fact that although the Wobblies
were associated in the minds of many
with sabotage and their publications fre-
quently called on the workers to slow
down and otherwise disrupt productinn,

"not a single Wobbly was ever convicted
in court of sabotage." This distortion by
the CP seeks to hide the fact that many
a scab and deputy went to an early grave
when attacking Wobbly-led strike lines
and union halls, and though this is cer-
tainly not the main thing about the
Wobblies, there fs something to uphold
and learn from here. The main point,
though, is how shameful it is for the CP
and those they influence to use the Wob-
blies to promote a social-pacifist line
that would totally disarm the workers
(and that the Wobblies themselves
would have jeered out of their meeting
halls).

Finally, Foner negates the IWW's con'
tributions by upholding backward inter-
pretations of their political work. For in-
sbance, he says that the principal con-
tribution of bhe free speech fights was to
"make the people of the U.S. aware of
the existence of a national organization
dedicabed to preserve a basic principle of
American democracy-freedom of
speech-at a time when no obher na'
tional organizations existed to uphold
this principle." The reader unfamiliar
with the Wobblies' actual role might get
the picture that they were some sort of
Workers Civil Liberties Union. Foner
admits that many Wobblies were quite
cynical about the farcical nature of free
speech, one of their slogans being, "Free
speech-say anything you want to but
keep your mouth shut!", but he hastens
to add that "fortunately this was mere
irony"(!) since the IWW's struggle had
"brought about the repeal of
undemocratic ordinances. "

Overall the CP tries to present the
IWW as a society of misguided bub self-
sacrificing trade union militants,
crusaders for bourgeois democracy and
pacifists, who, if only they had known
betber and been based on the more stable
elements in the working class, would
have merged into the AFL and voted
Democratic. What the CP wants to erase
is what awakened hundreds of
thousands of American workers: a
revolutionary workers' organization
vigorously pursuing the class struggle,
ready to shatber all the bourgeois idols
and spit in all the right faces.

As for Foster, he shared many of the
same criticisms of the IWW as Foner,
and since his influence on the revolu-
tionary movement today is much more
extensive than that of Foner and other
of the out-and-out revisionist elements
in the CPUSA, his wrong line on the
IWW must be uprooted and repudiated.

Foster put himself in opposition to the
Wobblies as far back as 1911, when he
left the IWW to form the Syndicalist
League of North America (SLNA).
Foster at the time did not dispute the
Wobblies' syndicalism-what bothered
him was their refusal to fold their tents,

Revisionist Summqtions of the IWW

\umming up the Wobblies has been
\J a class struggle in itself. They have
been looked to by everyone out to build a
revolutionary movement in the U.S.
working class, and how they are sum-
med up both reflects and influences the
straiegy for doing that.

Unfortunately the main summation in
the revolutionary movemenb has been
the opportunist one pushed by the
CPUSA, whose revisionist formulas
have had the effect of building up an im-
age of the Wobblies as mistaken but
good-hearted would-be trade unionists
whose instability and "left sectar-
ianism" prevented them from having
any lasting influence on bhe American
worker. This summation has been part
of the whole revisionist, economist in-
fluence of the old CF on revolutionaries
today and has had the effect of blinding
them to the real revolutionary thrust of
the IWW.

The CP's main criticisms of the IWW
boil down to two: first, its failure to
build a stable trade-union machine along
the lines of the CIO; and second, its
general rowdiness and total lach of
respect for "the American democratic
institutions and traditions." These
"criticisms, " concentrated in the
writings of the CP historian Philip
Foner, are also to be found in the works
of William Z. Foster, one of the top
leaders of the CP during the period
before it degenerated into full-blown
revisionism.

In Volume 4 of his History of the
Labor Mouernent in the U.5., published
in 1965 by the CP's International
Publishers and covering the Wobblies
from 1905 to 1917, Foner time and again
criticizes various IWWJed struggles
because no union emerged from them, or
if one did, because it wasn't able to sus-
tain itself. The book's concluding
paragraph sums it up like so:

"This is not to say that without this
savage repression by the government
the IWW would have moved forward to
achieve its goal of organizing the
unorganized and building a new society
in the U.S. The Wobblies had made im-
provements in their tactics, But they
still clung to their opposition to political
action and their syndicalist outlook;
they still operated as a dual union, and
they still opposed many trade union
practices which the modern labor move-
ment had learned, through bitter ex-
perience, were essential for growth and
stability. It is difficult to see how with
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go into the AFL and carry out there a
strategy which Foster called "boring
from within." He wrote at the time:

"I am satisfied that the only way for
the IWW to have workers adopt and
practice the principle of revolutionary
unionism-which I take is its mis-
sion-is to give up its attempt to create
a new labor movement, turn itself into a
propaganda league, get into the organiz-
ed labor movement, and by building up
better fighting machines within the old
unions than those possessed by our reac-
tionary enemies, revolutionize these
unions even as our French syndicalist
fellow workers have done so successfully
with theirs."

The Wobbly opponents to Fosber apt-
ly pointed out that conditions were dif-
ferent in France, where industry wasn't
nearly as developed and the craft unions
had organized most of the working class,
and that Foster's insistence on pointing
bo France as proof of his plan for
America was mechanical and wrong.
Anyway, most Wobblies couldn't get in-
to the exclusionist AFL if they had
wanted to. Wrote one critic, "We'd have
nowhere to bore."

Foster left to organize the SLNA
which lasted two years and accomplish-
ed very little, while the IWW went on to
bhe Lawrence and Paterson strikes and
bhe worldwide campaign to free political
prisoner Joe Hill-which, while it did not
prevent his execution by the capitalisbs,
did capture bhe imagination of millions.
In 1917 Foster won AFL approval to
organize packinghouse workers in
Chicago, where 200,000 were brought in-
to the union and won recognition but
were then defeated two years later. And
in 1919 Foster led the Great Steel
Sbrike, also AFl-sanctioned, in which
hundreds of thousands struck for a
union. But this strike battle did not
leave any lasting organization, either,
and while Foster had proven the point
bhat workers could indeed be organized
through the AFL, his view that the
disintegration of the IWW-led unions
would be remedied by AFL affiliation
was proven wron8.

The Wobblies had something bigger in
mind than just building a union. Foster
may have too, but during this period he
kept any revolutionary politics out of his
organizing in order to get AFL sanction.
Thus the sorry episode of Foster prais-
ing the master traibor, AFL head
Samuel Gompers, and even admitting to
selling war bonds in order to hang onto
the AFL charter! During this period,
Foster was just as wrong as the IWW on
the central question-Marxism vs. syn-
dicalism-and in practice he had fallen
into the pit of bourgeois "respecta-
bility."

Writing in L922 after he had joined the
Communist Party, in his article on
"Dual Unionism," Foster attempted to
answer the question of what was the
main cause of "the backwardness of the
American labor movement," As his
analysis showed, he meant by backward-
ness, not so much the lack of class con-
sciousness of the workers, but the
relatively small numbel (in comparison
to several countries in Europe) who were
organized into unions. He dismissed the
old AFL argument bhat vast sections of
the American working class couldn't be
organized because of the large number
of nationalities (although he failed bo
give the IWW any credit for helping
break down the national divisions within
the class). Likewise he correctly dismiss-
ed the idea that the central reason could
be the supposed "prosperity" of the
workers.

What, then, was the main reason for
the backwardness of the American
workers? Foster's answer: "A deeper
cause of the extraordinary condition
must be sought elsewhere. And it is bo
be found in the fatal policy of dual
unionism which has been practiced
religiously for a generation by American
radicals and progressives generally."

Not the failure to do all-round political
work, propaganda and agitation! Not
the fact that it was only three years
before that Marxism-Leninism had been
brought to the American working class
on an organized basis! No-but the
failure to "bore from wiihin" like good
trade unionists should! (Foster's article
is full of gems of this sort and was
reprinted without editorial comment in
the aptly entitled collection, Ameican
Trade (Jnionism, in 1947. For further
discussion of the line of this book, see

"Some Notes on the StudY of What Is
To Be Done?", The Comrnunist, No. 5.)

It is true that in the early years of the
CPUSA there was a tendencY for its
members-especially in the foreign
language federations-to refuse to work
in the AFL. Certainly dual unionism was

of a broader
ns of not do-
be criticized.
s as d central

part of a revolutionary strategy, or even
as the main organizational form in the
working class, also was wrong. It was
in fact a deviation that had become in'

als during
had been
eft Wing"
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Communism, and had to be uprooted.
But first of all, as pointed out above, the
use of this as a criticism of the IWW (as

Foster was to use it later in From Bryan
to Staliy the History of the CPUSA,
and elsewhere) was hypocritical, since
by and large bhey organized among
workers who had no existing unions and
were unable to get into the AFL. And se-
cond, Foster's formulations suggest
that, if only the dual-unionist bugaboo
were to be dealt with, and "the milibant
minority" were to go into the establish-
ed unions with their pure-and-simple
trade unionist, economist outlook intact,
then great strides would be made in
overcoming the "backwardness of the
American labor movement"!

In his llistory of the CPUSA, Foster
gave the IWW only a few pages, while
Iavishing two chapters on the SLP and
three on the SP. What he did say largely
anticipated Foner's right-wing
criticisms about stability, elections and
so on. While he did not try to picture the
Wobblies as pacifists, this allowed him
bo criticize them for "their identification
with sabotage." Here and elsewhere
(and particularly in his November 1935
article, "Syndicalism in the United
States," in the CPUSA's magazine The
Communistl, Foster did note the tenden-
cy toward political and organizational
instability which characLerized the
IWW, and he related this to the
organization's social base in the com-
pletely dispossessed and often
migratory workers of the western U.S.
As has been noted above, the IWW's
failure to see the central importance of
the rapidly growing industrial pro-
letariat based in large-scale factory pro-
duction did undermine its gtowth and
went along with its failure to grasp the
need for a political party to weld the
class-conscious workers bogether as a
revolutionary force.

But even in poinbing to some correct
criticisms, Foster revealed his own
failure to break with reformism. For in-
stance, he placed great emphasis on the
fact that among thousands of Wobblies
and their supporters, the fact that they
were disfranchised because of inability
to meet residency requirements led them
not to see the necessity of taking up
political struggle. Of course, characteriz-
ing things in this way meant reducing
political struggle to electoral politics,
just as the Wobblies had-and even
worse, not seeing that these workers'
outstanding characteristic was not that
they were disfranchised and so barred
from voting, but were dispossessed, hav-
ing nothing to lose and being willing to
go up against the system in a direct and
militant way.

De Caux's 1978 book, unlike those of
Foster and Foner, contains only the
most muted criticism of the Wobblies'
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"dual unionism" and overall treats them
in an extremely friendly manner. This, of
course, does nob indicate that between
1965 and 1978 the CP re-evaluated and
arrived at a more correct summation of
the Wobblies. This is clear from the fact
that it continues the CP tradition of
painting the IWW as a militant refor-
mist organizabion and completely fails
to emphasize its revolubionary essence.
De Caux obviously has few Marxist
pretensions, and his book is nothing
more ihan one of the chatty collections
of anecdotes which the CP continues to
churn out in a pathetic attempt to style
itself as the rightful inheritor of
everything progressive in American
traditions. No doubt the CP, which has
also recognized the recent resurgence of
interesb in the Wobblies and wants to co-
opt this to the greatest extent possible,
now feels that the IWW's revolutionary
period is sufficiently buried in history to
be safely canonized.

Contributions
of the Wobblies

All in all, along with summing up their
errors, i[ is importanb to uphold and
build on [he real strengths and contribu-
tions of the Wobblies.

They took to the working class not the
promise of a few reforms but a new way
of looking at the world, a break with
many of the conventions the workers
had had drummed into them for years.
What's more, they took that vision to
sections of the working class that
everyone else had written off but who,
because of their position and experience,
were hungry for a revolutionary line and
a revolutionary organization. And when
the IWW took bhat line out to them, it
unleashed the masses, igniting a force
that inspired millions and shook the
system to its roots.

The IWW had a peak membership of
around 120,000 at the end of World
War 1. By concentrating these workers
in some of the sharpest struggles of the
day, it turned them into concrete
manifestos that brought to life the Wob-
blies' vision. Their uncompromising
bravery and their revolutionary sweep,
which stood in sharp contrast to the
whining cowardice and step-by-small-
step approach of the AFL, the right
wing of the SP and other reformists,
enabled them to gain an influence in the
working class far beyond their numbers.

Finally, the IWW challenged the
workers ideologically, daring them to
break with their prejudices and scale the
heights. The Wobblies intended to build
the shell of the new society within the
old. In the main, this idea reflected their
mistaken conception of the industrial

unions as revolutionary organizations
which would lead the workers in
defeating capitalism, as well as the uto-
pian idea that islands of socialist or
cooperative economic organization could
be built in a society dominated by
capital and its stabe. Bui in another
sense-in the sense of the life in the
halls, the spirit of their songs, the whole
"festival of the oppressed" atmosphere

ihey promoted in the struggles they
waged-they did embody aspects of the
new society within the rotting hulk of
capitalism.

Absorbing this revolutionary spirit
and learning from the strengths and
weaknesses of the Wobb[es can help to-
day in the crucial task of building a real-
ly revolutionary workers' movement. I
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Chileon Communist
Anqlyzes

Al lende Yeors
U.S. Edilion of Book Out Soon

Chile: An Allcmpt al Historic Compromise-The Real
Story of lhe Allende Years, by Jorge Palacios

Published by Banner Press, Chicago, November 1979.
512pp. $5.95.

"First and foremost, we want to assert that it is not
Marxism nor socialism that failed in Chile, and, that this
theory, by ridding itself of its falsifiers and combined with
the heroic fighting capacity of our people, will lead us to
national liberation and gerruine socialism." These words,
from Jorge Palacios' introduction to his book Chile: An
Attetnpt at Histoic Compromise, describe in a nutshell
the role of this important book. Already published in three
different editions, it will be made available in the U.S.
beginning October 1, in conjunction with a nationwide
tour by the author bping sponsored by El Frente del
Pueblo, a mass organization of the Chilean resistance
abroad as well as in Chile. The Revolutionary Communist
Party, USA is actively building support for the tour.

While many tomes have been written on Chile, on the
Allende experience, and on the U.S.-backed fascist coup
that overthrew Allende in September 1973, it was really
not until the publica'tion of An Attempt at Historic Corn'
prornise that a thoroughgoing, Marxist-Leninist analysis
of these events had been made, broadly available to an in-
ternational audience. Palacios, a founder and a leading
member of the Revolutionary Cotnmunist Party of Chile,
carefully dissects and analyzes the different class forces
that played their role in the Chilean experience. He shows
the hand of the U.S. and the Soviet Union in the midst of
the turmoil that was rocking Chile. Above all, what comes
through clearly is a vivid plcture of the treachery of the
pro-Soviet Communist Party of Chile, which bears the
greatest responsibilty for the fact that the masses were
unarmed-politically, organizationally and militarily-in
the face of the right-wing coup which resulted in the
massacre of 30,000 people.

Palacios' basic thesis is that the CP, which occupied the
dominant position within the Allende regime, had uo in'
tention of moving toward socialism at all, but instead aim-
ed at creating a bureaucratic state capitalism into which
they would be integrated, along with more traditional sec'
tors, into the Chilean ruling class. This is why the CP
preached the "peaceful road to socialism"-not because
they were pacifists, but because if the masses were
mobilized and armed it would be an obstacle to their
plans. They preached respect for the institutione of

bourgeois rule (parliament, courts, armed forces, etc.)
because they themselves wanted to rule over a bourgeois
state and needed such institutions. Instead of mass
revolutionary violence to smash the bourgeois state, they
saw their way to power through an "historic
compromise," the term coined by bhe revisionists in Italy
to mean complete collaboration between the revisionist
CP and the ruling Christian Democratic Party.

This fit in perfectly, Palacios argues, with Soviet aims
to force the U.S. to allow the Soviets to become junior
partners in the exploitation and domination of Latin
America. This Soviet strategy is based on recognizing
Latin America, Iike Western Europe, as the U.S"s
"sphere of influence"-and working to create the condi-
tions so that the junior partner can someday contend for
total control. This is why the U.S. imperia[sts were so

determined to for
fear of losing t for
fear of setting for
further Soviet ere

of influence," Palacios explains.
The book argues that the Soviets never really saw the

Allende regime as anything more than a stepping stone to
what they really dreamed of-a joint government of the
CP and the pro-U.S. forces within the Christian
Democratic Party, led by Eduardo Frei, once the darling
of bhe Kennedy Alliance for Progress in Latin America.
Together they would lord it over the people and suppress
revolutionary struggle, but would at the same time pro-
vide a big opening for the USSR to make inroads into the
heretofore impregnable South American mainland.
Palacios shows well in his book that the constant cowar-
dice, treachery and misleadership of the revisionists can-
not be explained simply by speaking of "opportunist
deviations" or "errors" but must instead be seen in the
entire context of the line'these revisionists were pursuing.

Indeed, the story ofthe CP's betrayal of the cause of the
Chilean people borders on farcical, were it not for the
tragic consequences it had for the masses of people. The
book documents in painful detail the efforts of the CP to
restrain and derail the mass movement of the workers and
the oppressed, all the while protecting the bourgeois state
and other reactionary institutions from the attack of the
masses. As Palacios points oui, this was a policy which
the CP had pursued for many decades and for which it was
rewarded by being allowed to be one of the few Com-
munist Parties in Latin America that enjoyed a long
period of legal, open activily. The policy of the "peaceful
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road" had been vociferously fought for by Luis Corvalan,
the head of the Chilean CP. No argument was too
bourgeois for them to advance on behalf of this policy, and
no treason was too high for them to commit. The "twin
pillars" of the Chilean CP's opportunist strategy (as
Palacios calls bhe CP's strategy of "peaceful road to
socialism" and their attempts to achieve an "historic com-
promise" with the Christian Democrats) came crashing
down with the fascist coup in September 1978.

Palacios sums up the experience of the Allende govern-
ment this way: "In essence, the three-year experiment of
the UP government was an attempt to take advantage of
(or to outwit,using 'legal expedients') laws and institu-
tions that had been designed to serve the most reac-
tionary interests. It was an attempt to limit and over-
throw these interests by respecting the rules established
precisely in order to consolidate and develop them. In
short, it was an effort, with all imaginable shortcomings,
to 'peacefully' transform a social system that used the
mask of bourgeois democracy for the sole purpose of con-
cealing the armed violence that was its real foundation. It
was the failure of an attempt to exercise power without
having won it and without even the intention of using
what had been acquired through the electoral victory of
1970 in a revolutionary way in order to develop a fighting
mass movement capable of really seizing such power by
smashing the armed reabtionary apparatus. This last
possibility was in fact-and this is the basic thesis of the
present book-absolutely incompatible with the plan for a
society based on centralized state exploitation of the peo-
ple, as was the aim of the pro-Soviet 'C'P leaders and some
of their followers within the Popular Unity. For a people
mobilized in a revolutionary way, it would have been easy

to 'turn the guns against the new exploiters', as Frederick
Engels used to say."

For the majority of the workers of Chile, and even
perhaps many of the leaders peddling the reformist pro-
gram, the "peaceful road to socialism" was a tragic illu-
sion. But for the revisionist CP and their closest
adherents, the whole experience of the Allende govern-
ment was a cynical and barbaric attempt to achieve a
share of political and economic power by using the masses
as pawns and even being willing to climb to the throne on
the corpses of the workers and oppressed.

For example, Palacios relabes how the reactionaries (with
U.S. financing and instigation) managed to whip up the
reactionary strike of independent truck drivers and other
small businessmen against the Allende government in Oc-
tober 1972. The masses went on the offensive and suc-
ceeded in dealing a powerful blow to the enemy, effective-
ly smashing the strike. And what was the result? Did the
Allende government and the CP urge the masses forward
to build upon the victories won by the rank and file
workers and challenge the power of those who were ob-
viously preparing to drown the peopie's struggle (and the
Allende government in bhe process) in a sea of blood? On
the contrary, bhe crushing of the reactionary offensive
was the signal for the greatest retreab of bhe Allende
government, the forming of a cabinet including generals
and admirals which was to assure that the armed forces
remained "democratic" and "constitutional," so that they
would serve as a "wall of iron" to stop reaction. In fact,
what the CP was seeking was to placate the big capitalists
and the U.S. by bringing the armed forces into the govern-
ment to insure that the government served them. The CP
claimed that it was not the workers' counter-offensive,
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but the addition of four chiefs of staff to the cabinet, thar
had broken the reactionary strike-and made it clear that
it considered the rising and increasingly uncontrollable
mass movement to be the main danger.

The revisionists claimed that any move by the masses
to defend their gains and their movement by preparing to
meet the reaciionary onslaught head-on would only "pro-
voke" a coup. For this reason, the CP and the Popular
Unity government voted unanimously (along with the op-
position parties) for the infamous arms control aci, which
gave the armed forces a carte blanche to raid factories,
trade union offices, workers' cenbers, even the head-
quarters of government political parties, in search of
arms. One raid of 2000 soldiers (incidentally conducted by
a general who was lauded to the skies as a pro-Allende
force) turned up one .22 in the hand of a watchman-
meanwhile the workers were terrorized, forced to lay on
the ground in below-freezing weather for six hours. And
as if to prove the point, one worker was shot in the back
and killed.

Beginning in March 1973, the army began active
preparations for the coup, using the arms control act as an
excuse. And what was the CP's slogan in relation to the
immediate and obvious threat of a coup? To raise the
slogan "No to civil war." As the author puts it, "They
raised the slogan of'No to civil war' as the central issue
precisely at the time when both they (the CP) and their op-
ponents were certain that there would be no ciuil war
because the people were disarmed and the Arrned Forces
were united for a coup d'etat. Under the circumstances,
bhen, this line was the line of getting the people to accept
complete surrender as long as it was to avoid the
'atrocities of a civil war', or, more concretely, of a coup
d'etat, since they did not dare to call a spade a spade."

This line of "No to civil war" remained in force during
the coup ibself and even up to today. Perhaps most reveal-
ing was an incident Palacios cites when, in the midst of
the coup d'etat, a representative of the MIR hurried to the
CP offices bo demand that some kind of joint action take
place against the military. The CP's response-"Let's see
if they dissolve Parliament first"!

And now that the bloody coup is an accomplished fact
and the masses in Chile live under a bloody terror heaped
on top of the daily exploitation and violence of capitalism,
the Communist Party of Chile and its leader, Corvalan,
continue to talk about the "peaceful road" and to try to
justify their treason during the Allende years. Their own
explanation of the coup is that it was the result of the
"ultra-left" (!) policies of the MIR and other revolu-
tionaries. The CP had hoped that the effects of the coup
they knew was coming would be shortlived, and,that'the
"non-political" army would turn power over to the Chris-
tian Democrats and Frei and the CP would remain an in-
dispensable vehicle of bourgeois order, shackling the
workers and throwing sand in their eyes.

ln his survey of the different class forces at work in the
Allende years, Palacios also describes in detail the line of
the petty-bourgeois radical and revolutionary forces that
opposed the line of the CP and their supporters but still
worked generally within the framework of the Popular
Unity. Of these groups, the one that was the most oppos-
ed to the CP line was the MIR (Movement of the Revolu-
tionary Left). The MIR was a group that had been and re-
mains greatly influenced by the line of Fidel Castro. While
generally opposing the line that the reactionaries would
peacefully accept a transition to socialism, the MIR, in
practice, functioned as the "left wing" of the Popular Uni-
ty even though they were never formally a part of it.
Palacios points out that the petty-bourgeois opposition
was unclear on the nature of the CP and the Allende

government and hence viewed their line as mainly one of
"errors" and in effect saw the role of the masses as being
to push the government to the left and to complete the
revolution-which, in reality, had never begun.

Central to the errors of the petit-bourgeois opposition
was confusion on the nature of state power. They pro-
moted the idea that "dual power" existed in Chile-along
the lines of the situation in Russia after the February
1917 revolution. And this wrong analysis led to many
wrong policies, such as seeing the way to consolidate
power as carrying on more expropriations even of relative-
ly small-scale capitalists. This latter policy was also link'
ed to the Trotskyite and revisionist view that the stage of
the revolution was a socialist one, and that it was un-
necessary to pass through the stage of popular
democracy. Essentially the line of the petty-bourgeois op-
position was profoundly rightist in that despite some cor-
rect views of the need for the masses to arm, it never made
the seizure of power (rather than the extension of power)
the cardinal question of the revolution. But it did at times
take an "ultra-left" form, such as in the policy of trying to
expropriate the middle bourgeoisie, and this contributed
to (although it was certainly not principal in) allowing the
U.S.-backed big bourgeoisie and landlords to whip up the
middle bourgeoisie and much of the petty bourgeoisie as
shock troops against the Allende government.

Jorge Palacios also discusses the views and activities of
the Revolutionary Communis! Party of Chile all during
this period. He points out that the RCP, alone among the
political organizations, avoided the intoxicabion with
bourgeois democracy bhat befuddled the entire Left, even
the more revolutionary sections, and consistently sought
to warn and prepare people for the inevitable showdown
with bhe reacbionary classes. He also discusses the
Party's policy of carrying out the anti-fascist resistance
struggle and shows how this fits into the overall strategy
of achieving the popular democratic revolution. Of great
interest is the stress that he and his Party place on the
fact that both bourgeois democracy and the rule of the
generals are forms of dictatorship of che reactionary
classes and that unbil it is swept away the people will be at
the mercy of the common cycle in Latin America of
generals being replaced by civilian democracies and then
open terror being unleashed against the people once
again. He quotes Mao's succinct point that "without a
people's army, bhe people have nothing."

While An Attempt At Histoic Compromise correctly
concentrates on unmasking the falsifiers of Marxism and
the revisionist CP, it also serves as excellent material ex-
posing the U.S. imperialists'crimes and intrigues in Chile.
Palacios makes available in a living way the story of bhe
plotting, preparing and funding of the fascist coup, as well
as describing the way the U.S. has exercised its domina-
tion in Chile and Latin America generally. In his exposi-
tion of the U.S. role in Chile, Palacios offers a thought-
provoking analysis of the Alliance for Progress and its
subsequent demise and links the different policies of the
U.S. ruling class in Latin America to conflicting interests
within the U.S. bourgeoisie.

All in all, An Attempt At Historic Compromise is an ex-
cellent Marxist analysis of one of the most important
events of recent times. It is of value far beyond helping
the reader to understand the events in Chile. It sheds im-
portant light on the strategy of the Soviet Union in its
contention with the U.S., on the nature of revisionism,
and the tasks of the proletariat in a country like Chile. The
lessons of the Chilean experience were paid for wibh the
blood of 30,000 martyrs-a cost far too high to allow any
serious revolutionary to fail to learn them. I
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"I believe leaders of the business community,
with few exceptions, have chosen to wage a
one-sided class war today in this country-a
war against working people, the unemployed,
the poor, the minorities, the very young and
the very old, and even many in the middlJchss
of our society. The leaders of industry, com-
merce and finance in the United States have
broken and discarded the fragple, unwritten
compact previously existing during a past
period of growth and progress...We in the
UAW intend to reforge the links with those
who believe in struggle: the kind of people who
sat-down in the factories in the 1930s and who
marched in Selma in the T96Os."l

Douglas Fraser, President,
United Auto Workers

"Anyone who thinks America doesn't have
its own aristocracy of great wealth is either
naive or has been brainwashed by big business
propaganda about 'people's capitalism.' . . .l(s
time we turn our attention to those at the top.
Ifls time we begin asking why so few have been
able to appropriate and keep so much of the
fruits of this so-called free enterprise system.

"l am convinced that the only way organized
labor can repel the armies of right-wing
radicalism is by fighting for total redistribution
of this nation's income and wealth."e

William Winpisinger, President,
International Association of Machinists

"Class war," "struggle," "total
redistribution of wealth"-militant and
fiery-sounding phrases from top union
hacks. What does it mean?

The statements above, made by
Fraser and Winpisinger during the sum-
mer of 1978, were some of the first signs
of a social-democratic current which was
beginning to stir in the U.S. This
ideological current has given other in-
dications of at least a mild upsurge over
the past year, with the formation of
several coalitions and groups under
more or less explicit social-democratic
banners. This article will examine and
assesE the significance of these group-
ings-the Progressive Alliance which
Fraser led in founding soon after making
the above statement, and which has suc-
ceeded in attracting a certain number of
organizations, including most recently
the National Lawyers Guild; the

a merger with the New American Move
ment; and Barry Commoner's new
Citizens Party.

But first, what exactly is social
democracy as an ideological trend and
how is it differentiated from other liberal
and right-opportunist tendencies? Social
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democrats claim to speak for and base
themselves on the working class, to be
working for t,he eventual achievernent of
socialism (at some date in the very hazy
future), and they usually give an equally
vague and abstract obeisance to Marx;
as an inevitable counterpart, they are
anti-communist, anti-Leninist, and
thoroughly bourgeois and reformist,
Their idea of the road to socialism is the
route of gradual "socialization" of the
economy, using the bourgeois state to
nationalize industries one by one. Social
democracy arose in Europe out of the
degeneration of the parties of the Se
cond International, and has long since
displayed its usefulness to the
bourgeoisie as an ideology and an
organizational force which could mislead
workers, giving bourgeois reformism a
"socialist" veneer, and could be corn-

upon to do so-as when the German
Social-Democrats helped drown the

uprising in
ionary com-

and Karl

In the United States, on the other
hand, social democracy has never been a

strong force, and the bourgeoisie has
never governed through a social-
democratic party. One of the signs of the
deepening crisis of U.S. imperialism is
the appearance among some of the labor
lieutenants of capital of a move in the
direction of social-democratic ideolory.

Since the post-World War 2 offensive
by the U.S. ruling class against com-
munism and the working class (coin-
ciding with and made possible by the
peak of U.S. imperialism's power), a
social theory promoted by the
bourgeoisie, loyally adopted by their
labor drudges, has been pluralism. "Ihis
is the view that the key to understand-
ing the dynamics of society is not
classes, but "interest groups." The state
is supposedly a neutral body which
responds to the pressures of the various
interest groups-consumers, minority
groups, labor unions, the elderly,
business groups, professional associa-
tions, etc.-which jockey for positions of
power. In this scheme of things workers
and capitalists, if they exist at all as
distinct "interest groups," are reduced
to just two among many. The main point
of this theory, which was heavily pro-
moted by academic sociologists and
"political scientists" such as David
Riesman lThe Lonely Crowdl and Robert
Dahl (Who Gouerns?1, has been to try to



mask the existence of a ruling class. By
concentrating on surface phenomena,
bourgeois ideologists have been able to
present a picture of a society whose mo-
tion and direcbion are determined by the
complex interaction of a multitude of
groups rather than by class contradic-
tions and the rule over society of the
capitalist class.

This same point of view was accepted
and promoted by those who became, by
the grace of the bourgeoisie, "labor
leaders." But now from some of these
same quarters come murmurings of
"class warfare" and a "business elite"
which has its way in society (almost
rules the country!), and Winpisinger,
"big labor's bogeyman," as the title of
an article in Fortune magazine labelled
him, is brought on to the AFL-CIO's Ex'
ecutive Council. What has changed?

A ccordine to Fraser the reason for
Ani. rr"*Y'*ilit"nt" stance is that the
"fragile, unwritten compact" which ex-
isted between business and labor has
been discarded by thb "corporate elite,"
who have "chosen to wage a one-sided
class war" (as he says in the quotation
above). The nature of this unwritten
compact is not too mysterious: the
unions would keep workers docile and in
return capitalists would allow at least
some of the workers a few crumbs in the
form of wages and would not try to
break up or disrupt the unions in those
places and industries where they existed
(which has never included more than
about 25Vo of the work force). As a re-
cent article in Fortune describes the
trade-off:

"During this era of good feelings, many
big companies had come to depend on
the unions as a primary force for
stabilization, both in equalizing basic
labor costs within each major industry
and in maintaining uninterrupted pro-
duction for the life of the contract. In
return, management became the prin-
cipal recruiting agent for a labor move-
ment that had run out of steam. The
operation of union-shop contracts
automatically delivered over tens of
thousands of new employees, the
ultimate in push-button unionism."e

Over the past few years, however, this
"unwritten compact" has indeed proved
to be "fragile," totally dependent on the
needs of the capitalists. As U.S. im-
perialism spirals downward, as economic
crisis drives capitalists to try to wring
more surplus labor out of the working
class, and as unions prove unable to
keep workers docile in the face of these
attacks, the bourgeoisie has begun to
think that it can often do better without
the unions. Capitalists have been in-
creasingly moving plants to nonunion

areas of the country (or the world) and
sometimes breaking up unions where
they do exist.* Union membership has
been in clear decline, from 23Vo of the
workforce in the late '60s to 20Vo tod,ay.

In the face of this the snakes at the
top of the unions trotted out their old
bureaucratic-lobbying game. After
Carter's inauguration (which they had
worked tirelessly to bring about), the
AFL-CIO Executive Board decided on
the strategy of getting passed a
legislative program consisting of (a) the
common situs picketing bill; (b) repeal of
section la(b) of the Taft-Harley Act,
which allows states to enact "right'to
work" anti-union laws; and (c) the Labor
Law Reform bill, which made some
changes in the National Labor Relations
Act. These were to be the key to revers-
ing declining membership and unioniz-
ing the South. But the common situs bill
went down to defeat, and the AFL'CIO
decided that repeal of la(b) (the only
item in this passage that had real poten'
tial to eliminate obstacles to the strug-
gle of the working class) was "too much
to ask"-so they "traded off" repeal of
14(b) in advance in order to get the
Labor Law Reform (itself certainly no
great gain for lhe working class")
through-and then saw this go down to
defeat (not even coming up for a vote)
despite a multi-million dollar lobbying
effort on its behalf, because it came to be
opposed by a substantial section of the
bourgeoisie.

As the hacks saw power and dues go
down the drain, they felt betrayed. This
was the context of Fraser's remarks
about a "one-sided class war"-the rul-
ing class, in other words, had partially
broken the class-collaboration pact that
he and others had signed up under. How
treacherous! As Fraser put it in this

'"lhe Fortune article quoted above notes
that "A whole growth industry of specialists
in industrial psychology and legal obstruc-
tionism has sprung up to reinforce the in-
genuity of corporate personnel executives in
cultivating a'union-free environment.""

same letter, "We have given stability
and have been rewarded with hostility."

But Mr. Fraser is not one to sulk in his
castle; brave knight that he is, he im'
mediately sallied forth to do battle. Not
battle against the bourgeoisie, of course,
but against the proletariat once again,
armed with a new weapon of class col'
laboration. In October of last year
Fraser organized a meeting of various
liberal organizations and unions to
discuss formation of an organization,
which was formalized at a second

ly associated with one wing of the
Democratic Party; the National

the bourgeois
has tried to
of women and
ead-end refor-

mism; the two conservative civil rights
organizations which have tried to do the
same with regard to the struggle of
Black people-the Urban League and
NAACP; and a gaggle of labor unions
whose leaders have demonstrated over
and again their unflagging devotion to
the cause of the bourgeoisie: the UFW,
the Steelworkers, the UAW, AFSCME'
etc.

What, then, makes this "dlliance" any
different from a hundred other liberal
groups and coalitions that exist or have
exisbed? Primarily, its significance is
that despite its claim to be " . an
alliance of working people, minorities,
women, the middle class, familY
farmers, environmentalists, senior
citizens, the poor, the handicaPPed,
educators, students, clergy and lay ac-

tivists, consumers, and all those com-
mitted to human digrritY, economic
justice, and peace"u (whew!)-despite
this shopping list of all-on'an-equal'
basis constituencies, the Progressive
Alliance is clearly trying to base itself on
the working class. For although many
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william winpisinger; who parades as a militant lighter lor the wo*ing class-and a
"socialist" to boot-here s.. hobert pippitt,
s_enior vice president of Xe e president oi the
B_ank ol America (on the I yice president ol
General Electric (on the righl).

groups are a part of the Progressive
Alliance, its center, the source of its
organization and financing, is clearly the
labor unions which are a part of it, and
particularly Fraser's UAW, along with
AFSCME (American Federation of
State, County and Municipal
Employees, whose president, Jerry
Wurf, is Secretary-Treasurer of the pro
gressive Alliance), and the Machinists
(IAM-headed by Winpisinger).

Jt is ttris attempt to base itself on the
Iworking class-but really having ihe
labor aristocracy, some better-off
workers, and a section of the pebty
bourgeoisie as its main social
base-which, together with some other
aspects of its ideological apparatus,
mark the Progressive Alliance as social-
democratic in its direction of motion. It
is not fully or explicitly social-
democratic, of course-it does not allude
to socialism at all, for example, but only
bo "economic and social justice," which
is identified with " . . an end to the cor-
porate domination that has created the
massive inequalities in distribution of
income and wealth."7 But in fact there
is no "great wall" between social
democracy and bourgeois liberalism, for
the former is simply a form assumed by
the latter under certain conditions.

Nor does the fact that the Progressive
Alliance explicitly looks back to the New
Deal as a golden era and has as one of its
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of this invalidates its claim'to the sordid
mantle of social democracy. In fact there
is an organization which is fully and in-
dubitably social-democratic, a full-
fledged member of the Socialist [Second]
International, which sees its whole pur-
pose as working for "socialism"-within
the Democratic Party. This is the
Democratic Socialist Organizing Com-
mittee (DSOC), which is itself a member
of the Progressive Alliance and which
features William Winpisinger (who
turns up everywhere) as one of its promi
nent members,

DSOC was founded in 1973 mostly by
former members who had left the
Socialist Party, the old vehicle of Nor-
man Thomas (which has since split into
two insignificant sects). The exodus was
led by Michael Harrington, author of
The Other America" the book which pro-
vided the ideological underpinnings for
Johnson's "war on poverty," and who
had resigned the co-chairmanship of bhe
Socialist Party in 1972 in protest of their
failure to endorse McGovern for Presi
dent. (Obviously this man is quite a left-
ist!) They define themselves as trying to
become the "left wing of the possible."
The Democrats represent " the
possible," in other words, and DSOC
aims to be that Party's left wing. A
clearer statement of the thesis that
revolution is Lotally drnpossible would be
hard to find.

Winpisinger's politics are a good exam-
ple of the thoroughgoing reformism
which permeates this tendency. He in-
veighs against "the Corporate State" (by
which he means the staCe as a tool of the

corporations) under the banner of the
right of the masses bo "a fair share of the
nation's wealth and income." On the
other hand, the capitalists also have a
right to their f.air share, if only they
wouldn't be so greedy; as he put it recent-
ly in a DSOC speech: "A fair profit is one
thing. Maximum profits are quite
another."^ But unfortunately the
capitalists will not restrain themselves to
fair profibs, and Winpisinger (or
"Wimpy," as he likes to be called) has a
clear program for dealing with the situa-
tion:

"What sorts of structural changes are
needed to accomplish our goals? Simply
put, we need socialized central planning,
similar to that which we put in place,
when the nation mobilized for World
War II."e

The Wimpy brand of socialism is, in
other words, the classic social-democra-
tic one: nabionalization of industry by
the bourgeois state. And for this, of
course, no revolution is necessary, but
simply a series of reforms which will
gradually accomplish the task.

Winpisinger is quite explicit about t'he
continuity of his proposals with bour-
geois reformism:

"FDR preserved the system. Now it's
out of whack and malfunctioning again.
This time the animus is global in nature
and structure, That means something
more must be done, than fine tuning the
market system, with reliance on cor-
porate prerogatives and priorities, if
we're going to make the economy serve
the people."to

Previously Roosevelt was able to "make
the economy serve the people" by only
doing some fine-tuning; but now, in
order to preserve bhe system, a more
basic engine overhaul is required. This is
Wimpy's message. Of course at present
the emphasis is on the moderation and
continuity of this "socialism," but at a
later time, when there is mass upheaval
among the working class, the emphasis
could well be on its supposed radical and
revolutionary character.

Before leaving Mr. Winpisinger, the in-
evitable correlate of his type of solicitude
for the workers and the "disadvantaged"
of this country must be mentioned-a
gross chauvinism toward those around
the world who are oppressed by U.S. im-
perialism. In a stance highty typical of
social democrats, for insbance, Winpi-
singer says the aim must be to fight
against "the blackmail and profibeering
of [both] Big Oil and the OPEC Cartel.""
In pursuance of this particular fight, the
IAM has filed suit in a U.S. court against
OPEC as being in violation of the Sher-
man Antitrust Act! Fraser's UAW also
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got into the act with a widely publicized
six-minute work sboppage in which the
rank and-file were to fill out postcards in-
forming their congressmen that they
were tired of being ripped off by the oil
companies and OPEC. Historically one of
the prominent features of social
democracy has been its role as a firm sup-
porter of the bourgeoisie in the im-
peria-tist exploitation and oppression of
the people of other countries, and im-
perialist wars. The Machinists' suit and
the UAW "work stoppage," coming as
they do in the midst of the U.S. ruling
class' attempt to whip up a chauvinist
storm around a "blame OPEC" cam-
paign, fit right in with this slimy and
savage tradition.

Although this chauvinism is usually
justified in terms of looking out for the
interest of workers in the homeland, in
fact social democrats have been vicious
in their attack at home too whenever the
workers become revolutionary or even
begin to move militantly in a way not
controlled by the social-democratic
hacks. In recent experience, one need on-
ly look, for instance, at the British Labor
Party government in last year's strike
wave, or at how Doug Fraser is always
ready to move in with a goon squad to
break up wildcat strikes by UAW locals.

Interestingly, the UAW and the IAM
are the two big unions in the "defense"
industry. And despite pious words by
Winpisinger and Fraser about the
"conversion" of the armaments industry,
bhey have absolutely no intention of tam-
pering with the class-collaborationist
basis of the presence of their unions in
these industries, which are so vital to the
interests of U.S. imperialism, based as it
is on a pact whereby the unions both
agree to attack any "subversives" who
work in the plants and also promise not
to disrupt production, in exchange for
which the imperialists make sure bhat
unionization proceeds unhindered.

Besides suing OPEC, Winpisinger has
been involved in a whole flurry of ac-
tivities over the two years since becom'
ing president of IAM, putting himself
forward as an outspoken labor leader
with a social conscience and a lefbward
bent. Besides his membership in DSOC
and his position in the Progressive
Alliance, he is also president of the
Citizen/Labor Energy Committee, set up
by him, which has just called for an Oc-
tober 17 day of protest against "the
OPEC-Exxon cartel," and he recently
assumed the cochairmanship (left va'
cant when UN Ambassador Andy
Young's stint ended) of SANE, a cold-
war liberal group which used to cam-
paign for an end to atmospheric nuclear
testing and whose most recent cam-
paigns have been in support of SALT II
and for their program of converting
defense industries to other uses.

Tn fact. recent months have seen a

Ig"r".ui increase of social-democratic
activity and coalescing of forces. A topic
of debate at the mosb recent nabional con-
vention of the National Lawyers Guild
(NLG), a radical professional association
which has played a progtessive role
since the 1950s, was whether to join the
Progressive Alliance. Spearheading the
fight to join the P.A. were forces
associabed with the revisionist CPUSA
and CPML. The episode was revealing of
how the latter organization in par-
ticular-the Communist Party Marxi5t-
Leninist, which has been thoroughly
right-opportunist in form as well as con-
tent for some time-is trying to
facilitate the formation of a social-
democratic movement within which it
hopes to work.

Although there was significant oppo
sition to linking up with the Progressive
Alliance, the Guild did join ib (albeit
with some reservations expressed in the
resolution about how the NLG might
want to reconsider the action at a later
date), thus making clearer the tasks that

lie ahead for revolutionaries in exposing
the counter-revolutionary essence of this
social-democratic tendencY.

On another front, there was a recent
atbempt at a merger between two
"democratic socialist" (read: social-
democratic) organizations. This was a
proposal made by DSOC to merge with
the New Americhn Movement (NAM), a
group formed by old 1960s student ac-
tivists who were never able to make the
leap beyond "new leftism," in alliance
with a claque of old revisionists who Ieft
the CPUSA in the early seventies
because it did not seem to be sufficiently
bourgeois-liberal (and pro-U.S.) for their
taste. The mefger did not go through at
the recent NAM convention due to
various qualms on the part of NAM, but
its attempt shows a clear direction of
motion.

Also addressing the NAM convention
was Barry Commoner, in behalf of the
newly-formed Citizens Party. This party
was formed for the purpose of running a

candidate in the 1980 Presidential elec'
tion-probably Commoner himself-and

Social democrats have never hesitated to
yiciously attack wo*erc whenevet it suits
the purposes o, the bourgeoisie. Douglas
Fraser was nototious duilng his days as a
UAW vice Nesident lor organizing goon
sguads to attack and brcak up wildcat

stamping plant in Detroit during an
August 1973 takeovet ol the ptant by
wo*erc. Alter police linally clearcd them
out, workers set up picket lines oul'
side-only to be attacked bY Frcser'l
squad. At lelt, other auto workars expose
Fraser's nature-and his fate.
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strikes. Above, wo*erc and sympalhizers
gathq outside Chrysler's Mack Ave.
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hopes to use those in the anti-nuclear
movement as its campaign workers. The
party is to stand for "the principle of
public control of resources" (although
they haven't stated the methods
through which such "control" is to be
realized), and will be apparently ex-
clusively concerned with electoral
political activity. The orientation of this
party is clearly revealed by some of
Barry Commoner's remarks shortly
before the party's formation:

"The anti-war movement made one big
mistake. After all, it stopped the war in
Vietnam and deposed two Presidents,
Johnson and Nixon. In any sensible
political system, any group that ac-
complished that would now be in power.
They'd be in office. But that didn't hap-
pen and I think the anti-war movement
has to blame themselves. . . .

"There was an enormous reluctance to
engage in the nitty-gritty of electoral
politics on the basis of the political posi-
tion that had been developed. Now I
hope that doesn't happen this time."t2

Leaving aside his re-writing of history
(the resistance of the peoples of In-
dochina apparently does not exist for
him, for instance) what is particularly
revealed here is a combination of refor-
mism with a strong desire to ride the
back of a mass movement to a position
of influence in the bourgeois state. The
organizers of the Citizens Party think
they let a chance slip by with regard to
bhe anti-war movement, and they don't
intend to let it happen again as they see
signs of social ferment beginning to per-
colate once more.

And what a prize bunch these or-
ganizers are: Don Rose, who organized
the recent mayoral campaign whereby
Jane Byrne took over the Chicago De-
mocratic machine and ousted Michael
Bilandic; Archibald Gillies, president of
the John Hay Whitney Foundation,
once a Republican candidate for the New
York city council; David Hunter, execu-
tive director of the Stern Fund; and
Stanley Weiss, a businessman who, like
the two just-listed philanthropic founda-
tions, has funded some anti-nuke
groups. These same forces are also
providing funding f or the par-
ty-reportedly they are expecting to
pour in $4 million. With a line-up of
organizers and funders like this, the
Citizens Party can go nowhere but into
the most bourgeois of politics.

None of the trends discussed above
represents anything but bourgeois
politics. This is obvious in terms of the
ideology they espouse. It is also obvious
in their methods of work, which display
a strong preference for bureaucratic
manipulations and real f ear of
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unleashing the initiative and energy of
the masses. The Progressive Alliance,
for instance, had planned a march on
Washington to protest Carter's budget
cuts, but then decided on a day oflobby-
ing and testifying before Congressional
committees instead, and Fraser has ac-
tively opposed trying to set up local
chapters of the Progressive Alliance.
These hacks are afraid that anything
which mobilizes the masses at all may
get "out of hand"-out of their hands.

In fact it may turn out that all of this
social-democratic mini-upsurge may re
veal its essence as bourgeois politics in
the most obvious way-by becoming no
thing but a cog in the Kennedy presi-
dential campaign machine. Fraser and
Winpisinger are already known to be
commited Kennedyites; DSOC would cer-
tainly jump on the bandwagon; and
NAM would not have ,oo much difficulty
in following. Only the Citizens Party is
committed in advance to going its own
way, but the whole affair might collapse
in the face of a Kennedy candidacy.

But the sigrrificance of the social-
democratic tendencies outlined above
does not lie in the fact that they might
come to serve an obviously bourgeois
politician's career. In the future they may
very well form their very own social-
democratic party. Rather, their
significance lies in the fact that for the
first time in decades, a more or less
distinct social-democratic trend is rearing
its head in the U.S. And the significance
of. this fact lies in its being a sign of the
sharpening of the fundamental contradic-
tions of U.S. society. U.S. imperialism is
in crisis-a crisis which may have its ups
and downs but which can only be resolv-
ed through world war or proletarian

revolution, or both. On the surface of U.S.
society there may appear to be nothing
but brief and minor- upsurges, small
swirls and centers of turmoil. But
beneath the surface powerful forces are
gathering, major contradictions are in-
tensifying-the basic class contradiction
of capitalism, between bourgeoisie and
proletariat, and the other powerful con-
tradictions of U.S. society as well. The
social-democratic tendencies described
here are a minor surface current; but they
are a sign of sharpening contradictions
below. I
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Hoxha
(Continued from page 5)

triumphed in only one country."2a
(Hoxha's emphasis)

This formulation by Hoxha sounds ex-
tremely revolutionary on the- surface,
especially compared to the Chinese revi-
sionists' classless "three worlds"
strategy, but at bottom Hoxha's line is
far from revolutionary. Hoxha tends to
reduce the world to the contradiction
between socialism and imperialism, and
this metaphysics is what sets the stage
for a totally idealist view of the world
filled with revisionist and even classical
Trotskyite formulations.

Hoxha must sincerely feel that Kaut-
sky was entirely wrong, for he continual-
ly tells us so throughout the book. But
upon careful examination, he must real-
ly think Kautsky was'wrong only in that
he was prematute in his promotion of
"ultra-imperialism" or "super im-
perialism." What Kautsky wrote in 1915
and quoted in brief by Lenin ia Im-
periolism might be of interest to the
reader:

"Kautsky: '...Cannot the present im-
perialist policy be supplanted by a new,
ultraimperialist policy, which will in-
troduce the joint exploitation of the
world by internationally united finance
capital in place of the mutual rivalries of
national finance capitals? Such a new
phase of capitalism is at any rate con-
ceivable. Can it be achieved? Sufficient
premises are still lacking to enable us to
answer this question.' "'n

Note, Kautsky did not deny that im-
perialism will be exploiting the world;
but, among other things, Kautsky pro
moted the view that perhaps this could
be done rationally and without wars be
tween the imperialists.

According to Hoxha, the victory of the
Bolshevik revolution changed the
character of imperialism so that today
we have an imperialism whose fear of the
worldwide struggle for socialism has
overshadowed its internal contradic-
tions! Let's quote from Hoxha at length,
and see what he says:

"U.S. imperialism and the other
capitalist states have fought and are
fighting to maintain their hegemony in
the world, to defend the capitalist and
neocolonialist system, to emerge from
the great crisis which has them in its
grip, with the fewest possible losses.
They have striven and are striving to

prevent the peoples and the proletariat
from fulfilling their revolutionary
aspirations for liberation. U.S. im-
perialism, which dominates its partners
politically, economically and militarily,
has the main role in the struggle to
achieve these aims.

"The enemies of the revolution and
the peoples want to create the impres-
sion that, because of the changes that
have occured in the world and the losses
that socialism has suffered, cir'
cumstances entirely different from those
of the past have been created. Therefora,
although they haue fierce contradictions
with one another, U.S. imperialisrn and
the world capitalist bourgeoisie, Souiet
social-imperialism and Chinese social'
imperialism, mod,em reuisionism and
social democracy are seeking a modus
vivendi, a hybrid'new society', in order
to keep the bourgeois-capitalist system
on its feet, to auert reuolutions and to
continue their oppression and exploita'
tion of the peoples in new fonns and by
new ntethods,"26

As evidence of this "rnodus uiuendi"
Hoxha claims that Jimmy Carter's ma'
jor foreign policy statement delivered at
Notre Dame on May 22,'1977 is really
talking about this attempt at a "new
order" where the U.S. and the Soviets
can coordinate a way out of the crisis
they both face, which according to Hox'
ha mainly consists of mutual suppres-
sion of revolution. He states:

"In his speech, the U.S. President
said, today 'we have been freed from
that constant fear of communism, which
at one time led us to embrace every dic'
tator who was obsessed by the same
fear.'

"Of course, when Carter, this faithful
representative of the bloodiest im'
perialism of our time, speaks of being
'freed from the fear of communism', he
means communism A la Yugoslav, A la
Khrushchev, A la Chinese, whose masks
only are communist, but the capitalist
bourgeoisie has not been and will never
be freed from the fear of genuine com'
munism. On the contra4r', imperialism
and social-imperialism have always been
terrified of genuine communism and
they will be even more terrified of it. .It is
this fear and. dread that are driuing the
impeialists and reuisionists into each
others' arrns, to coordinate their plans
and seek the most appropriate forms in
order to prolong the existence of their
rule of oppression and exploitation."26

This is Hoxha's bottom ltne-collu-
sion is principal between the super'
powers and all imperialists in general
because of the threat of revolution. He
does mention in passing contradictions
among the imperialists, and the U.S.

need to halt the drive of Soviet
hegemonism, but half the time he talks
about the struggle for hegemonY he
means the struggle for hegemony be'
tween the two worlds, imperialism vs'
socialism, while the absolutelY
necessary struggle between imperialists
over division and redivision of the world,
which is propelling the world rapidly
toward World War 3, is flushed down
the tubes by Hoxha.

According to Hoxha the Soviet Union
as well as the Chinese are really only
tools of the U.S. to save it from revolu'
tion. Continuing from where we left off
the last quote from Hoxha:

"In these moments of deep economic,
political and military crisis, the im'
perialists of the United States of
America are trying to consolidate the
victories of imperialism, attained
through the betrayal of modern revision-
ism in the Soviet Union, the former
countries of people's democracy and in
China, and to use them as a barrier
against the revolution and the revolu-
tionary liberation struggles of the pro'
letariat and the peoples."27

And a little further on he says, referring
to Carter's speech alreadY cited:

"U.S. imperialism considers the
Khruschevite Soviet systemas a victory
of world capitalism and from this it
deduces that the threat of a conflict with
the Soviet Union has become less in-
tense, though it does not deny the con'
tradictions and rivalry for hegemony
with it."28

If this were 1960, Mr. Hof,ia would
have a point. "Khruschevite revi'
sionigm" did overwhelmingly play the
role of lessening the contradictions be
tween the USSR and the USA in these
early days of capitalist restoration,
when the bourgeoisie that had just

they could politically to bow to the U.S.'
including telling people not to rise up
against the U.S. imperialists in order to
hold off a confrontation with the U.S.
But things have changed in the world.
Despite Hoxha's protestations to the
contlary, the U.S. has been weakened

must expand its empire, must fight to
redivide the world and increase its own
reserves.
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Hoxha, as we pointed out earlier, ac-
knowledges the arms race, vulgarizingit
with his "political economy"; but he also
gives us a political reason for this race:

"China's incitement of their contradic-
tions with the Soviets is to the liking of
the capitalist states of Europe and the
United States of America, because it
enables them to tell the Soviets indirect-
ly, 'Your main enemy is China, whereas
we, together with you, want to establish
d6tente, peaceful coexistence, irrespec-
tive of what China says.' On the other
hand, while rnaking belieue that they
want peace, these states are arming
themselues to strengthen their
hegernony and military unity against
their rnain enerny-the reuolution. This
is the aim of all the meetings, such as
those of Helsinki and Belgrade, which
drag on and on endlessly, like the Vienna
Congress after the defeat of Napoleon,
which is known as the congress of balls
and soir6es."20

In Hoxha's section combatting the
Chinese revisionists' "three worlds"
strategy, he gives a more elaborate
theoretical presentation of how the con-
tradiction between the imperialist
powers doesn't mean all that much:

"Marxist-Leninist class analysis and the
facts show that the existence of con-
tradictions and rifts among the im-
perialist powers and groupings in no
way overrides or displaces to a position
of secondary importance the contradic-
tions between labour and capital in the
capitalist and imperialist countries, or
the contradictions between the oppress-
ed peoples and their oppressors. Precise
ly these, the contradictions between the
proletariat and the bourgeoisie, between
the oppressed peoples and imperialism,
between socialism and capitalism are
the most profound, they are permanent,
irreconcilable contradictions. " 30

Marxist-Leninists in the general re
cent period have recognized four major
contradictions in the world: between
socialist and imperialist countries; bet-
ween the bourgeoisie and proletariat in
the capitalist countries; between the op-
pressed nations and imperialism; and
the contradiction amoug the imperialist
powers. Of these, Hoxha seems to think
that only the first three are antagonistic,
and that the last one can never be the
principal contradiction. In the present
stage of human history and the develop-
ment of society, the basic contradiction,
the one that defines this stage and
through whose resolution society will
make the leap to a new stage, is that be
tween the bourgeoisie and proletariat.

Now Hoxha doesn't understand this
contradiction in the first place, and we'll
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get into that shortly, but at the moment
the point is that he doesn't understand
the other contradictions and their rela-
tion to the basic one. The main thing
here to grasp is the role of. the pincipil
contradiction, which is the one that, at a
certain point in the development of a
process defined by the basic contradic-
tion, is the contradiction which plays the
principal role in determining and in-
fltrencing the development of the basic
contradiction. Thus, during a certain
period of time, any one of the above four
contradictions may be the principal con-
tradiction, and it is important to know
which one it is. For example, going into
World War I the principal contradiction
was the contradiction among the im-
perialists; this was the sharpest overall
in the world, influencing the develop-
ment of all the other contradictions, in-
cluding the basic one, and in fact led to
the conditions which made it possible for
the proletariat to seize state power in
the Soviet Union.

Hoxha does his own re-write of Worid
War 2 to bolster his two worlds thesis.
He reduces World War 2 to a united im-
perialist plot against the Soviet Union.

"Infuriated by the loss the October
Revolution in Russia inflicted on it, the
imperialist and capitalist world coalition
reinforced its instruments of political,
economic and military struggle against
the new state of the proletarians and the
spread of ideology
throughout perialists,
the reactio European
and world together
with the other parties of capital,
prepared the war against the Soviet
Union. Together with the Hitlerites, the
Italians and Japanese fascists, they also
prepared the Second World War."sr

Thus in typical Hoxha fashion, 20
years of history is eclectically mushed
together as one straight line event, and
World War 2 is presented as the con-
tinuation of the "stratery" world im-
perialism launched against the infant
proletarian state on the heels of its vic-
tory in 1917. Apparently contradictions
arnong the imperialists had nothing
whatever to do with it! There are a
number of other mentions of how collu-
sion among the imperialists against the
USSR was the principal aspect of World
War 2. In commenting on Carter's
speech already referred to, Hoxha ex-
plains to us,

"The U.S. President also admits that,
out of fear of bommunism, in the past
the capitalists and the imperialists em-
braced and supported the fascist dic-
tators like Mussolini, Hitler, Hirohito,
Franco, etc. These fascist dictatorships
in the respective countries were the

ultimate weapon of the capitalist
bourgeoisie and world imperialism
against the Soviet Union of the time of
Lenin and Stalin and against the world
proletarian revolution. "32

Carter, of course, was not confessing
to dealings with Mussolini, Hitler, etc.
(even to the degree that this went on
even during the war, which was obvious-
ly not the principal aspect of World War
2!). Instead this demogoguery related to
Carter's "human rights" campaign,
parading around a few countries where
"democratic" forms have replaced
fascist dictatorships as the means to
maintain U.S. domination, etc.3B

Yes, victorious proletarian revolution
is a threat to the imperialists. And 1/10
of the globe freed from bourgeois rule
(with the victory of socialism in the
USSR) and later (adding the victory of
China and the East European states),
1/4 of the globe free from that rule was a
terribly great threat. Why? Because
huge sections of the globe were removed
from where the imperialists could "free
ly" fight over them for domination,
More importantly, these countries were
political bastions of the world revolu-
tion, not only providing material aid and
political assistance to revolution around
the world, but existing as a living exam-
ple of how capitalist enslavement was no
longer the order of the day in a large part
of the world. But the existence of the
proletariat in power-even involving
over ll4 of humanity, did not and could
not make the workings of capitalism in
its highest, most decadent stage more
rational.

Stalin had to deal with a similar line in
the Soviet Union shortly after WWII,
and although his answer is slightly off
the mark, he is far more correct than his
supposed student, Hoxha.

"Some comrades hold that, owing to
the development of new international
conditions since the Second World War,
wars between capitalist countries have
ceased to be inevitable. They consider
that the contradictions between the
socialist camp and the. capitalist camp
are more acute than the contradictions
among the capitalist countries; that the
U.S.A. has brought the other capitalist
countries sufficiently under its sway to
be able to prevent them going to war
among themselves and weakening one
another; that the foremost capitalist
minds have been sufficiently taught by
the two world wars and the severe
damage they caused to the whole
capitalist world not to venture to in-
volve the capitalist countries in war with
one another again-and that, because of
all this, wars between capitalist coun-
tries are no longer inevitable.

"These comrades are mistaken. They



see the outward phenomena that come
and go on the surface, but they do not
see those profound forces which,
although operating imperceptibly, will
nevertheless determine the course of
developments. . .

"It is said that the contradictions be
tween capitalism and -socialism are
stronger than the contradictions among
the capitalist countries. Theoretically, of
course, that is true. It is not only true
now, today; it was true before the Se
cond World War. And it was more or less
realized. by the leaders of the capitalist
countries. Yet the Second World War
began not as a war with the USSR, but
as a war between capitalist countries. . .

"[In the aftermath of World War 1]
. . . Germany rose to her feet again as a
great power within the space of some fif-
teen or twenty years after her defeat. . .

And it is significant that it was none
other than Britain and the United States
that helped Germany to recover
economically and to enhance her
economic rvar potential. Of course, when
the United States and Britain assisted
Germany's economic recovery, they did
so with a view to setting a recovered
Germany against the Soviet Union, to
utilizing her against the land of
socialism. But Germany directed her
forces in the first place against the
AngleFrench-American bloc. And when
Hitler Germany declared war on the So
viet Union, the AngleFrench-American
bloc, far from joining with Hitler Ger-
many, was cbmpelled to enter into a
coalition with the USSR against Hitler
Germany.

"Consequently, the struggle of the
capitalist countries for markets and
their desire to crush their competitors
proved in practice to be stronger than
the contradictions between the
capitalist camp and the socialist
camp."3d

One weakness in Stalin's formulation is
his juxtaposition that "theoretically"
the contradictions between socialism
and capitalism were stronger than be-
tween capitalist countries, but "in prac-
tice " the opposite proved to be true.
What Stalin means here, though, is that
socialism and capitalism have diametri-
cally opposed interests. This is absolute-
ly true. The formulation is weak,
however, in that it is not just "in prac-
tice" where the contradictions between
the imperialists could prove to be
sharper at times, but is rooted in the
very character of the capitalist class-a
class which is not internationalist like
the proletariat, but a class whose in-
terests remain national, despite their
gigantic international dealings, and they
fight fiercely with their counterparts,
members of their same class, of other
"great" nations for the spoils of the

world for their very survival as im-
perialists.

Hoxha does leave open the possibility
for world war, but he is clearly incorrect
in his view of what the character of that
war will be. He says:

"Marxism-Leninism teaches us that
the contradictions betwden a socialist
country and capitalist and revisionist
countries, which reflect contradictions
between two classes with diametrically
opposed interests, the working class add
the bourgeoisie, are permanent, funda-
mental, irreconcilable. They run like a
red thread through the entire historical
epoch of the transition from capitalism
to socialism on a world scale. On the
other hand, the contradictions between
the imperialist powers are expressions of
contradicti6ns amongst exploiters,
amongst classes with common fun-
damental interests. Therefore, however
severe the contradictions and conflicts
between the imperialist powers may be,
the danger of aggressive actions by
world imperialism or various sections of
it against the socialist country, remains
a permanent real danger at any moment.
Rifts between imperialists, inter-
imperialist quarrels and conflicts may,
at the most, weaken or temporarily
postpone the danger of the actions of im-
perialism against the socialist country,
therefore while it is in the interests of
this country to utilize these contradic-
tions in the enemy ranks, they cannot
eliminate this danger."3"

And this logically leads Hoxha up to
the point of saying that if world war
does break out, its principal character
will be socialism vs. imperialism.

"Therefore, our Party has stressed and
stresses that any underestimation of the
contradictions of a socialist state with
the imperialist powers and the
capitalist-revisionist countries, any
underestimation of the danger of ag'
gressive actions by the latter against
socialist Albania, any relaxation of
vigilance resulting from the idea that
the contradictions between imperialist
powers themselves are very abrasive,
and because of this they cannot under-
take such actions against our
Homeland, would be fraught with very
dangerous consequences. " 30

Of course no one to our knowledge,
least of all a Marxist, has ever maintain'
ed that inter-imperialist rivalries will
somehow stop an invasion of Albania,
particularly in the course of world war.
What Hoxha has set up to promote is
that if war breaks out, if Albania is in-
vaded, the principal source and
character of the war would be an im-
perialist war against the "socialist

He must really think
Kautsky uuas wrong

"only in that he was
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promotion of
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Homeland."
Thus overall Hoxha presents a super'

imperialism that could keep itself from
all out inter-imperialist war because of
its contradictions with socialism and
world revolution, and could stay in that
position for some time to come if it
wasn't for the warmongering policies of
the Chinese revisionists. Maybe Hoxha
reasons that imperialism has somehow
managed to keep from going to world
war for over 30 years now (implicitly
describing the USSR as having been an
imperialist superpower since 195687),
without inter-imperialist war having
broken out-so if it breaks out now it
must be China's incitement which
causes it, with invasion of socialist Al-
bania being the war's principal object.

Are we exaggerating Hoxha's efforts
to reduce the international situation to
the conflict between Albania and the
various imperialist powers (in which he
includes China)? Those taken in by Hox-
ha's line will emphatically point out,
that while he might underestimate the
contradictions between the imperialists,
he does recognize the clqss struggle go
ing on around the world. His supporters
(or conciliators) might argue that Hoxha
doesn't just recognize the contradiction
between socialism and imperialism,
pointing to many quotes showing that
he recognizes the contradiction between
the bourgeoisie and proletariat (at least
in a non-socialist country) and the con'
tradiction between the oppressed mass'
es and imperialism, that he supports
revolution around the world,. not
capitulation to imperialism such as the
Chinese revisionists, and for that reason
revolutionaries should still uphold his
contribution at this time-such is the
argument of many.

But Hoxha, while in words recogniz'
ing three separate contradictions, in
reality, mushes them all into one. In
fact, Hoxha does not understand that
there is one basic contradiction in the
world in this epoch-private appropria'
tion vs. socialized production which
takes the political form of the bourgeoi-
sie vs. the proletariat-and that the other
three contradictions, oppressed nations
vs. imperialism, socialist vs. imperialist
countries, and inter-imperialist rivalries,
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all flow from this contradiction (though
on a world scale or in a particular coun-
try one of these contradictions could be
the principal contradiction for a time).
No, Hoxha says:

"If Mao Tsetung and the other Chi-
nese leaders have had and still have a
good deal to say about contradictions'in
theory,'then they ought to speak not on-
ly of exploiting inter-imperialist con-
tradietions and of compromises with the
imperialists, but, in th; first place, they
ought to speak of the fundamental con-
tradictions of our epoch, the contradic-
tions between the proletariat and the
bourgeoisie, the contradictions between
the oppressed peoples and countries, on
the one hand, and the two superpowers
and the whole of world imperialism, on
the other, the contradiction between
socialsm and capitalism."a8

Here Hoxha is clearly saying that
only these last-three are'ithe fundamen-
tal contradictions of our epoch." This is
no minor word problem on his part-it is
an "error" of replacing dialectics with
eclectics, allowing the replacement of
whatever pragmatically serves what in-
terests he wants to promote (or anyone
else who promoted such a line) for a
Marxist-Leninist analysis of what is ob-
jectively going on in the world. In the
name of opposing the "three worlds"
strategy, he demotes the contradiction
among imperialist powers from the sta-
tus of a fundamental contradiction. He
theu advances his own "two worlds"
thesis, which puts all the remaining con-
tradictions together, and ends up essen-
tially holding that one of them is always
principaL that between socialism and
capitalism. He opposes the "three
worlds" strategy in the name of revolu-
tion, but his own "two worlds" mishmash
is equally revisionist and does not pro
mote revolution.

III. Hoxha on the
National Liberation

Struggles

lTn" Communist article cited earlier
I illustrated how Hoxha does not see

the basic contradiction under socialism
as the bourgeoisie and the proletariat,
but as socialism vs. imperialism; he
makes the basis for class struggle under
socialism external and in no way gtasps
the qualitative difference between
socialism and communism, etc. This
question will not be pursued further in
this article since Hoxha's orientation on
this question is directly tied to his at-
tack on Mao Tsetung and the Cultural
Revolution and was gone into in depth in
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The Communist We'd also like to refer
the reader to the first section of the
same article, which exposes Hoxha's
denial of the bourgeois character of the
democratic, anti-imperialist stage in the
oppressed countries, his underestima-
tion of the antifeudal character of this
stage, his total opposition to the
military strategy of people's war and his
efforts to pit the leading role of the pro
letariat against mobilizing the peasan-
try as the main force in the revolution in
a country like China. All of which
demonstrates that Hoxha has landed in
the camp of the Trotskyites, Wang Ming
and the Soviet revisionists when it
comes to his analysis of the Chinese
revolution in particular . The Communist
article correctly points out that this
idiocy is not simply restricted to
Hoxha's view of the Chinese revolution,
but extends to his whole view of the
struggle of the oppressed peoples and
nations.

Hoxha of course does not promote this
muck on a neon sign. He tries to cover
himself, hiding behind the raunchy line
of the Chinese revisionists and the rever-
sal of the revolution in China to make
,himself look good. And if one wants to
substitute formal logic for dialectics,
and doesn't like the Chinese revi-
sionists' line, then Hoxha is definitely
the man to look to. But the world
doesn't exist as the logical opposite to
the Chinese line. While their "three
worlds" strategy is thoroughly reac-
tionary, it is just as reactionary to gloss
over the difference between the oppress-
ed and oppressor nations. Contrary to
what Hoxha might think, neither Lenin
nor Stalin reduced the world simply to
"two worlds" of socialism and im-
perialism when it came to the national
question. In Lenin's time he described
"three different types of countries"
when it came to the question of self-
determination, or the national question:

"First type: the advanced countries of
Western Europe (and America), where
the national movement is a thing of the
past. Second type: Eastern Europe,
where it is a thing of. the present Third
type: semi-colonies and colonies, where
it is largely a thing ol the future."ss

Things have advanced somewhat
since the time of Lenin and what was
once a question of the future (the col-
onies and semi-colonies) has become a
question of the present, although these
countries are generally dominated in the
neqcolonial as opposed to direct colonial
form (and what was a question of the
present in Lenin's time, the national
question in Eastern Europe, no longer
has the same importance).

Lenin said at the time in criticizing
"imperialist economists" who did not

support the right to self-determination,
saying it was the same as raising "de
fend the fatherland" in the advanced
capitalist countries and arguing on the
basis that real liberation of the oppress-
ed nations from imperialism was not
possible without socialist revolution:

"In the Western countries the na-
tional movement is a thing of the distant
past. In England, France, Germany,
etc., the'fatherland' is a dead letter, it
has played its historical role,i.e., the na-
tional movement cannot yield here
anything progressive, anything that will
elevate new masses to a new economic
and political life. History's next step
here is not tronsition from feudolism or
from potiorchal sauagery to nationol
prcgrcss, to a cultured ond politically
free fatherland but transition from a
'fatherland' that has outliued its day,
that is capitalisticolly oueripe, to
socialism. " (Emphasis added.)ao

And Lenin argued further:

"In these advanced countries
(England, France, Germany, etc.) the na-
tional problem was solved long ago; ots
jectiuely there are no'general national
tasks' to be accomplished. Hence, only
in these countries is it possible now to
'blow up' national unity and establish
class unity.

"The undeveloped countries are a dif-
ferent matter. . . In those areas, as a
rule, there still exjst oppressed and
capitalistically undeveloped nations. O&
jectiuely, these nations still have general
national tasks to accomplish, namely,
democrotic tasks, the taaks of ouer
throwing foreign oppres sion. "a'

Thus the first step in the oppressed
nations is, in the main, the transition
from semi-feudalism or other forms of
enforced backwardness to "national pro
gress" and they have the "democratic
tasks of overthrowing foreign oppres-
sion,"

But to Hoxha, everything collapses in-
to a giant muddle, and despite his lip
service to the question of two stages, he
makes little distinction between the first
stage of the revolution in the oppressed
countries and the socialist revolution in
the advanced capitalist countries! Con-
stantly throughout the book he adds the
task of eliminating exploitation as part
of this first stage of the revolution,
along with overthrowing foreign pres-
ence in those countries. He says things
such as:

"In our time, in the conditions of im-
perialism, the main internal enemy of
the revolution, not only in the developed
capitalist countries, but also in the op
pressed and dependent countries, is the



local big bourgeoisie which stands at the
head of the capitalist order and fights
with all its means, with violence and op-
pression, demagoguery and deceit, to
preserve its domination and
privileges,to smother and extinguish
any movement of the working people
which jeopardizes its state power and
class interests in the slightest degree."42

And:

"The Chinese leadership takes no ac-
count of the fact that in the 'third world'
there are oppressed and oppressors, the
proletariat and the enslaved, poverty-
striken and destitute peasantry, on the
one hand, and the capitalists and land-
owners, who exploit and fleece the pee
ple, on the other. To fail to point out this
class situation in the socalled third
world, to fail to point out the antagon-
isms which exist, means to revise Marx-
ism-Leninism and defend capitalism. In
the countries of the socalled third
world, in general, the capitalist
bourgeoisie is in power. This bourgeoisie
exploits the countrf, exploits and op-
presses the poor people in its own class
interests, to make the largest possible
profits for itself and to keep the people
in perpetual slavery and misery."aa

And elsewhere he says:

"Both in the countries of the 'third
world' and in those of the'second world,'
it is the bourgeois capitalist class, the
some social forces, which are ruling the
proletariat and the peoples and which
must be smashed. Here, too, the main
motive force is the proletariat."aa

While Hoxha is right about the Chinese
revisionists' refusal to carry out any
class analysis, which is un-Marxist,
Hoxha's thesis that the "bourgeoisie" is
in power is only half right and misses
what the character of national subjuga-
tion is, and his premise that the exact
same social fotces are in power in the ad-
vanced capitalist and oppressed nations
is absurd.

The colonies and neocolonies of im-
perialism must go through a twostage
revolution, not simply because there are
foreign imperialists present in their
countries (and Hoxha does not fail to
point out numerous times that there is
plenty of foreign investment, particular-
ly from the U.S., in Europe and in the
USSR-a point which will be gone into
later), but because imperialist oppres-
sion of these nations has meant national
subjugation (whether openly or in a nee
colonial form) and has thwarted the com-
pletion of the bourgeois-democratic
revolution.

This domination has meant in most of
these countries the propping up of

feudal or semi-feudal relations to a
greater or lesser degree, and denies,
overall, the native bourgeoisie its own
national market, its own nation-state to
exploit. Imperialism makes an alliance
with the landlords, who represent the
old feudal society, and this arrangement
crushes the peasantry even more than
previously, as well as holding back the
development of the national bourgeoisie.
Of course the imperialists also viciously
exploit the working class and squeeze
the urban petty bourgeoisie and they do
create a class of local bourgoeis ac-
complices (or compradors) in such coun-
tries. For all these reasons it is im-
peialism that is the main target of the
revolution in the oppressed countries
and the role of other class forces is deter-
mined primarily by their relation to im-
perialism. Hoxha not only misses this
material basis for the two stages of the
revolution, he clearly disagrees with it.
The article in The Communist pointed
out clearly how Hoxha misses the cen-
trality of the peasant question which is
still the case in many if not most of these
countriesa6 and his disagreement with
Mao's (and Lenin's and Stalin's) anal-
ysis of the twostage revolution in the
oppressed countriei and dhe bourgeois-
democratic character of the first stage.ao

In passing, Hoxha once mentions that
the "middle peasantry and that section
of the bourgeoisie which is not linked
with foreign capital and which aspires to
an independent development of the
country, can also be allies of the prole
taniat," a7

But mainly he is saying the opposite
when he criticizes Mao's call in China for
the alliance of workers, peasants, urban
petty bourgeoisie and national bourgeoi-
sie, and in his constant theme that end-
ing exploitation is part of the first stage
of these revolutions. Hoxha's line can
have a certain appeal because it is true
that the bourgeoisie, at the head of a
liberation struggle or in power, whether
initially patriotic or not, will tend sooner
or later to capitulate to imperialism. It
seems as if he has at least half a point
because he mainly poses his line when
talking about the Chinese revisionists'
current "organizing" efforts among the
heads of state of the "Third World"
countries. But some kind of an "anti-
imperialist/socialist" single stage is still
a recipe for defeat in many if not most of
these countries and would have the same
ramifications as the continued im-
plementation of Wang Ming's line would
have had in China.a8

We can get a little more of the flavor of
Hoxha's line if we see what he means in
practice in his book. He does go into the
question of Indonesia a little, when he
says:

"In order to quell the revolutions and

the liberation struggle in the countries
of Asia and open the way to the realiza-
tion of their hegemonic and expansionist
plans, the Soviet and Chinese revi-
sionists, in feverish competition with
each other, have been and are engaged in
a very filthy job of splitting and destroy-
ing the ranks of the communist parties
and the revolutionary and freedom lov'
ing forces of these countries. This activi-
ty was one of the main causes of the
catastrophe suffered by the Communist
Party of Indonesia, and of the splitting
and destruction of the Communist Party
of India, etc. They advocate the alliance
and unity of the proletariat and the
broad popular masses with the local
reactionary bourgeoisie, while each of
them is trying to win the friendship of
this ruling bourgeoisie, for its own
ends,"ao

The catastrophe suffered by the In'
donesian Communist Party Hoxha is
referring to took place in 1965, when a
U.S. imperialist-inspired coup overthrew
Sukarno and replaced his regime with
that of the reactionary General Suharto.
In the wake of the coup, it is estimated
that as many as a million communists
and other revolutionaries and pre
gressives were slaughtered in Indonesia.
But what was going on at the time was
not competition between the Soviet and
Chinese revisionists; on the contrary, to
the degree Chinese reuisionists were in'
volved (Liu Shaochi and Co.-and these
revisionists were not principal within
the Chinese Party), their advice was ex-
actly the same as that of their Soviet
mentors, since these revisionists' line
dovetailed with that of the Soviets at
the time. This "advice" was to liquidate
their party into a mass people's party, Ii'
quidate armed struggle, and work
toward the parliamentary road to
socialism in Indonesia, merging
themselves with the national bourgeoi'
sie (represented by Sukarno). The actual
"splitting" that went on by the Chinese
was a question of Marxism vs. oppor'
tunism.

The revolutionary line of the Chinese
Communist Party, promoted through
their series of polemics againet the
Soviet revisionists, was assisting
various parties and genuine communists
around the world in breaking with the
grip of the revisionist line of the USSR!
(Hoxha's crying about "eplitting" just
exposes how his idealism about the two
line struggle in the communist parties in
power applies to his views on the strug'
gle in parties out of power and is just as
reactionary, since it is a recipe for
capitulation to opportunism in the name
of not "splitting." He also exposes
himself as being against the peaceful
transition to socialism thesis in words
only, since in practice, according to Hox'
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ha's logic, a "genuine" party would not
split over such a question!)

To give a brief description of what the
developments were, there had been a
mass, anti-imperialist, democratic strug-
gle waged in Indonesia in the wake of
World War 2. The national bourgeoisie
(Srlkarno, etc.) had been in the leader-
ship of this struggle, and while the In-
donesian Communist Party (PKI) had a
strong base of support among the people
due to the role it had played in the strug-
gle against Dutch imperialism and the
Japanese occupation, it did not lead this
stage of the revolution to victory
because of errors in line. As the PKI put
ir:

"This theoretical shortcoming and in-
ability to make a concrete analysis of the
concrete situation of the world and of In-
donesia had resulted in that the PKI
was unable to make use of this highly
favorable opportunity given by the
August Revolution of 1945 to overcome
its shortcomings. The PKI did not coR-
sistently lead the armed struggle
against Dutch imperialism, did not
develop guerrilla warfare that was in-
tegrated with the democratic movement
of the peasants, thus winning their full
support, as the only way to defeat the
war of aggression launched by the
Dutch imperialists. On the contrary, the
PKI even approved of and itself followed
the policy of reactionary compromises of
Sjahrir's Right-wing socialists. The PKI
did not esbablish the alliance of the
working class and the peasantry by
leading the antifeudal struggle in the
countryside, and did not establish, on
the basis of such a worker-peasant
alliance, a united front with all other
democratic forces. The PKI did not con-
solidate its strength, on the contrary, it
even relegated to the background its
own role. These are the reasons why the
August Revolution of 1945 did not pro-
ceed as it should, did not achieve the
decisive victory, and finally failed in
reaching its objective goal."so

Upon victory against the Dutch, the
reactionary feudal and comprador state
machinery was not smashed. A coalition
government which included anti-feudal,
anti-imperialist elements (and at times,
on and off, even the PKI) was establish-
ed, but in fact it was dominated by
feudal and comprador inberests, with the
national bourgeoisie of course playing a
vacillating role in this government. The
PKI mistakenly took these concessions
(the fact that popular forces were taking
part in government) to mean that there
was a "pro-people" aspect to this
government that they should build on,
that the agrarian revolutionary war was
not necessary, that the vanguard
character of the Party could be li-
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quidated and that it was quite possible
to carry on the peaceful transition to
socialism through parliamentary means.
As the PKI later summarized, "The
August Revolution of 1945 should have
established a completely new state, a
stabe jointly ruledby the anti-imperialist
and anti-feudal classes under the leoder-
ship of the working class. This is what is
to be called a people's democratic
state. "6r

While there could be much more said
about the experience in Indonesia and
the above is just a sketchy outline of
what happened and some of the political
questions involved, it is clear that the
PKI's errors did not lie in recognizing
Sukarno as a patriotic bourgeois and
potentially a part of the united front,
but rather in merging themselves with
the national bourgeoisie (tailing behind
Sukarno), liquidating the question of
armed struggle, confusing the change of
regime with the smashing of the state
machinery of the reactionaries, etc. It is
only in the simpleminded reactionary
line of Trotskyites and E. Hoxha that
the error lay in the PKI not recognizing
that Sukarno (patriotic national
bourgeoisie) and Suharto (comprador to
U.S. imperialism) were,"identical,"
because both were bourgeois, and that
therefore Sukarno should have been the
"target of the revolution." As the PKI
summed up after the coup:

"By correcting the rnistakes made by
the Party in the united front with the na-
tional bourgeoisie it does not mean that
now the Party need not unite with this
class. On the basis of the worker-peasant
alliance under the leadership of the
working class, our Party must work to
win the national bourgeois class over to
the side of the revolution."62

But even leaving aside Hoxha's
rewriting of history on the question of
Indonesia, he exposes himself for his
lack of support for the national libera-
tion struggles going on today in other
ways too, Hoxha is conspicuously silent
about the revolution that was beginning
in Iran when his book was first written,
and which was at a high peak of struggle
in December 1978 when the volume was
re-edited. (The editor says, "Some
events that have taken place during the
period since the first publication have
also been included." But the Iranian
revolution was not one of these!)

Of course the proletariat did not have
"hegemony" in this stage of the strug-
gle, not only in Hoxha's dreamland Trot-
skyite sense, but even in the real mean-
ing of the word (although proletarian
forces were gaining and continue to gain
strength toward that goal). Hoxha does
not only fail to mention the revolution
going on at the time of the writing, there

is one section of the book that seems to
be a backhanded slap, since it's the only
reference to any type of "struggle" go
ing on in Iran:

"The prolonged struggle which went
on between the American oil companies
and the Mexican Government and
which ended in 1938 with the collapse of
the Mexican Government's policy of op-
position, is well known. There was a
similar outcome to the struggle between
the British oil monopoly and the Iranian
Government, which resulted in the top-
pling of Mossedeq. Such ruinous con-
flicts are going on all the time and they
end with the triumph of the big
Ameican Trusts,"ss

Is it possible that we are stretching a
point by insinuating that Hoxha just
sees the mass upsurge that was going on
in Iran at the time of the writing of his
book as a "ruinous conflict" (in the same
way that the Cultural Revolution was a
"countrywide putsch")? We don't think
so, because Hoxha definitely does not
support the revolution in Iran. In fact,
he goes out of his way not to mention or
analyze what was going on in Iran.
Three or four times he has the oppor-
tunity to at least acknowledge the ex-
istence of this struggle, when he
criticizes the Chinese revisionists' deal-
ings with the Shah or his government.
He fails to mention that these revi-
sionist dogs from China actually carried
on their frenzied dealings with the Shah
while he was in the midst of trying to
crush the massive revolutionary up-
surge against his fascist regime and the
U.S. imperialists behind it. (Keep in
mind that Hoxha, throughout the rest of
the book, spares no space in taking shots
at the Chinese whenever he has the op-
portunity.)

A few months ago the Albanian party
finally acknowledged the Iranian revolu-
tion-after the new government came to
power and around the same time that
the Soviets, who were also conspicuous-
ly silent during the mass upsurge,
recognized the installation of the
Khomeini-Bazargan government. (An in-
teresting side note of remarkable
bourgeois advice is the PLA's fixation on
"correctly wielding the weapon of oil" as
key to continuing the revolution.6a) The
struggle in Iran just didn't fit into Hox-
ha's idealized view of what a national
liberation struggle should look like at
any point in its development, because all
exploiting classes weren't the target, the
proletariat did not have hegemony from
the beginning, etc.

What Stalin said in Foundations of
Leninism still holds todayr "The revolu-
tionary character of a national move-
ment under conditions of imperialist op-
pression does not necessarily presup'



fle opposes the "three
worlds" strategy in the
name of revolutioq but
his own "two worlds"
mishmash ls equally
revisionist.

pose the existence of proletarian
elements in the movement..."55 Not
because the class-conscious forces desire
that the working class not be in leader-
ship of these struggles, and not simply
because they weaken the imperialists
(which they do!), but because the class-
conscious proletariat is acting on the
mateial world, must understand what
represents progress and what represents
reaction, support and unite with what is
genuinely progressive (and definitely
not uncritically or in a tailist fashion), in
order to gain "hegemony" in the real
sense of the word and lead all the class
forces at the particular stage that will
advance the revolution forward, toward
the socialist revolution and the eventual
triumph of communism.

While Hoxha thought it better not to
explicitly attack the struggle in lran,
some of his loyal followers in the U.S.
(such as the Marxist-Leninist Organiz-
ing Committee, now known as-believe
it or not-the CPUSA-ML )went all the
way with this line, Iike every Trotskyite
and his mother who called for the equal
targeting of the Bakhtiar stand-in-for'
theShah regime and Khomeini. This
idiocy only aided the forces of reaction,
objectively siding with U.S. im'
perialism. Had such a line been im'
plemented in Iran at the time, it would
have actually weakened the proletariat's
ability to gain hegemony in the revolu-
tion and strengthened Khomeini's posi.
tion.

Hoxha's "very revolutionary" two
worlds thesis, complete with its "thtee
fundamental contradictions," overall
misses the particularity of the contradic'
tions between the oppressed nations and
imperialism, promoting the erroneous
view that revolutionary struggles in
both types of countries are basically the
same, except maybe in the one case they
have to deal quantitatively more with
foreign domination than in an advanced
capitalist country. While occasionally
mentioning "two stages," he merges the
content of both stages into one-the
socialist revolution-and in turn im-
poses the criteria for a socialist revolu'
tion on these oppressed nations. Thus he
rates the potential and problems in mak-
ing revolution in large part according to

the size of the working class-the social
force he demands must be the m4in
force-regardless of the class composi-
tion and social relations in the countries
themselves. Consequently his line
smacks of the idealism of the Trot-
skyites on this question (as well as of
plain old national chauvinism).

Hoxha does speak about the areas of
Asia, Latin America and Africa as being
"cauldrons" of struggle, and he men-
tions some ongoing struggles in Asia
and says that Latin America is in a
revolutionary situation (perhap6
because it has a larger working class
than many other parts of the
underdeveloped world?). But overall, as
we pointed out earlier, his emphasis is
on how truly difficult it is to have a
revolution in these countries (repeated
numerous times in each continent his
book traverses in the underdeveloped
world). And while Hoxha uses Stalin's
formulation of the "weak link" of
capitalism as to where revolution will
most likely take place, this is used in
specific reference only to the advanced
capitalist countries, not in connection
with the oppressed nations and peoples
at all. And it's no wonder. If these coun-
tries must take Hoxha's rbute to revolu'
tion, it will probably be a cold day in hell
before they get there.

Hoxha's "two worlds" thesis, and his
particular feature of muddling the
bourgeois-democratic and socialist
revolutions in the oppressed nations into
a single proletarian-national stage, may
sound very revolutionary but in fact it is
just the opposite. How this line, in the
form of classical Trotskyism, can lead to
attacking the revolutionary struggles in
the oppressed nations is relatively well
understood. But the same line can also
lead to a more openly right'wing oppor'
tunism.

As pointed out in the Cornmunist arti-
cle, such a line abandons the need of the
proletariat to fight for the leadership of
the democratic revolution, denying its
bourgeois character. And a bourgeois
revolution will undoubtedly involve
bourgeois forces who will contend for the
leadership of the revolution. As can be
seen from countless examples around
the world, these bourgeois revolu-
tionaries often adopt a Marxist garb and
many even join the communist partY
while remaining bourgeois in politics
and ideologT. By recognizing the two
stages of the revolution and recognizing
the conflicting class forces and class
ideologies that would be brought forth
in the first, or democratic, stage, ge-

nuine Marxist-Leninists can (as Mao
did) identify and struggle against exact'
ly those bourgeois and petty-bourgeois
tendencies which would prevent the
revolution from winning complete vic'
tory over imperialism and from being

transformed into a socialist revolution.
Hoxha's line of proletarian nationalism
is not only theoretically repugnant, it
leaves the door wide open to various
types of " socialists'' in the
underdeveloped countries who in fact
abdicabe the task of carrying through
the struggle against foreign domination
and often end up a tool of the Soviet
social-imperialists. Mengistu, the
"socialist" butcher of the Ethiopian and
Eritrean peoples is a fine example.

IV. The Advanced
Capitalist Countries
and Imperialist War

For all of Hoxha's talk about a revolu-
tionary situation enveloping Europe, his
recipe for revolution there is no more
correct than his other theses. Hoxha's
orientation toward the working class is
fairly simple. He emphatically states
that "The most important organizations
of the masses are the trade uniong."so
Then he explains that most of the trade
unions are counterrevolutionary organi'
zations that must be "smashed." How
should they be smashed? "By getting in-
to them in order to fight and erode them
from within. . . "37 He even gives us the
political orientation genuine revolu'
tionaries must have in order to ac'
complish this. He tells us, "In every
case the aim must be to achieve a steel
unity of the proletariat in the fight not
only against the employers. . . "-but
also in the all-round struggle against the
bourgeoisie? Not quite, according to
Hoxha: "but [continuing from where we
left offl also against their agents, the
trade union bosses"!68 All this with the
final aim of "the setting up of genuine
proletarian trade unions."oe

Thoroughly refuting this economist
and classical syndicalist malarkey is not
within the scope of this article' Already
the RCP,USA has carried on extensive
polemics (and will most likely continue
to do more in the future) around this
type of deviation which is so prevalent
among revisionists of every stripe and
which is also such a strong spontaneous
drag on the ranks of the proletariat and
genuine revolutionaries. Nevertheless, it
deserves some brief comments here. Ob'
viously the struggle in the trade unions
is an arena of class struggle, and at
times it can be a very important arena'
but promoting a strategy of setting up
"genuine proletarian trade unions" is
just as ridiculous a theory of stages as
the Economists' (of Lenin's time) Promo
tion of building trade unions among the
workers as a stage, desPite Hoxha's
warning to Marxist'Leninists not to
stoop to tradeunionist, reformist, and
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dnarcho-syndicalist positions.6o Hoxhajust about explicitly says that ac-
complishing this is a prerequisite to
making revolution! And as we pointed
out, Hoxha's political orientation to the
trade unions is just as economist as the
original revisionists of that name.

And Hoxha may have more in com-
mon with the old-time Economists than
just their over-fascination with the trade
unions as organizations and their focus-
ing of the workers' attention on the fight
against the employers (and, oh yes, the
union officials too). Hoxha's riff on "pro
paganda and actions"or is not that
dissimilar to the old-time Economists'
thesis on propaganda as an explanation
of the workings of the capitalist system,
and agitation as "calls to action," a
thesis which Lenin criticizes in What Is
To Be Done?o2 Hoxha even uses the
same quote by Marx, "Every step taken
by a genuine movement is worth more
than a dozen progrhms," which the
Economists raised against Lenin.
Whether Hoxha means exactly what the
Economists did is not completely clear,
since he counterposes his theses on "ac-
tion" only to the activity of terrorists
and he never explains what he means
when he says that the class struggle pre
ceeds "from a simpler to a higher
form"68 (from economic to political,
maybe?). But even if one gave him the
benefit of the doubt and pub the best
possible interpretation on these points,
his orientation of "proletarian trade
unionism" has little to do with forging a
class-conscious movement preparing for
the overthrow of the bourgeoisie.

But Hoxha has some other problems
equally as serious, if not more so, when
it comes to the question of revolution in
these countries. These center around his
orientation toward imperialist war and,
closely linked to this, tris efforts to resur-
rect national tasks in imperialis, coun-
tries (a point addressed more fully later).

It is important to note that when Hox-
ha is talking about the developments
toward a revolutionary situation in the
advanced capitalist countries (or the
revolutionary situation that already ex-
ists in Hoxha's mind) and the program
for making revolution in those countries,
he does not emphasize that the pro
letariat should be preparing to turn the
imperialist war moves into their op-
posite, i.e., through preparation for civil
war, nor is there azy mention of the
orientation of. reuolutionary defeatisrn in
response to such a war. (There is one
quote by Lenin in this sectionoa which
puts forward the thesis that in the face
of reactionary imperialist war, the duty
of the proletariat is to prepare for world
proletarian revolution, which Hoxha
raises in response to the followers of the
Chinese revisionists in Europe who call
for reliance on U.S. imperialism. Hoxha
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never repeats or goes into Lenin's words
in the body of this section, leaving op-
position to imperialist wars in the
abstract, not in the concrete context of
the growing danger of world war. His
overall political line in this section is er-
roneous, as discussed below.)

Obviously, Hoxha's overall lack of em-
phasis on the tasks of cornmunists in
relation to an inter-imperialist war is
linked with his view that such a world
war is far off and has no real significance
with regard to the tasks of communists
at the present time. Hoxha's reduction'
of a revolutionary crisis to the level of
the political and economic crisis which
exists today is also linked to his
downplaying of the threat of world war
(and may also help explain and be linked
to his economism).

This in itself is no insignificant error,
but even more damning is that when he
does put forward an orientation around
world war, it is far from revolutionary,
On the contrary, Hoxha's position is
reformist and goes along with his Kaut-
skyism on the nature of imperialism.
And for all his criticizing the social chau-
vinism promoted by the Chinese, Hoxha
has a more refined, if not particularly
original, "defend the homeland" line
himself-although it is not so apparent,
masked as it is in his polemic with the
Chinese revisionists. There are two sec-
tions of the book in which Hoxha goes
into this question of the orientation of
the proletariat in the advanced capitalist
countries toward inter-imperialist war
(aside from the quote from Lenin men.
tioned above). First, in the part mention-
ed earlier where Hoxha says nuclear war
is inevitable between the superpowers, if
not today then tomorrow. There he says:

"When the superpowers fail to achieve
their predatory interests through
economic, ideological and diplomatic
means, when the contradictions become
exacerbated to the most acute level,
when the agreements and 'reforms'
prove unable to resolve these contradic-
tions, then the war betWeen them
begins. Therefore, the peoples, whose
blood will be shed in this war, must
strive with might and main not to be
caught unawares, to sabotage the
predatory inter-imperialist war so that it
does not assume world-wide propor-
tions, and if they are unable to achieve
this, to turn it into a liberation war and
win."66

The other major reference is in his sec-
tion "China's Plans to Become a Super-
power." We'll quote at length from this
section to give readers the full flavor of
Hoxha's line:

"Many a time the Party of Labour of
Albania has raised its voice to expose

the deafening pacifist propaganda which
the superpowers spread in order to lull
the peoples and the freedom-loving
countries to sleep and blunt their
vigilance, in order to bemuse them with
illusions and catch them unawares.
More than once it has drawn attention
to the fact that American imperialism
and Russian social-imperialism are
leading the world towards a new world
war and that the danger of the outbreak
of such a war is real and by no means im-
aginary. This danger cannot fail to be a
matter of constant concern for the
peoples, the broad working masses, the
peaceloving forces and countries, the
Marxist-Leninists and the progressive
people everywhere in the world, who, in
the face of this danger cannot stand by
passively and do nothing. But what
should be done to stay the hand of the
imperialist warmongers?

"This cannot be achieved through a
course of capitulation and submission to
imperialist warmongers, or of toning
down the struggle against them. The
facts have proved that the unprincipled
compromises and concessions of the
Khrushchevite revisionists did not make
American imperialism any tamer, better
behaved, or more peaceful, but the con-
trary they made it more arrogant and
voracious. But the Marxist-Leninists
are not for pitting one imperialist state
or grouping against the other, nor do
they call for imperialist wars, for it is the
peoples who suffer in them. The great
Lenin pointed out our policy is not aim-
ed at inciting wil, but preventing the
imperialists from uniting against the
socialist country.

' . . . if we were really driving
workers and peasants to war' he
[Lenin] said, 'that would be a
crime. All our politics and pro
paganda, however, are directed
towards putting an end to war and
in no way towards driving nations
to war. Experience has shown very
clearly that the socialist revolu-
tion is the only way out of eternal
warfare.'

"Hence, the only correct course is to
raise the working class, the broad strata
of the working people and the peoples in
revolutionary actions to stay the hands
of the imperialist warmongers in their
own countries. Marxist-Leninists have
always been and are the most determin-
ed opponents of unjust wars.

"Lenin taught the communist revolu-
bionaries that their duty is to smash the
warmongering plans of imperialism and
prevent the outbreak ofwar. Iftheycan-
not achieve this, then they must
mobilize the working class, the masses
of the people, and transform the im-
perialist war into a revolutionary libera-



tion war.
"The imperialists and social-imperial-

ists have aggressive war in their
bloodstream. Their ambitions to enslave
the world lead them to war. But
although it is the imperialists who
unleash imperialist world war, it is the
proletariat, the peoples, the revolu-
tionaries and all progressives who pay
the price in blood. That is why the
Marxist-Leninists, the proletariat and
the peoples of the world are against im'
perialist world war and fight relentlessly
to foil the plans of the imperialists so
that they do not drive the world to a new
slaughter.

"Hence imperialist war must not be
advocated as the Chinese revisionists
are doing, but must be combated. The
duty of Marxist-Leninists is to raise the
proletariat and the peoples of the world
in struggle against oppressors to wrest
their power and privileges from them
and establish the dictatorship of the pro-
letariat. China is not doing this, the
Communist Party of China is not work-
ing for this. With its revisionist theory,
this party is weakening and delaying the
revolution, splitting the vanguard forces
of the proletariat, the Marxist-Leninist
parties which will organize and lead this
revolution. "oo

While Hoxha may appear to be on the
mark by bringing up that the duty of the
proletariat is to wrest power from the
bourgeoisie, there are some serious er'
rois in his orientation which in reality
cut against the proletariat successfully
doing so. One is the whole backdrop for
this section-that world war is impend'
ing or:.lry to the degree bhat the Chinese
are inciting it. Second, Hoxha overesti'
mates the degree to which the masses
can stave off world war short of revolu'
tion. Third; his program of what to do in
the face of world war, including in the
imperialist countries, is to wage a "war
of liberation." In addition, Hoxha
wrongly handles the question of defense
of a socialist country.

World War-China's
"Poliey"

Hoxha falls into extremely voluntarist
views on the question of world war.
Just the fact that his most major treat-
ment of the question of world war is in his
section "China's Plans to Become a
Superpower" is telling in itself. Hoxha's
line is that China is inciting the two super-
powers to war so it can-become an im-
perialist superpower. Revealing how far
he has departed from a materialist ex-
planation of the source of imperialist
war, Hoxha writes:

"The great ambition of the Chinese

leaders to transform their country into a
superpower as soon as possible and to
e.gtablish its hegemony everywhere,
especially in the socalled third world,
has impelled them to make incitement of
inter-imperialist war the basis of their
strategy and foreign policy. They great'
ly desire a frontal clash between the
United States of America and the Soviet
Union in Europe, during which China,
from a comfortable distance away,
would warm its hands at the atomic
holocaust that would destroy its two
main rivals and leave it the all-powerfuf,
sole ruler of the world."u7

And, it might be noted, this formulation
of Hoxha's is not even original-for it is
essentially the same line that the Soviet
revisionists have used for years to cover
bheir imperialist tracks.

Hoxha does have half a point when he
notes the desire of the Chinese revi-
sionists that a major war not be focused
against China itself. But fundamentally
he is wrong. World war is not developing
because of China's "incitement" and the
role of the Chinese revisionists is not
decisive in determining the nature of a
third world war or how it would be
fought.

Hoxha's underestimation of the depth
of inter-imperialist rivalries is further
shown by his arguments with the
Chinese about Europe as the focus of a
war between the two superpowers. Hox'
ha does not believe that world war is a
question f.or suruiual of one imperialist
bloc against the other (or as Stalin put it,
their necessity to crush one another),
and for this reason does not see that
Europe, while not being the only center
of warfare, will undoubtedly be a key
arena because of the development of the
productive forces in that continent
which are so vital to each bloc for
dominating the rest of the world. On the
contrary, China's revisioniqt line
and current capitulation to the U.S.'led
imperialist bloc are in large measure a
response (a bqurgeois response, of
coulse) to the growing threat of world
war-toward which the deepening crisis
of imperialism is propelling the twc
superpowers ever more rapidly today'

While Hoxha says a few times, mainlY
through {uotes, that war will not be
wiped out without wiping out imperial'
ism, he promotes this mainly only in the
general sense. (It should be noted that
the Soviet revisionists uphold this
Marxist principle in the abstract algo.)
But in the concrete of today's world
situation, the superpowers moving
closer and closer to world war-not
because of China's incitement but
because of the very workings of
capital-the proletariat must be prepar-
ing for these developments, exposing
and struggling against these war moves

as part and parcel of its preparations to
make revolution. And the developments
toward world war themselves are bound

opposed to
peace. But
between im
or as Mao Tsetung so aPtlY Put it:
Either revolution will prevent world
war, or world war will give rise to revolu'
tion. Hoxha's orientation fosters illu'
sions about reforming away world war.
(If it of a PolicY,
then though not
easy, at least for
the t ticular wars

, no matter
the people.
is not for
world war

must be exposed, opposed and militant'

fighting against the imperialists' war
mbves-or even by smashing China's

already embarked uPon. Hoxha em'
phasizes the opposite in his book, in the
name of combatting the Chinese at'
tempt to scare people into submission,
but Hoxha's emphasis is nothing less

than disarming in the face of the
developing world situation.

Defending the Homeland,
Hoxha'StYle

Hoxha at least does not Promote the
absurdity th Possi'
ble under im where
he gets into iouslY
Kautskyite, about
turning the imperialist war into a libera'
tion war ot a reuolutionary liberation
war, making no distinction between
capitalist and semi'colonial countries;
and the two phrases quoted bY Hoxha,
aside from his one quote from Lenin, are
the only mention of turning the war into
reuolution in the whole book. This
maybe could be chalked up to inaccurate
wording on Hoxha's part' But even if
that were the case, in the context of
world war developing and the efforts of
revisionists to paint such an inter'
imperialist Erar as a "war of aggression"
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vs. a "war of national salvation" in the
advanced capitalist countries, it is more
than a minor problem of choosing words,
particularly when it is seen in Ught of
Hoxha's overall analysis and emphasis.

Hoxha criticizes the Chinese for pro
moting a "defense of the fatherland"
position:

"When the Germany of Wilhelm II at-
tacked France and Britain, the heads of
the Second International advocated
'defense of the bourgeois homeland'.
Both the German and the French
socialiets fell into this position. How
Lenin condemned this and what he said
against imperialist wars is common
knowledge. Now when they preach unity
of the European peoples with im-
perialism in the name of defense of na-
tional independence, the Chinese revi-
sionists, too, are acting in the same way
as the partisans of the Second Interna-
tional. Contrary to the theses of Lenin,
they are inciting the future nuclear war
which the two superpowers are trying to
launch, and issuing 'patriotic' calls to
the peoples and the proletariat of
Western Europe to put aside their'pet-
ty'differences with the bourgeoisie (over
oppression, hunger, murders, unemploy-
ment), to refrain from threatening its
state power and unite with NATO,
'United Europe', the Common Market of
the big bourgeoisie and the European
concerns, and fight only against the
Soviet Union, and become disciplined
soldiers for the bourgeoisie. Even the Se
cond International could not have done
better."68

This sounds good, even very good.
But Hoxha, who conveniently avoids go
ing into Lenin's condemnation of this
social chauvinism, does not really
understand the political basis of the
"defense of the fatherland" line, and he
ignores what Lenin said to do instead
(turn imperialist war into aciuil warl. As
we pointed out earlier, Hoxha sees the
national domination of the oppressed na-
tione as being only quontitatiuely
greater as compared to the advanced
capitalist countries. (The neocolonies
are "more dependent" on foreign capital
and the "democratic and anti.imperialist
tagkg" of the revolution have a "special
importance.") This leads him to a
classical tweintoone on the national
and class character of the revolution in
the non-superpower advanced capitalist
countries.

But not only does Hoxha fail to
understand the material basis for the na-
tional liberation struggles of the op
pressed nations-he does not thoroughly
grasp the fact that the national question
is a thing of the posr for the imperialist
countries, or as Lenin said, "the national
movement cannot yield here anytNng
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progressive." It is Hoxha's confusion on
this point that has him put "patriotic"
in quotes in describing the Chinese line
(above). Hoxha does this consistently
throughout his book, attributing a na-
tional aspect to the struggle in the ad-
vanced capitalist countries (except the
U.S.). Thus he talks about the positive
"patriotic" forces in Europeoe and even
tends to make U.S. imperialist penetra-
tion into Europe and even the USSR a
question of. nationol subjugation. Since
war is an extension of politics, it's no
surprise that the kind of war he proposes,
for the advanced countries lliberation
warf reflects his "national" program.
This confusion is reflected in the section
that we referred to earlier where Hoxha
quotes Lenin about building for pro
letarian revolution in response to reac-
tionary imperialist wars. Criticizing the
followers of the Chinese revisionists in
Europe today, Hoxha says:

"The main slogan of these parties,
which is also the basic slogan of the
Chinese policy, is that, in the present
situation, the sole and fundamental task
of the proletariat is to defend national
independence, which is allegedly
threatened only by Soviet social-
imperialism. They are repeating, almost
word by word, the slogans of the chiefs
of the Second International who aban-
doned the cause of the revolution and
replaced it with the thesis of defense of
the capitalist homeland. Lenin exposed
this false and anti-Marxist slogan, which
does not serve the defense of true in-
depend.ence but serves the instigation of
inter-imperialist wars. He clearly defin-
ed what the stand of the true revolu-
tionary should be towards the conflicts
between imperialist groupings. He
wrote:

'If the war is a reactionary im-
perialist war, that is, if it is being
waged by two world coalitions of
the imperialist, violent, predatory,
reactionary bourgeoisie then every
bourgeoisie (even of the smallest
country) becomes a participant in
the plunder, and my duty as a
representative of the revolu-
tionary proletariat is to prepare for
lhe world proletari.an_ reu olution ag
the only esc,ape from the horrors of
a world elaughter. . .

That is what internationalism
rdeans, and bhat is the duty of the
internationalist, the revolutionary
worker, the genuine socialist.' "7o

Hoxha says a little later:

"At the same time these hangers-on of
the Chinese have become ardent
defenders of the bourgeois capitalist
etate institutions, especially of NATO,

the European Common Market, etc.,
which they consider as the main factors
for the 'defense of independence.' Like
the Chinese leaders, they whitewash and
prettify these pillars of capitalist
domination and expansion. They are
assisting precisely those organisms
which, in reality, have seiously uiolated
the independence and souereignty of
their countries."Tr

Sorry, Hoxha-"defense of the father-
land," while being a cover for the
predatory nature of the war, would also
be the slogan for the safeguarding of
these countries"'true independence"-
the only problem is that there is nothing
progressive about safeguarding these
nations or defending these "fatherlands"
at all! These nations themselves (with a
possible exception or two) have reached
the stage where they are based on their
own imperialist plunder and exploitation
(regardless of the fact that they might
be exploited and even dominated by
other stronger imperialists, and during a
war they will be plundered, etc.) While
U.S. imperialism's role of propping up
these imperiatst countries should be ex-
posed and fought in these countries, given
that these countries are already
developed capitalist nations-nations
overripe for socialist revolution-the
question of independence and sovereign-
ty has nothing to do with the impending
world war or their revolution, regardless
of the fact that U.S. troops may be sta-
tioned in them or even in the event of
military aggression against these coun-
tries in the course of the war-just as
Lenin emphasized in World War 1.

In analyzing Hoxha's line it is par-
ticularly important to take a hard look at
his "quotes"-often what he omits is
more revealing than what he includes.
Not only is this true with regards to his
hatchet job on Mao Tsetung Thought,?2
he also falsifies Lenin! In his excerpt
from Lenin ciLed above, Hoxha omitted
two sentences:

"I must argue, not from the point of
view of 'my' country (for that is the
argument of a wretched, stupid, petty-
bourgeois nationalist who does not
reahze that he is only a plaything in the
hands of the imperialist bourgeoisie),
but from the point of view of my share in
the preparation, in the propaganda, and
in the acceleration of the world pre
letarian revolution. "Ts

Quite an omission, and one that was
hardly accidental, as it speaks exactly to
Hoxha's own deviations. It's wrong,
according to Hoxha, for the working
class to have the orientation of defend-
ing "their country" only against possi'
ble Soviet aggression. This is not in the
interests of "true independence": no,



"their country" is already compromised
by U.S. imperialism. Some might say
that even though Hoxha tends to
claim the mantle of the imperialist na-
tion for the proletariat, he constantly
and consistently emphasizes making
revolution against the bourgeoisie, not
relying on them as the Chinese promote,
so if anything, his error is minor. But
even with Hoxha's emphasis on never
strategicolly siding with the bourgeoisie
in the advanced capitalist countries, he
still misses the boat because he's pro
moting a national, i.e., a bourgeois pre
gram.

Lenin took a comrade of his to task
around a similar problem. Rosa Luxem'
burg, who staunchly fought Kautsky's
capitulation to the German bourgeoisie
and who was working toward pro
letarian revolution in Germany in the
face of World War 1, made some similar
errors in this direction by saying that
making proletarian revolution was really
the only way to "defend the homeland"
iu the course of World War 1. In
response to the German social chauvin-
ists who promoted the idea that working
for revolution in the context of World
War I would be abandoning the
homeland, and that the working class
must be the staunchest defenders of the
homeland, etc., Luxemburg said that
"On the contrary, there is complete har-
mony between the interests of the coun-
try and the class interests of the pro
letarian International, both in time of
war aiiJ in time of peace; both war and
peace demand the most energetic
development of the class struggle, the
most determined fight for the Social-
Democratic programme."Ta

And Lenin sharply criticized this
orientation. Here we quote part of his
response (he uses the pronoun "he"
since Rosa Luxemburg wrote under the
pseudonym "Junius").

"He suggests that the imperialist war
should be'opposed' with a national pre
gramme, He urges the advanced class to
turn its face to the past and not to the
future! [Since Junius used the revolu-
tionary class struggle of an earlier
period where the revolution was in the
best interests of the German nation,
Lenin continues] In France, in Germany,
and in the whole of Europe it was a
bourgeois-democratic revolution that,
objectiuely, was on the order of the day
in 1793 and 1848. Corresponding to this
objectiue historical situation was the
'truly national,' i.e., national bourgeois
programme of the then existing demo
cracy; in 1793 this programme was car-
ried out by the most revolutionary
elements of the bourgeoisie and the ple
bians, and in 1848 it was proclaimed by
Marx in the name of the whole of pro
gressive democracy. Objectiuely, the

feudal and dynastic wars were then op-
posed by revolutionary-democratic
wars, by wars for national liberation.
This was the content of the historical
tasks of that epoch.

"At the present time, lhe objec-
,lue situation in the biggest advanced
states of Europe is different. Progress, if
we leave out for the moment the possi-
bility of temporary steps backward, can
be made only in the direction of socialist
society, only in the direction of the
socialist reuolution, From the stand-
point of progress, from the standpoint of
the progressive class, the imperialist
bourgeois war, the war of highly
developed capitalism, ie., primarily civil
war for power between the proletariat
and the bourgeoisie; f.or unless such a
war is waged, serious progress is izz-
possible..."76

Hoxha does not pose any earlier bour-
geois revolution in promoting his twe
intoone view of the tasks of revolu-
tionaries in the advanced capitalist and
oppressed nations. On the contrary, he
poses the World War 2 model, just as
the Chinese revisionists do, to promote
his national program. Hoxha's emphasis
on the attack on "the socialist country"
as being at the heart of the imperialist
war question, his continual metaphysi-
cal insistence that nothing much has
really changed in the world with the
defeat of the proletariat in the Soviet
Union, coupled with no more than a few
references to the line around World War
1 (revolutionary defeatism, etc.), in-
dicate that he's opting for the "World
War 2" model of defense of the socialist
motherland in combination with revolu-
tionary wars of national salvation-like
the successful Albanian Liberation War
(in which, he reminds us, they tactically
united with the British and U.S. im-
perialists without capitulating to them
and specifically points out the possibili'
ty of a similar situation arising again.76

This implicit and de /octo promotion
of the World War 2 model is very dan-
gerous in today's situation. Leaving
aside Albania and its social character,
this analysis glosses over the fundamen-
tal character of the war that is develop-
ing today. Despite Hoxha's preachings
on making proletarian revolution every-
where, if war comes, it will be the "bad
guys" against the "good guys," it will
be a war to defend the socialist
motherland and be a war of liberation. In
the name of defending socialism and
"really defending" national interests,
Hoxha is preparing the proletariat to
fight a war against U.S. aggression-in
the PLA's opinion, their "main enemy."
And although Hoxha sees this threat to
the "socialist motherland" coming from
the U.S., his "proletarian nationalism"
or "true independence" line if adopted

Hoxha sees ons :

bloe, . .headed by U;S",

: Soviet Union is not on
, Iy treated as a part of
this ssme bloc, but is
viewod as praetlcally a
neocoloay of the
United Statos!

by communists in advanced capitalist
countries could lead them to fight a li'
beration war against any actual invader
of "their" country, even the USSR.
(Then we would see how long Hoxha's
"socialist camp" would last!)

And Hoxha is not in the same camp as
Rosa Luxemburg. The root of her prob-
lem was bowing somewhat to petty'
bourgeois nationalism, but in the con-
text of an overall line which called on the
German proletariat to have the orienta'
tion in World War 1 of revolutionary
defeatism. Hoxha has exactly the line
Lenin attributed to the petty'bourgeois
nationalists. It could only be from the
point of view bf nationalism that Yugo
slav revisionism (Yugoslavia is
Albania's neighbor) in a book entitled
Irnperialism and Reuolution (not
Socialist Albania's Problemsl is attack'
ed and criticized with such zeal and at
such length-much more so than Soviet
social-imperialism. (And just in terms of
ideological penetration into the working
class of Europe and in the national
liberation movements around the world,
Soviet-style revisionism is, by far, the
much greater danger.)

Hoxha's particular version of combin.
ing nationalism with Marxism takes the
form of metaphysically merging
everything into the' contradiction bet-
ween socialism and imperialism. It also
appears in his idealist contention that
nothing has changed in the world in
terms of the socialist camp with the
resurrection of bourgeois rule in the
USSR (and today, China).

The struggle between a socialist coun-
try or even several countries and im-
perialism is not the same as the
worldwide struggle-the historic march
toward communism. It is not equivalent
to that march-it is only a part of it,
subordinate to the whole. Defense,of a
proletarian state is not an absolute-the
proletariat's ultimate goal is not protect-
ing the sovereignty of nations which
have reached the socialist stage. The
proletariat's goal is worldwide com-
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munism and its outlook is interna-
tionalism, seeing all the struggles in
light of that goal, including the struggle
to defend a socialist country against im-
perialist aggression, as important as it
is, as subordinate to that worldwide
goal. Equating the struggle between the
socialist country and imperialism with
that goal, or viewing the worldwide
struggle principally from the point of
view of defending the socialist country
(which the promotion of this "two
worlds" theses does) is slipping into na-
tionalism in the name of interna-
tionalism.

It's absurd to talk of a socialist

existence of the proletariat holding state
power in a significant section of the
world-a significant material force pos-
ing a certain freedom and necessity for
the proletariat worldwide and f.or the im-
perialists. Thus under the conditions of
the imperialist invasion of the USSR in
World War 2, it was correct, stemming
from the interests of the worldwide pro
letariat, to adjust the class struggle tem'
porarily, and for the proletariat in those
countries to temporarily place their own
struggle for socialism in a secondary
capacity (though not liquidate it) in
order to facilitate the defeat of the im'
perialist bloc trying to annihilate the
proletarian state. (However, this "ad'
justing" generally resulted in the drag-
ging of the red flag for the "national
flag".) Had the imperialists succeeded in
overthrowing proletarian rule in the So'
viet Union through the World War 2 Nazi
invasion, it would have been a deva'
stating blow to the worldwide march
toward communism. This was not only
because of the tremendous moral force
the USSR was as an example to workers
everywhere, but also because of the
materiol force the USSB was as a power'
ful bastion of revolution and a vital
reserve for the struggle worldwide.

However, the implication of Hoxha
that an invasion of Albania would deter'
mine the character of a general world
war and (again by implicationl require
revolutionaries everywhere to base their
strategy and tactics'on the defense of
Albania, is a dangerous one. Hoxha does
not explicitly call on the proletariat to
subordinate its struggle for power to
defense of Albania in the event of
war-he just sets people up for this line
by merging everything into the con'
tradiction between socialism and im'
perialism, with the Albanian nation of
course at the head of the "good guys" in
this simple world of two opposing ar'
mies.
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Slipping into nationalism in the name
of internationalism by equating defense
of the socialist countrY with the
worldwide revolutionary struggle is
nothing particularly new, This happened
to a great degree in World War 2' The
Axis countries had to be fought, and the
other imperialist bloc had to be tactical'
ly united with, because Germany ha{in-
vaded the bastion of socialism. But
defeating the fascists was equated with
the advance toward socialism in these
capitalist countries themselves, and the
faicist threat to the Soviet Union was
presented as the reactionary enemy of
lhe British, French and U.S. nations, an
enemy that had to be defeated in those
countries as a stage preceding making
revolution.

Hoxha, while taking a qurcK Pot shot
at Browder,"" still overall embraces this
orientation. Instead of learning from the
historical experience of the proletariat,
he enshrines these errorsTo and takes
them to new depths with Albania raised
as the center of this monolithic struggle
for hegemony between socialism and
capitalism. He's not much different
from the Chinese on this count-he just
shrouds his nationalism more
thoroughly with bhe mantle of or'
thodoxy.

For those upset bY our crass
disrespect for the socialist motherland
in the face of imperialist aggression
against it (in the context of World War
Z), they would do well to consider the
situation toward the end of World War
1, immediately after the success of the
Bolshevik revolution. At that time, the
war was still going strong and Germany
in particular was encroaching on the pro
letarian state. The Bolsheviks correctly
took a stand of defending the socialist
state, and the class'conscious proletariat
stood and fought politically against the

enemy.
Why? Revolutionary situations were

developing rapidly in Europe and adop-
ting such a line would have cut short the
real possibility of immediate victory for
the proletariat elsewhere. (Lenin had
hoped that the Russian Revolution
would be just the first victory in a chain
of such victories, and these hopes were
based on a correct assegsment of the ob-
jective conditions.) In fact, revolution
was attempted in a number of countries,
but was not successful. To have demand-
ed that revolutionaries in France, for ex-
ample, unite with their bourgeoisie
because Soviet Russia was confronting
the German army would have complete-
ly obscured the fact that the rnain
character of the war was still a fight

among imperialists for the division of
the world.-Also, the relationship of the

isted during the World War 2 invasion of
the USSR. But that is exactly the point'
Today we have very differenr conditions
than at the onset of World War 2, and
promoting this model, with defense of
Albania ai central to a world war situa'

ion of Albania,
tions to the oP'
a determining
, is petty na'

tionalism, not internationalism, justified
through the rankest idealism.

V. Hoxha and the USSR

In case there is any doubt that Hoxha
is promoting main
danger" line, more
what he says of a
war between the superpowers. As was

madness. Masterfully, while quoting
from Lenin's polemics against
Kautsky's view of World War 1, Hoxha
turns around and shows how ft'is own
far-off world war will be predatory all
right. Predabory against socialist
Albania as we already pointed out, but
also predatory against the USSR, rather
tharrpredatory on the part of all the im-
perialists!- It is useful to quote at length from
Hoxha, including his citation from
Lenin, to show how he opportunistically
uses a quote from the classics and turns
around ind promotes the opposite in his
interpretation. Hoxha saYs:

"In his polemic with Kautsky, Lenin
said:

' . . . in the realities of the capitalist
system, and not in the banal
philistine fantasies of English par-
iotts ot of the German "Marxist"
Kautsky, "inter'imPerialist" or
"ultra-imperialist" alliances, no
matter what form theY maY as'
sume, whether of one imPerialist
coalition against another, or
general alliances embracing all the
imperialist powers, are inevitably
no[hing more than a "truce" in
between periods of wars.'

"These
relevant
the Chi



about, and making feverish efforts to set
up, an alliance and a great world front of
all the fascist and feudal, capitalist and
imperialist states and regimes, including
the United States of America, against
Soviet social-imperialism.

"Alliances between imperialist coun-
tries, Lenin stressed, are possible, but
they are created for the sole purpose of
crushing the reuolution and sociolism, of
jointly plundeing the colonies and
dependent and semi-dependent coun-
ties,"Eo

Hoxha must figure no one really
bothered to read or try and understand
the quote from Lenin. Lenin in his
polemic with Kautsky is emphasizing
the opposite of Hoxha's interpretation.
Lenin says nothing about all the im-
perialists jointly plundering anything.
He is arguing that truces among im-
perialists (whether between blocs or em-
bracing all the imperialists) are nothing
but a truce between them iz between
wars between them, i.e., a war against
each other over who can plunder the
world. Instead Hoxha promotes his
Kautskyism of a new type and describes
a grand coalition of all the fascist,
feudal, capitalist and imperialist states
(specifically leauing out the USSR, one
of the two most powerful imperialist
powers!) and regimes for the joint
crushing of the revolution and socialism
(read: Albania) and for the joint plunder
of the colonies and dependent and semi-
dependent countries (perhaps including
the Soviet Union!).

Half the time the Albanians call the
Soviets imperialists, and the other half
they attribute to them the character of a
dependent country. And consistently
Hoxha says they are but a tool, an
"agency" of U.S. imperialismst-which
cuts against the understanding that the
Soviets are "equal contenders" for
hegemony, despite Hoxha's few
references to that effect. Hoxha's "two
worlds" thesis is definitely a bourgeois
logical opposite of the Chinese "three
worlds," though he covers himself with
more revolutionary phrases and more of
a mantle of "orthodoxy." If the
Chinese's narrow nationalist interests
have them tailing and promoting U.S.
imperialism-for now-through their
"three worlds" strategy, Hoxha's "two
worlds" thesis is definitely tailing after
the Soviets-and for the same reason.

Hoxha's entire treatment of the Soviet
Union's war prepalations is extremely
interesting. Take for example his state
ment that "it is most likely that the
policy of the United States of America
and the wrong strategy of China itself,
may impel the Souiet Union to increose
its military strength euen further, and as
the imperialist power it is, to attack
China first."t2 Or "The problem is that

the increase of U.S. military potential
relatively weakens Soviet fighting
strength and forces the Soviet Union to
follow the United States of America step
by step in order to bolance its military
potential and aggressive powers."""
When the nasty adjectivds are
eliminated, what's left is the USSR's
very own justification of their war
preparations-that they are "forced" to
carry them out by the U.S. and China in
order to "balance" the world power
equation!

This tendency for the Albanian posl-
tion to dovetail with the line of the
Soviet social imperialists comes out in
many particular positions taken as well
as the common features of their overall
international line. For example, most
readers will no doubt be familiar with
Hoxha's full support for Vietnam's
Soviet-backed invasion of Cambodia.
But Hoxha's support for the Soviet posi-
tion in the Middle East may come as
more of a surprise.

It is interesting that someone who
constantly hits China for simply looking
at counties when it comes to the "third
world," himself totally slips into this
orientation of "countries" when it comes
to his main section on the Arab world,
and lands implicitly in the camp of sup-
porting the Soviet mini-state position
when it comes to the Palestinian ques-
tion.

Hoxha says:

"The fight against Israel-the most
bloodthirsty tool of U.S. imperial-
ism-which has become a great stumb-
ling block to the advance of the Arab
peoples, is a common problem for all
these peoples. In practice, however, not
all the Arab states are of one mind about
the struggle they should wage jointly
against Israel and about the character
this struggle against their common
enemy should have. Frequently, some of
them see this struggle from a narrow na-
tionalist angle. We cannot agree with
such a stand. We stick to our stand that
Israel must withdraw to its own lair and
renounce its chauvinist, provocative, of-
fensive and aggressive attitudes and ac-
tions against the Arab states. We de
mand that Israel give up the territories
of the Arabs, that the Palestinians gain
all their national rights, but we can
never accept that the Israeli people
should be wiped out."8o

Full Palestinian national rights are, of
course, really in contradiction with the
Zionist state of Israel having a "lair" to
withdraw to, and if one supports the
liberation of Palestine, one does not lec-
ture about driving "Israelis" (as he
doesn't say Jews, he must mean the
state of Israel) into the sea. This little
riff by Hoxha is a new emphasis for him.

Could it be that Hoxha himself is pray-
ing for a maintenance of equilibrium bet-
ween the superpowers in the Middle
East, that the struggle for restoration of
the full national rights of the Palesti-
nians is too revolutionary for Mr.
"super-Marxist" because the Soviets
need some sort of base, a mini-state, etc.
as soon as possible? (Such is the material
basis for the promotion of the mini-state
by the Soviets.)

Who else has the same line as Hoxha
on Mao Tsetung Thought and the
Cultural Revolution, who else has the
line that China is instigating world war
instead of the blind forces of imperialism
propelling both the Soviets and the U.S.
in that direction? Who else says that the
Soviets are arming, as Hoxha does,
because the U.S. is making them arm,
and who else sees the contradiction bet-
ween socialism and imperialism as what
really defines the contradiction between
the bourgeoisie and the proletariat in the
world today?

In an article written in October 1975
in the Soviet theoretical jotrnal Interna-
tional Affoirs, entitled "China's
Ideological Subversion," the Soviets
take on the Chinese differentiation of
the "three worlds" (sorry, Enver, you
were not the first). They say:

"While the 9th Congress of the CPC in
1969 pronounced that in the contem'
porary epoch, imperialism.was moving
toward a complete collapse, and
socia[sm to worldwide victory, the
report to the lOth Congtess characteriz'
ed this epoch by referring to the'instruc-
tions of the helmsman' according to
which 'we srrll [Soviets' italics] live in
the epoch of imperialism and proletarian
revolution.'

"The repetition of Lenin's definition of
the epoch with the ad-libbed word 'still'
in absolutely new conditions, a defini'
tion made prior to the Great October
Socialist Revolution, is definitely in'
tended to obliterate the world historic
significance of the victory of the
Socialist Revolution in the USSR. . By
falsifying the Leninist formula and then
using it to describe the contemporary
epoch Maoist theoreticians endeavor to
justify their rejection of the world
socialist system.

"Furthermore, the Chinese leadership
juggled with the definition of the epoch
to justify their line of instigating a
dangerous aggravation of the world
situation. Since they say there have
been no fundamental changes in the
alignment of forces, and socialism as a
vehicle of a peaceful policy does not ex-
ist, then the aggravation of tensions
with another world war as the most pro
bable outcome is 'naturally' the
dominating feature of the contemporary
epoch. . . "'
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The Soviet article goes on to explain how
differentiating the world into three is a
plot for China to become a superpower,
and that Peking is inciting war between
the Soviets and the U.S. for its own
hegemonistic ends, etc.

The Soviet socialism vs. imperialism
thesis differs a little from Hoxha's, since
it emphasizes the Great Socialist Soviet
Union as a force for world peace,
whereas Hoxha doesn't have this same
emphasis; but their main political con-
clusions are just about identicat what's
shaped the world since the victory of the
Bolshevik revolution is the contradic-
tion between socialism and imperialism,
world war is really not on the horizon,
but to the degree that it is it flows out of
the hegemonistic aims of Peking.

The similarity between Hoxha's line
and the Soviets' has two main sources.
First, revisionism is revisionism. The
Soviets use "Marxism" to cover their
bourgeois rule and national interests,
and Hoxha does a similar twointoone
which has both lines parroting similar
distortions of Marxism. (And for the
same reason, Hoxha's line dovetails
with the Chinese revisionists', as well as
the Soviets', on some fundamental ques-
tions, such as the class struggle under
socialism, both having to reject Mao
Tsetung's contributions on this score,
and so forth.86) But many particular
political lines dovetail with the Soviets'
because Hoxha sees his main enemy as
the U.S., especially because they back
up Yugoslavia, the most immediate
threat to Albania, and because he sees
less of a danger coming from the
Soviets at this time. His line definitely
leaves a big opening for a rapproche-
ment with the Soviets.

His main political differences with the
Soviets seem to fall out on such ques-
tions as the peaceful transition to
socialism, and Hoxha's contention that
the Soviet Union is not a socialist coun-
try. But on the question of "peaceful
transition," the Soviets more and more
are rejecting lhis form of revisionism in
many parts of the world such as Africa
as things sharpen up between them and
the U.S. While Hoxha acknowledges
that the Soviets have been changing
their tune somewhat in connection with
the liberation struggles, he emphasizes
the opposite aspect of the Soviet line
overall, maintaining thaC the Soviets are
clinging to the peaceful transition line.
But when it comes to the advanced
capitalist countries, the Soviet revi-
sionists will most likely reject this
"peaceful" road as the situation
sharpens between them and the U.S.-at
least in countries where they feel the
revisionist parties might have a real
chance of coming to power by other, non-
peaceful, means. And as we pointed out
with the example of Indonesia, Hoxha's
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opportunism has him ignoring the
necessary line struggle against this
"peaceful transition" revisionism in
order to be able to attack what he con-
siders more serious problems-such as
Mao Tsetung Thought!

And even the difference over whether
the Soviet Union is socialist or not will
probably not serve as much of an
obstacle to uniting with it. The Soviets
have certainly shown they can tolerate a
few insults as long as people line up with
them when the chips are down! As we
pointed out, Hoxha is already portray:
ing a scenario in which U.S. imperialism,
Number 1 bad guy, will be assaulting
Number 1 good guy, Albania, and going
after the U.S.'s semi-dependent agent,
the Soviet Union. But even beyond that,
Hoxha's fixation on Khrushchevism (is
Hoxha aware that Khruschev was
dumped by the Soviet bourgeoisie?) as
the essence of Soviet revisionism, and
his emphasis throughout his whole book
that Western imperialist investment in a
socialist country is the basis for
capitalism there, even leaves the door
open for socialism to be restored in the
Soviet Union (short of proletarian
revolution) if it dumps this western
"subjugation" and if the Khrushchevite
form of revisionism is more thoroughly
rejected.

It is certainly not too difficult to im-
agine a situation in which the Soviets
posthumously rehabilitate Stalin's name
as a "national war hero"(of course, they
could never uphold his revolutionary
essence-but then neither does Hoxha!)
and criticize Khrushchev and his policy
of capitulation to the West, his open
renunciation of the dictatorship of the
proletariat, etc. In fact there is much
evidence that this is exactly what the
Soviets are planning to do. And especial-
ly if this were coupled with a more ag-
gtessive and hostile stand toward
Yugoslauiq it is very difficult to see
what the remaining obstacles to a
Soviet-Albanian rapprochement would
be!

Hoxha even has two sections of his
book that makes one think this "restora-
tion of socialism" in the USSR is not
that unlikely in his opinion. One is a sec-
tion in which Hoxha goes into a long ex-
planation as to the character of loans
and aid between socialist countries and
the obligations of "economically
developed socialist states."8o Though
none exist today, he poses the question as
if it had immediate implications. The
other is where Hoxha states that those
who made errors in bhe past can reject
them and return to the Marxist-Leninist
road. Though these sections don't conclu-
sively prove that Hoxha will move in that
direction-and Hoxha has shown that he
can combine the interests and outlook of
"socialist" Albania with those of the im-

iPolitieally it would not,
be {lhat diffieult:for' .

,,Hoxha to re-define;fhe'
;0haractei of the rulers, :

of the USSR if it
be for'trt

perialist Soviet Union without too much
difficulty- politically it would not be
that difficult for Hoxha to re-define the
character of the rulers of the USSR if it
became necessary for "the salvation of
Albania." (It is interesting to note in
this vein that Hoxha attributes a
socialist character to the system in the
China of the 1950s in some sections of his
book and a capitalist character to it in
other sections. If China can simultan-
eously be socialist and capitalist, won't
it be possible for the USSR to have some
of the same "dual character"?)

In form, Hoxha's revisionism does not
at this time involve the same blatant
and wholesale capitulation to Soviet im-
perialism as the Chinese revisionist
bootlicking to the U.S. No-he's opted,
because of having a different freedom
and necessity, for a more "orthodox" ap-
proach. In part this has to do with how
the Albanian rulers can best get over
with the Albanian masses and the
PLA's loyal followers around the world.
For years Albania had been a part of the
international struggle against Soviet
revisionism-and today they pose as
standard bearers in the fight against
revisionism (though mainly of the
Chinese and Yugoslav variety), which
allows them to ride on this tradition. It
would be difficult, to say the least, to
justify Albania's being the blatant gen-
darme for the Soviets like Cuba is.
(Though it has not been so hard to take
to the defense of the Vietnamese revi-
sionists when it came to their invasion of
Cambodia!) And once more, it's not that
likely that the Soviets are interested
enough in Albania to negotiate Cuba-
like terms for its national subjugation.

Overall, Albania does not have the
same "capital" the Chinese do to sell
themselves to the imperialists, or for
that matter, bo be part in any major way
of the evaluation the imperialists make
of the world situation. (This is also why
the Albanians-very subjectively of
course-can promote the "moral"
socialism of never dealing with the ma-
jor imperialist countries. They lie about
history and try to misrepresent Lenin's



line, to contort it to mean never dealing
with them as some Leninist absolute,
when it is nothing more than ascribing
an absolute principle to the position in
the world in which Albania finds itself.)

But whether a line reflects capitula-
tion to imperialism cannot be measured
only by how much direct whoring a revi-
sionist is doing for a great power. In-
directly Hoxha does promote the
political view and needs of the Soviet im-
perialists to a great degree. In fact the
content of Hoxha's whole presentation
of the world situation is almost identical
to that of the Soviets-except that in
Hoxha's case it is presented through the

prism of narrow Albanian nationalism,
while the Soviets present the same line
openly from a great nation, imperialist
standpoint, Hoxha promotes a
thoroughgoing revisionist line, trying to
drag many who have stood against revi-
sionism throughout the years with him.
But the proletariat is capable of
distinguishing nationalism from interna-
tionalism, and metaphysics and idealism
from dialectical and thoroughgoing
materialism, no matter what type of
drape of "leftist" rhetoric is used to
cover these distinctions.

Hoxha's tactic in writing Imperialism
and the Reuolution reminds one of a

peacock. General phrases about the
class struggle, revolution, proletarian
dictatorship, and the "PuritY" of
Marxism-Leninism are displayed with
great pomposity and fanfare. He hopes
the dazzbng display of presumed "or'
thodoxy" will mask the reality of some
of his more noxious theses, especially his
attack on Mao Tsetung. But on examin'
ing the substance beneath the fluff and
show, the reader finds a mishmash of
eclecticism, idealism, metaphysics and,
one must add, plain old'fashioned
doubletalk. Hoxha's recipes, if followed'
would produce a strange-tasting
goulash. I
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