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The staff of AWTW extend to

all our warm revolutionary
greetings and urge you to
continue your vitﬁilonce and
widely expand the
distribution of the journal.

— AWTW

® @ o For me, there is only
one reason why AWTW has been
seized by the authorities of your
government. And it is this:
because AWTW exposes the
aggression of imperialism and cap-
italism. And this is not well
received by your state which is a
part of the imperialist-capitalist
system. These type of attacks are
not the first and won’t be the last.
No matter what, it will be the
world’s proletariat and oppressed
masses who will win.”

Weli Bemal, Kurdistan

® @ @ By looking at the con-
tents of AWTW one can hardly say
the journal ‘prejudicially affects
friendly relations’ of one country
with others. We believe AWTW
constantly bridges the anti-imperi-
alist struggle of people of one
country with others. ...”

Propaganda Agitation Committee of
Marxism-Leninism-Maoism for the
Formation of Communist Party of
Afghanistan

® ® @ We workers from
Turkey living in France strongly

condemn the outrageous attack
which has taken place against the
internationalist journal AWTW ...
We understand how useful AWTW
is to the oppressed. ... We promise
to do all we can to expose the real
nature of what you have done as
we know our Indian Sisters and
Brothers are doing the same.”
E.T.LE (Federation of Turkish Workers)
France

® @ © Your democracy
slaughtered our people. Your inde-
pendence sold us to overseas
sahibs. And now your freedom
dreams of cutting our voice.
Frightful nightmares will follow
that drcam. HATE US! WE
DESERVE IT!” '

Farhad, Germany

® © © On behalf of the more
than 2,500 writers who are mem-
bers of the PEN American Center,
we write to express concern at
reports of an export ban imposed
on the English edition of the June
1991 issue of the international
journal AWTW., ...As an interna-
tional organization committed to
protecting the right of individuals
to ‘hold opinions without interfer-
ence and to seek, receive, and
impart information and ideas
through any media and regardless
of frontiers’, as guaranteed in
Article 19 of the Universal
Declaration of Human Rights of
the United Nations, we consider
the recent export ban against

AWTW a violation of this interna-
tionally recognized right...”
PEN American Center

® © O The leadipg article of
the blocked magazine entitled ‘The
US-led aggression will not go
unpunished’ has provoked the gov-
ernment in stating the reason that it
could ‘prejudicially affect India’s
friendly relations with other coun-
tries. The “other countries’ are no
more than their imperialist masters
of the east and the west... More
than anything else the paper is
being published with the purpose
of helping in bringing forth and
nursing the new generation of the
communists in all corners of the
globe, including in India. ”
Revolutionary Communist
Centre, India (ML)

® © O ] write to express my
outrage at the seizure and .
suppression of the political journal
AWTW. This extraordinary publi-
cation invariably contains unique
and fascinating insights into politi-
cal events from a Maoist point of
view. It published material on the
war in Pcru unavailable anywhere
else. I have come to rely upon it
for incisive criticism, thought-pro-
voking analysis, and broad cover-
age of liberation struggles through-
out the world...”
An Ass’t Professor,
Tufts University, USA
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Spirit of Chiang Ching!

— Statement by the Committee of the Revolutionary Internationalist Movement

8th June 1991

Wind and rain escorted Spring’s departure,
Flying snow welcomes Spring’s return.

On the ice-clad rock rising high and sheer
A flower blooms sweet and fair.

Sweet and fair, she craves not Spring for herself alone,
To be the harbinger of Spring she is content.

When the mountain flowers are in full bloom

She will smile mingling in their midst.

—" Ode to the Plum Blossom”, by Mao Tsetung, December 1961

On 5Sth June 1991, the authorities of China announced the death of Chiang Ching.
Her death comes after fifteen years in captivity by the reactionary regime in highly
suspicious circumstances. Chiang Ching was the living symbol of the Great
Proletarian Cultural Revolution, the historic movement of hundreds of millions of
workers, peasants and revolutionary intellectuals that Mao Tsetung unleashed in
China in 1966. In that outstanding movement, Chiang Ching, together with other
prominent followers of Mao, dared to lead the people against those big shots and
high party officials who were trying to transform socialist China into a reactionary
capitalist state. During this epic battle of ten years, citadels long declared off-limits
to the masses were stormed and the proletariat nurtured the sprouts of a wholly dif-
ferent type of society. Chiang Ching was in the forefront of these great advances
and is particularly associated with the transformation of Peking Opera and ballet
which went from glorifying the old society to a thoroughly new art portraying revo-
lutionary workers and peasants.

With the leadership and support of Mao Tsetung, Chiang Ching and her comrades
were successful for ten years in preventing capitalist restoration in China. But only

one month after the death of Mao Tsetung the rightists in China overthrew Mao’s

followers and imprisoned Chiang Ching, Chang Chun-chiao and other prominent

Maoists. At her trial in 1981, Chiang Ching courageously turned the prisoners’ dock

into a tribunal to defend the accomplishments of worker and péasant rule in China

and to denounce the revisionist usurpers who were trampling on Mao’s legacy. In so

doing, Chiang Ching spoke for and gave heart to the genuine Maoists the world

over who opposed the reactionary coup in China and who had begun the process of
regrouping which led to the formation of the Revolutionary Internationalist

Movement. RIM have considered Chiang Ching one of our own during her long

years of imprisonment, and today we commemorate the life and memory of this rev-

olutionary heroine. - _

Throughout her life, Chiang Ching was the implacable opponent of all injustices
and inequalities of the old society. More importantly, she dedicated her life to bring-
ing the new society, with new relations between people, into being. Chiang Ching
eamed the lasting hatred of all apologists of exploitation, for whom the greatest
“crime” is putting political power in the hands of the formerly downtrodden and for
whom the greatest “loss of reason” is the vision of a communist society without
classes. qu could the new barons of China ever forgive a woman for having chal-
lenged their cozy nests, and they were determined to apply the feudal notion of
making a widow pay for the “crimes” of her husband, Mao Tsetung. But the quali-

41/2661 Nim OL @ THOM vV



6 -

ties reactionaries and the narrow-minded loathed in Chiang Ching and never
stopped attacking her for are the very qualities that the communists and the class-
conscious proletarians will-always cherish. .‘-'

Chiang Ching died in Captivity without living to see the.day when the bloody bandits
such as Deng Xiaoping who run China today are dethroned. But when the proletariat
and the masses in China finally succeed in re-establishing their rule, the memory of
Chiang Ching and her lifetime of struggle for the cause of communism will surely
hold a special place in their hearts and minds. In the meantime, may the fierce defi-
ance of the chains of tradition and the uncompromising and bold revolutionary spirit

A WORLD TO WIN 1992/17

of Comrade Chiang Ching continue to serve as the harbingers of Spring.

Press Release
Suicide or Murder

of the Maoist Leader, Chiang Ching?

By the Committee of the Revolutionary Internationalist Movement

It is astonishing that not a single question
has been raised in the international press
about the highly suspicious *“suicide” of
Chiang Ching, China’s foremost political
prisoner, which has been announced by her
lifelong political enemies who have been
running China since the coup d’etat in 1976
that overthrew proletarian socialist rule in
China. What shred of evidence has been pre-
sented that her tormentors who have kept her
behind bars for fifteen years, that these
butchers who just two years ago gunned
down thousands of protesters opposing their
repressive rule, did not themselves choose to
physically eliminate her? Why did these cow-
ards whose hands are covered with the blood
of rebellious workers and students wait three
weeks, till the eve of the dreaded anniversary
of the Tiananmen Square massacre, to
announce her death?

Hand in hand with the obituary writers of
the international press, China’s capitalist
rulers have worked long and hard to reverse
the achievements of socialism and smear,
distort and bury the legacy of the leading
living symbol of China’s revolutionary past
— Chiang Ching and her revolutionary com-
rades. In fact, they want to seize their last
major chance to bury the revolutionary line
of Mao Tsetung and the tremendous move-
ment and sweeping changes of the Great
Proletarian Cultural Revolution which he
represents. It was Mao himself who said,
“To be attacked by the enemy is a good
thing, not a bad thing”. True to his words,
Chiang Ching has been painted without a sin-
gle virtue in_order to discourage the millions
worldwide inspired by this chapter of revolu-
tionary history from picking up the science of |
Mao Tsetung Thought and overthrowing the
old order.

8th June 1991

Chiang Ching stubbornly refused to repent
or to admit guilt for any crime except mak-
ing revolution, That is why she was tried and
sentenced to death by the capitalist roaders
who usurped power in 1976, led by Mao
Tsetung’s arch enemy, Deng Xiaoping. That
is also why she is being retried and judged
by the international establishment press
today, upon her death.

‘The Deng regime was unable to simply
execute her and the revolutionary comrades
of Mao tried with her, because these revolu-
tionaries have widespread and deep support
among the masses in China. So the regime
locked her up in their prisons for 15 long
years, where she has remained firm and defi-
ant, all the while suffering from health prob-
lems and severe imprisonment conditions....
Yet where has been the international outcry

..of human rights violations?

The cruel truth is that the press and the
governments it speaks for, who have just
established their own record as modern-day
barbarians by slaughtering more than
100,000 Iragis in a completely unjustified
war of aggression, have much more in com-
mon with the likes of Deng Xiaoping. They
are much happier that China is once again
under the boot of foreign capital and domi-
nation and that they have been invited back
to plunder and exploit China as in the days
before the revolution, even if it means
putting up with nakedly “undemocratic’
tyrants who commit Tiananmen massacres.

The media have unanimously and vicloug-
ly slandered Chiang Ching both in life and
in death. But thousands and thousands of
others will remember and cherish her as an
unrepentant woman leader of the proletariat
whose life continues to inspire them to rip
apart tradition’s chains and make revolution.
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local peasants were reported to leave
with the withdrawing guerrilla

troops. On the same day, the rela-"

tively large town of Puquio about ‘80
kilometres to the southeast was also
attacked. In addition to razing the
local Army and police bases the
guerrillas confiscated a large quanti-
ty of weapons.

September saw intensive fighting
continue throughout Ayacucho. In
the northern corner of the depart-
ment, near where it meets Junin, in
an area 80 kilometres north of the
major garrison city of Huanta, a
series of ambushes eliminated one
Army patrol after another within a
few days..In each case guerrillas
killed the officer in charge. Of his
dozen soldiers, those who
were not dead or wounded
often went “missing” -
deserting or joining the guer-
rillas. On September 24th,
an ambush annihilated a larg-
er unit composed of four
Army patrols sent to repair
the sabotaged power lines
that supply Huanta. To the
east, near the village of
Tapuna towards the Cuzco.
border, on September 26th
the PGA successfully
ambushed a convoy of ron-
deros carrying an arms ship-
ment. Several hours later
these arms were used to
attack an Army patrol.

On October 7th, the
anniversary of the PCP’s
founding, an armed shut-

El Diario, led to the establishment
of several new Open People’s
Committees, where revolutionary
political power can now be fully
exercised.

The fighting in Ayacucho shows
very clearly how this war is devel-
oping, not in a straight line of
expansion or passive defence of the
base areas, but through interlinked
and repeated offensives and counter-
offensives, in which the enemy
deploys its comparatively stronger
forces and sets up bases to launch
“encirclement and suppression cam-
paigns” seeking to strangle the red
areas, while the revolutionary forces
strive to retain the initiative despite
being under attack, by launching

From El Diario

“The downing of a DEA helicopter is further
evidence of the PGA's advance in quality
and quantity. The surface-to-air missile
(SAM) that brought down the helicopter
being used by Bush's troops is part of the .
PGA's increasing ability to wage mobile
warfare. This occurred 11 January between
Progreso and Tocache in the Upper
Huallaga Valley.” (E/ Diario, 21 January
1992) The foreign press reported three
Americans and a Peruvian killed in the
crash — the first publicly acknowledged
U.S. military casualties in the people’s war.

in Puno during September, during
the People’s Guerrilla Army
counter-offensive.

Centre

The PGA has taken enormous,
rapid strides along the Ene and
Tambo river valleys, in the corner of
the department of Junin adjoining
Ayacucho and Cuzco, a forested
foothills region home to the
Ashaninka tribal people. On
September 30th 1991, “a column
hundreds of guerrillas strong”,
according to the European press,
rained automatic weapons fire and
rocket-propelled grenades for two
hours on a locally pivota}, Armed
Forces base. An Armed
Forces offensive the previous
May and June had estab-
lished ten such bases in the
region; by October six of
them lay in ruins. A series of
ambushes annihilated several
Army patrols. The remaining
bases are now completely
dependent on helicopters for
their resupply The govern-
ment is said to have only two
helicopters in the area.

This is exactly the kind of
weakness that the U.S. is
currently seeking to resolve
by applying its own ample
resources. For several years
now there have been reports
that the U.S. is planning to
set up an American-run fire-
base in this zone. Such a

down paralysed transport and

commerce across the whole

department. The PGA swept like a
raging torrent cutting a 100-kilome-
tre swath from northeast Huanta to
the southeastern part of Huamanga
province (south of the city of
Ayacucho), the most militarized area
in Peru. In a series of five engage-
ments against the Armed Forces in
rapid succession, they destroyed
Army posts, rondero bases and
strategic hamlets (where the Armed
Forces had imprisonéd peasants,
seeking to “drain the ocean to kill
the fish”). An article in E! Diario,
the clandestine Lima newspaper that
supports the people’s war, reported
that in the battle to destroy a rondero
base, PGA units firing rockets drove
back a helicopter attack. Twenty-
five soldiers and 62 ronderos were
killed. This offensive, according to

counter-offensives when and where
conditions are favourable. In his
military writings, Mao called this
“the main pattern of China’s civil
war” as well.

South

Cuzco’s La Convencion valley,
east of Ayacucho, has been declared
an emergency zone, along with a
few other parts of Cuzco. For a long
time this area was not believed to be
under strong PCP influence. All of
central and northern Puno has also
only recently been officially put

under a state of emergency, though .

in this case the PCP has been lead-
ing a peasant upsurge there since
1986. Peruvian press dispatches
reveal several victorious ambushes

base would be used as a rear

area from which to launch
attacks along the Ene River and the
Apunmac that leads into it, hammer-
ing into the long-established revolu-
tionary base areas of northern rural
Ayacucho and seeking to crush them
against the anvil of troops based in
the big garrisons in the cities of
Ayacucho and Huanta. With the rev-
olution’s victories in Satipo province
in eastern Jumn, it seems that it is
the reaction that is being outflanked,
for the moment at least.

In the Mantaro River valley,
which runs south between two
Andes ranges ;,from the department

of Pasco down into western Junin
and Huancavehca before cutting east
to join the Ene, the government
faces disaster. The Army s 31st
Division, in charge of * paclfymg
this valley and the adjacent area in
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Huanuco, set up a string of bases in
early 1991. One was at the railhead
town of Goyllarisquizga. Within a
few months, 70% of the division’s
nearly 900 soldiers were out of
action — casualties or deserters.
Newspaper accounts reported that in
April soldiers at Goyllarisquizga
staged “48 hours of total disobedi-
ence”. Though they eventually sur-
rendered to hordes of officers sent in
from the city of Cerro de Pasco, the
Army had to shut down the base and
transfer them elsewhere.

In August and September, com-
paratively large-scale PGA attacks
smashed into towns in eastern Junin,
Cerro de Pasco and Huanuco. Three
towns were temporarily seized, their
police units wiped out. With the exe-
cution of a few local tyrants, particu-
larly hated government officials and
informers, the representatives of the

old order were driven out. E! Diario .

speaks of the new political power
based on miners and peasants flour-
ishing in a line stretching across
three departments from the city of
Huanuco to La Oroya, a region of
zinc, lead and silver mines,
foundries and hydroelectric plants
that produce much of the tribute
imperialism extracts from Peru.

All of Ica, a coastal department
south of Lima and west of
Huancavelica and Ayacucho, has
come under emergency rule, along
with the entire department of Lima,
including the valleys leading from
the mountains to the Pacific through
which flow the roads, rail lines and
power lines feeding into the capital,
and the two coastal provinces imme-
diately north and south of the capi-
tal. Of course the emergency zone
also includes the capital city itself
and its adjacent port of Callao.

Upper Huallaga River Valley

The Huallaga River runs north
through jungle foothills on the east-
ern edge of the Andes for several
hundred kilometres, from the depart-
ment of Huanuco through San Martin
before eventually descending to
Peru’s vast eastern jungle lowlands
drained by the Amazon. It is an area
where the people’s war has achieved
great strength, permitting the emer-
gence of extensive Open People’s
Committees. It is also where, so far,
the PGA has most directly clashed
with U.S. imperialism.

In June 1991 the PGA temporarily
took over the medium-sized Hual-
laga River city of Aucayacu, near
the border between Huanuco and
San Martin. They attacked and
pinned down a joint Army-police
base from which two Army battal-
ions (a commando battalion and a
construction battalion) had terror-
ized the townspeople and the peas-
ants of the region. Here too El
Diario’s dispatches report that the
revolutionaries called a mass rally,
destroyed government installations
and recruited fresh fighters. In August
authorities in Tingo Maria, about 50
kilometres downriver, wamed — false-
ly, it turned out — that guerrilla
columns were on the verge of seizing
this major city, already paralysed sev-

-eral times in the last few years by

PCP-led armed shutdowns.

But the enemy is not on the verge
of surrender. The U.S. base at Santa
Lucia, hit hard by the PGA in April
1990, is still spewing death out into
the surrounding countryside.
President Fujimori made a point of
giving a speech there in October
1991. The Peruvian Armed Forces’
Madre Mia base, destroyed by the
PGA in July 1989, has since been
rebuilt, attacked and mauled, and
rebuilt again.

The people’s war is also expanding
into the jungle lowlands of the depart-
ment of Loreto, particularly the more
populated edge west of the Ucayali
river, now also an emergency zone. In
August the PGA ambushed a 40-man
Marine patrol at Aguaytia, on the
region’s only major road, leading
between the cities of Tingo Maria and
Pucallpa. Half the Marines were
killed before reinforcements arrived.
The PGA units withdrew and success-
fully eluded the large-scale Armed
Forces operations that combed the
area in search of them.

North

Guerrilla actions have been report-
ed all across northern Peru, though
there are no emergency zones in the
far north yet. El Diario mentions a
guerrilla zone (an area where guer-
rillas can count on mass support to
manoeuvre and hit the enemy)
extending through the department of
Piura to the Ecuador border. In
August, guerrillas blew up the for-
eign-owned oil pipeline near Olmos,
a city in Lambayeque.

A major emergency zone has been
declared along the Cajamarca river
valley between the eastern and cen-
tral ranges of the Andes mountains
at the southern edge of the depart-
ment of Cajamarca. In the area
around the Maranon River toward
the eastern end of the department of
La Libertad and the adjoining area
in the department of Ancash, in
August PGA ambushes reportedly
forced the Army to call off its rural
patrols in the region and withdraw to
its barracks at Tayabamba. A 50-
man mixed Army-antisubversive
police patrol had been trapped and
torn apart in a narrow ravine near
Tayabamba in the Ancash mountains
in July. In August, a police outpost
was assaulted and destroyed in the
town of Pariacoto. The local authori-
ties, infamous for their abuses, were
put on trial by the masses in the
main square and executed. Also exe-
cuted were two Polish missionary
priests accused of supplying military
intelligence to the American govem-
ment in preparation for more direct
U.S. intervention.

STEPPING UP PREPARATIONS
FOR INSURRECTION

The departmental capital cities are
not now being contested by the
PGA, but the revolution is certainly
measuring its strength against the
enemy there, especially in the cen-
tral mountain regions and the Upper
Huallaga. Starting on July 28th,
Peru’s national day, all the cities in
the department of Ayacucho were
closed down tight for three days. This
includes the important - and heavily
enemy-occupied ~ cities of Ayacucho
and Huamanga, where markets,
stores and all transportation halted in
conjunction with the PGA offensive
sweeping through the countryside.
Armed shut-downs also paralysed the
cities of Huancavelica, Puno and
Huancayo. Work and commerce halt-
ed throughout the department of
Pasco, city and countryside alike. The
few lorries to be found on the main
motorways were attacked and
burned. Smaller towns in Apurimac,
Cajamarca and the Upper Huallaga
were also shut. down.

In Lima, as the political and eco-
nomic situation continues to wind
inexorably tighter both the capaci-
ties of the revolution and the
enemy’s repression have taken P\ig
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over the red slogans that cover the

walls — slogans that appear afresh

afterwards. They conduct incursions

into dormitories and"dining halls

searching for “stibversive” books

and papers and grabbing students
“who resist them.

On June 19th, as red flags and
posters sprouted up all over the city
and lightning marches under the pro-
tection of PGA units rallied people
in many shantytowns, students left
San Marcos to stage a march in the
proletarian district of San Gabriel in

homage to the San Marcos students

and the workers, peasants and others
killed in the 1986 prison massacres.
The police and Army surrounded the
demonstration and then searched
house to house for students, killing
14 and amresting 120. Two days later
a San Marcos student and his two
younger brothers were found shot
dead; a storm of protest broke out
when a TV news programme
showed footage of the three being
grabbed and stuffed still unhurt into
police cars in front of their house a
few hours earlier., The police, who at
first tried to portray their deaths as a
mystery, later were forced to admit
the three had been arrested for paint-
ing “Yankee Go Home” on a wall.

Canto Grande Prison

About 600 people are being held
on subversion or other charges
linked to the people’s war. Some are
in a handful of provincial jails, but
most have been transferred to the
new Canto Grande prison near
Lima. There they are kept segregat-
ed from the common prisoners, in
two separate pavilions (one for men
and one for women) behind high
walls and gun towers, where they
have organized communal living,
eating, studying, sports, culture and
handicrafts in order to survive, keep
their revolutionary morale high and
continue to serve the revolution in
whatever way possible.

_In June, provocateurs tried to stir
up fighting that could be used as an
excuse “to eliminate the 396 men
and women prisoners of war, but
their resistance and the solidarity of

- the 1733 common prisoners foiled

this plot”, as a statement smuggled
out of the prison described it. Then
in August, a thousand police armed
with machine guns, grenade-launch-
ers and armour-piercing weapons

surrounded and stormed the two
pavilions. The prisoners fought back
with whatever was at hand, to keep
them out, as if their prison were a
fortress. By morning workers and
shantytown residents from nearby
San Juan de Lurigancho blocked all
access roads between central Lima
and the prison. Even with parts of
the prison destroyed and a constant
massive police presence inside, the
prisoners were able to repaint their
revolutionary slogans on walls the
police had painted over and prevent
the authorities from re-establishing
full control. Fujimori put the prisons
in the hands of the Armed Forces in
September, ostensibly to “prevent
the smuggling into prison of alcohol
and drugs”.

Raucana

The traditional power structure
erected by the reformist left and the
churches based on charity schemes
is crumbling in the few shantytowns
where it was once strong. Villa El
Salvador, blessed by the visiting
Pope a few years ago as a “model of
love” in contrast to the PCP’s

“preaching of hatred”, is now suffer- "

ing helicopter-borne police raiding
parties searching out “subversives”.
But by far the most spectacular
developments have been in the shan-
tytowns along the Carretera Central,
the traffic artery leading eastward
into the mountains from the outskirts
of Lima.

In mid-1990, taking advantage of
the interregnum between the outgo-
ing and incoming presidents, thou-
sands of homeless families invaded
a large, walled-in pasture in the hills
above the slums of Ate-Vitarte. Most
of them were peasants recently driv-
en out of the mountains by hunger
and repression. For a short period of
time they called their settlement
“New Hope”, then they renamed it
“Jorge Felix Raucana” after a resi-
dent killed by police in an attempt to
dislodge them. About a quarter of
the men found work in the small fac-
tories and workshops of the area.
The rest, along with women and
children, try to make a living on the
city’s streets as sidewalk vendors.

Suddenly in mid-1991, prompted
by the authorities, the Lima press
and television began to froth at the

‘mouth in unison about the danger to

the public surfacing “only nine kilo-

metres [five miles] from the Plaza
de Armas”, the centre of Lima. The
1500 families were accused of hav-
ing organized a communal way .of
life, with collective gardens, live-
stock (rabbits and chickens) and a
dining hall, in addition to individual
plots. They had their own law and
order, at least on local matters, and
eradicated wife-beating, prostitution,
stealing, drugs and habitual drunk-
enness. The media took it as evidence
of the dark presence of “fanaticism”
and “terrorism” that in a district once
considered one of the capital’s most
dangerous, women could walk home
unworried late at night and doors
could be left unlocked. People from
other shantytowns were reported to
be coming to Raucana for help deal-
ing with their own problems,

A judge hearing the case against
Raucana ordered the squatters evict-
ed on August 9th. Two days before
police were scheduled to sweep over
the walls protecting the neat rows of
shacks, thousands of residents seized
the initiative themselves by taking
over several kilometres of the
Carretera Central. Agitators and
leafletters fanned out in the surround-
ing shantytowns and elsewhere in
Lima calling on people to come to
Raucana, under the slogan “We Have
A Right to a Roof! Not One More
Eviction Against Lima’s Poor!”

The authorities were kept at a
standoff for a month. The daunting
terrain of mud and tank-trap trenches
dug into the ground between the
shantytown and the nearest road
made it difficult for the police to
stage the kind of massed, sudden
strike they favour. Residents on
watchtowers set on stilts kept a con-
stant watch, as did their friends
throughout the area. Thousands of
people remained mobilized. Finally,
on September 6th, several thousand
soldiers came in, with automatic
weapons and armoured vehicles,
backed by a thousand police. The res-
idents resisted with heaps of bumning
tyres, slings and Molotov cocktails,
but eventually retreated from a con-
frontation they could not win.

House-to-house searches failed to
come up with any of the arms caches
the invaders claimed to be seeking.
They set up a permanent military
camp, imposed a curfew and began
implementing the docttine of “win-
ning hearts and minds” made infa-
mous by the U.S. in Vietram and now



being widely implemented by the
Fujimori government: after destroying
the communal gardens and bakery
and looting the clinic, they began dis-
pensing food, medical care and liquor,
announcing that anybody who refused
their charity would be considered a
“Senderista”. A file card system was
set up to categorize everyone accord-
ing to such things as whether they had
a voter’s card or could be suspected of

having heeded the PCP’s calls to boy-

cott the elections.

But this story is far from over.
Three weeks after the troops came
in, hundreds of residents organized
into resistance groups and armed
with rocks and dynamite once again
blocked the Carretera Central. Soon
they were joined by thousands of
workers, students and housewives
drawn out of the nearby factories
and slums. They stoned the occupa-
tion forces, defying the helicopters
whirling overhead that doused them
with teargas.

The enemy would like to brag that
it has “taken back” Raucana, and the
universities, and so on, and perhaps
even, ironically, the prisons. But in
Lima and other main reactionary
bastions there was never any ques-
tion of being able to build the same
kind of revolutionary political power
as in the countryside. Right up until
the very end the enemy will contin-
ue to enjoy certain strongholds
where, when it comes to a show-
down, until the final showdown,
their brutality rules. That brutality
will not save them; in fact, it will be
part of their undoing.

Under today’s conditions, the
Party’s work and the war it is leading
must still be centred in the rural
areas. But the Party and the people’s
war are becoming increasingly linked
to the daily struggles of millions of
people in the shantytowns, in the
markets, in the factories, hospitals,
schools, and in confrontations with
the enemy on all kinds of issues in
Lima and other cities. These develop-
ments are part of getting ready politi-
cally, organizationally and militarily
for new conditions.

TASKS FACED BY THE ENEMY
Stopping the People’s War
To give an idea of the level of

fighting, in August 1991 during the
PGA counter-offensive, the govern-
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ment reported 80 soldiers and police
killed, said to be the highest one-
month total of the war up to that
date. With 220,000 men armed with
modern weapons, the Peruvian
Armed Forces is still far more pow-
erful than the PGA. It could afford
this rate of casualties for a long time
if that were all there were to it. But
while the PGA is becoming more
united, better trained, more effective
and larger, the reactionary Armed
Forces are deteriorating.

Their soldiers are a big problem:
they are losing and starving and sick
of fighting an unjust war for a star-
vation-producing system. Rations
have always been short for Peruvian
soldiers; now, with supply lines
overextended and many units isolat-
ed for long periods, the Armed
Forces lack the means to resupply
field units. Even rice is often want-
ing. During the first three months of
1991, 40% of new Army conscripts
deserted and 550 Army officers
resigned, leading the Armed Forces
command to “suspend” the right of
officers to retire.

With the police, the situation is
worse. The ascendancy of the
Armed Forces generals amid the
sharpening struggles within the rul-
ing classes does not sit well with
police officials. As for the average
cop, they are paid so little and show
so little zeal in their duty that the
ruling classes are losing confidence
in them. A Peruvian senator com-
plained that one in seven robberies

and holdups are committed by ..

policemen. A bourgeois publication
advises businessmen to “cross the
street” when they see a cop. More
importantly, government authorities
are worried about the effect of flyers
directed at policemen and revolu-
tionary agitation now broadcast over
captured police radios, urging them
to take their guns and uniforms and
go over to the side of the people.
The Fujimori government has
proved to be even more bloodthirsty
than its predecessors. The “demo-
cratic” veil that cloaks this U.S.-
dominated dictatorship of the big
exploiters is being torn even further
asunder by murders and massacres
in Lima neighbourhoods on a scale
until recently reserved for the coun-
tryside and prisons. Lawyers have
documented over 250 “disappear-
ances” during Fujimori’s first year in
office. These are largely people who

“disappeared” in prison or in cus-
tody,.and do not include the estimat-
ed three thousand people killed since
July 1990 by the Armed Forces and
police in the countryside, where they
follow a strict policy of “no prison-
ers or wounded” (according to a
Lima TV show that was immediate-
ly canceled).

But the Fujimori regime has learnt
the lesson that firepower alone is not
enough in this war. Peruvian civilian
experts and officers trained in the
U.S., and the U.S. government itself,
are working to implement the “low
intensity warfare” approach devel-
oped by the imperialist powers in
other counterrevolutionary wars,
especially Vietnam, This includes:

— An emphasis on decapitating the
Party using sophisticated intelli-
gence work. The government has
boasted of hurting the Party appara-
tus in Lima. It has tried very hard to
capture PCP Chairman Gonzalo.

— More systematic use of civilian
paramilitary forces to tie up the
PGA, especially in intensely contest-
ed areas. The government is endeav-
ouring to rebuild these gangs the
PCP had eliminated or neutralized in
many places. Fujimori personally
officiated over military parades to
mark the handing over of semi-auto-
matic shotguns and automatic rifles
to rondero bands in the countryside
(including among the Ashaninka
tribal people) and Lima itself.

— Social projects of various sorts,
in order to separate off the middle
forces in society from the revolu-
tion, especially in the countryside,
bribe a few people in the lower
classes to become government
stooges and génerally relegitimize
government authority in practice
(for instance, by having the Army
carry out a vaccination campaign).

The Economy

Peru’s economic crisis would be a
catastrophe for any country. In the
context of the people’s war it is a
major political obstacle to rallying
Peru’s propertied classes to save the
system. In an effort whose magni-
tude reflects its desperation, like a
gambler attempting to reverse his
sinking fortunes by doubling his
bets, Fujimori has tried to impose
one of the most sweeping economic
reforms ever seen in Latin America.

- Fujimori asserts that these mea-
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sures would allow Peru to follow the
South Korean example by attracting
direct foreign investment on a mon-
umental scale. They include auction-
ing off all state-owned-enterprises
and public services right down to the
disease-ridden sewage system, elim-
inating most protective labour legis-
lation (such as restrictions on over-
time and holiday work, and on firings
and redundancies), and abolishing
import tariffs and currency restric-
tions. They also feature proposals to
promote the development in the
countryside of a better-off strata of
peasants financially tied to Peruvian
monopoly capitalism and imperial-
ism, at the expense of poorer peasants
and without uprooting existing semi-
feudal relations. A key part of this
would be breaking up the SAIS
(nationalized traditional estates) and
granting titles to land now formally
owned collectively or farmed without
title, so that the land could be bouglit,
sold and mortgaged.

It is not clear how much of this
Fujimori will be able to implement.
But a few things are already clear.
Although Fujimori’s initial draconi-
an measures brought inflation to
“only” 2000% during his first year,
and down to about 5% a month in
September and October 1991, this is
still high enough to poison any
revival in an economy where pro-
duction has plummeted for three
years straight — giving Peru simulta-
neously both the worst inflation and
the worst recession in Latin
America. In view of the situation in
the world as a whole, where there
can hardly be said to be a rush to
invest in any oppressed country, and
given the political situation that has
led a business journal to award Peru
the title of “the world’s most danger-
ous country for investment”, not
even the most capitalist-minded
commentators are very hopeful that
Fujimori or anyone else can magi-
cally unlock this situation. So far, he
has gotten high grades but litte else
from international lending agencies
and banks, while Peru continues to
pay out $90 million a month in inter-
est alone for previous loans it still
has no hope of retiring.

Fujimori’s measures have already
had unintended consequences. For
instance, government budget cut-
backs have provoked a radical mood
among Peru’s several hundred thou-
sand public sector workers, especially

the teachers and health workers who
make up a key part of the middle
classes he must win over to succeed.
The crushing of small and medium-
sized businesses is also cutting
against Fujimori’s political efforts.
Reports from the ruling classes’
own institutes say that only 25% of
Peru’s work force is now fully
employed, that 83% of the popula-
tion is underfed, and that the per-
centage on the brink of starvation —
over half the population — has dou-
bled in the past three years. The
government’s schemes to win
“hearts and minds” through a foul
mixture of charity, reforms and trin-
kets do not seem very formidable
when it is helpless in“the face of the
cholera epidemic that has killed
thousands of Peruvians in the last
year, many times more than in
neighbouring countries. ‘

The State

The problem Fujimori faces with
reorganizing the state is that it rests
on a battered Armed Forces and a
society in crisis. Increasingly bitter
clashes between different branches
of the state, three new prime
ministers in little more than a year
and constant cabinet reshuffling, the
unprecedented — and unsuccessful —
corruption charges brought against
former President Alan Garcia — all
this is testimony to rising quarrels
among the ruling classes. So too is a
series of murderous letter bombs sent
to journalists and politicians who
have made powerful enemies. Even
key materiel for the war, such as
imported advanced telephone moni-
toring equipment, is often diverted
for use in inter-ruling class contests.

The reforms with which Fujimori
proposes to salvage the system can-
not succeed without disrupting the
interests of some forces at the heart
of the class alliances represented by
the state,

In order to put a lid on the Lima
press where the boil of divergent
interests has been bringing too many
ugly facts to the surface, Fujimori has
issued a decree authorizing himself to
jail reporters and confiscate media
that reveal anything but officially
released information about the war.

As for the legitimizing drapes of
elections which are supposed to hide
the class dictatorship behind them,
that is not going very well. After the

PCP counter-offensive began in
August 1991, the government was
forced to cancel local elections
scheduled in 20 provinces and
almost 500 districts where there are
no longer any local authorities even
in name. Almost a million people
were supposed to vote in these areas
located in 19 of the country’s 24
departments. The biggest problem
the Peruvian reaction faces in
restructuring its state is that another,
rising, revolutionary state based on
the interests of the vast majority of
the people is now beginning to
prove itself in practice.

U.S. Intervention

The U.S. governmerit set out to
openly move into the war in Peru in
1990, as part of Bush’s “war on
drugs”. That intervention has devel-
oped in some expected ways, partly
because of the unfolding of other
events in the world, and partly
because of growing disagreements
within the U.S. ruling class about
how to handle Peru. When Fujimori
took office, the American Ambassa-
dor handed him a proposal to break
the generation-long freeze on U.S.
“aid” to Peru with a $90 million
package, including $35 million in
military equipment. Fujimori
labelled this amount insufficient and
stalled for a year before approving
the pact. Then when he finally came
to Washington to sign it in Septem-
ber 1991, the U.S. Congress refused
to release funds for the military por-
tions of the plan and the whole thing
remains at an impasse. The Con-
gressman in charge of Western
Hemisphere Affairs, Robert Torri-
celli, announced, “There is a total
policy gridlock with regard to Peru.”

This is not quite true: there is con-
sensus that the U.S. must intervene;
the question is what to do. As
Torricelli himself said earlier, “[IIn
the final analysis, the United States
has to get involved in Peru.”

Long before this pact came up, the
U.S. government was already inter-
vening, not only covertly, as it did in
the early and mid-1980s, through
phony “civilian advisors” and CIA
“mercenaries”, but overtly as well.
An article criticizing Bush in
Foreign Affairs (V.69 No.1, 1990), a
quasi-official theoretical journal of
the U.S. ruling class, emphasizes
this, noting that the U.S. base at



Santa Lucia is the biggest and most
expensive U.S. military installation
south of the Panama Canal. The U.S.
Drug Enforcement Administration
(DEA), which has run this base
since 1987 with the official mission
of training the Peruvian counter-insur-
gency police, operates in Peru under
the direction of the Pentagon, which
in turn directly coordinates communi-
cations and technical intelligence for
Peru out of the U.S. Southern
Command in Panama. Since 1989,
U.S. Army Special Forces (Green
Berets) on “loan” to the DEA have
trained 800 men in Peru.

All the while Fujimori was strut-
ting around and combining high
arrogance with unashamedly pro-
U.S. servility, bellowing what had
already been whispered into his
Washington-based advisors’ ears,
that the Bush plan did not go far
enough, U.S. Ambassador Anthony
Quainton (a counter-insurgency spe-
cialist) and U.S. Army General
George Jowland (on the spot in
Peru) were playing a major role in
the war. During this period before
the two governments reached a for-
mal agreément, the Peruvian Armed
Forces signed several accords direct-
ly with the U.S. Army.

The Bush-Fujimori pact calls for
increasing the number of Green
Berets and other U.S. personnel;
training and equipping two battal-
ions of the Peruvian Army, as well
as Navy (riverboat) and Air Force
(helicopter and attack plane) units;
and revamping the Peruvian mili-
tary’s communications system.
Though the amount of money in
question is not much for the U.S., it
s substantial for a country where the
‘entire military budget is only a few
hundred million dollars. The Penta-
gon has focused on critical military
spheres where the money can have
the greatest multiplier effect on the
efficiency of a conscript-rich but
technology-poor Army. At the same
time, far more money is being
injected into Peru in the guise of
“economic aid”. One of the very few
loans Peru has been granted is $425
million from the International
Development Bank to rebuild Peru’s
roads. The repair of roads regularly
dug up by PGA-led peasants would
be a basic step towards stabilizing
the reactionary regime economically.
But its military importance would be
even greater. Where there are no
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roads the government cannot impose
its system.

No serious inner-circle imperialist
political analyst is still trying to
claim that the PCP is in league with
the drug dealers. That thesis,
invented for U.S. public consump-
tion, has been discredited. “Sendero
has not attempted to enter into some
sort of alliance with the Colombian

traffickers” who control the drug:

trade; on the contrary, it is the
Peruvian Armed Forces “who have
reached some sort of accommoda-
tion with the traffickers.” (Journal
of Political and Military Sociology,
Summer 1990). Lately, some of this
has been said to a less restricted
audience, including in mass-circula-
tion media such as The New Yark
Times (November 10th) and
Newsweek (August 26th), which
refute the claim that the PCP is
using drug money to buy arms and
go so far as to report that the
Peruvian Army frequently directs its
fire at its U.S. advisers in order to
protect the drug trade.

The New York Times quotes a
leading American Congressman
complaining that the Bush plan is
hopeless because the Peruvian Army
and police are “totally and complete-
ly corrupted” by the drug trade. Why
say this now, and fight about it in
Congress, when it was no less true
when Congress approved the “war
on drugs”, or even a decade ago? A
major reason is, as Foreign Affairs
says, “the ultimate success of the...

" Peruvian Army’s efforts remains in

doubt.” In short, the urgent problem
with the Peruvian Armed Forces is
that they’re losing.

This is why the corruption and
short-sightedness (from the point of
view of imperialism’s interests) of
the Peruvian ‘Armed Forces has
become a major question. By putting
the personal enrichment of its own
officers ahead of the general
counter-revolutionary cause, the
Peruvian Armed Forces itself has
become a major obstacle to imple-
menting the policies that many
imperialists think are the only
chance they have in Peru,

One problem is how to try and win
over the coca-leaf growing peasants
to the government side. The Peru-
vian Army, by working with the
drug traffickers in enslaving and
plundering the peasants, is said to be
creating favourable conditions for

the success of the PCP in the Upper
Huallaga and other caca-leaf pro-
ducing regions. (The PCP’s policy is
to protect the peasants’ lives, land
and crops while persuading them to
at least partially replace’coca with
food crops that can sustain revolu-
tionary base areas, and to build up
the revolutionary political power
and armed strength to squash all
these parasites.) With the aim of tip-
ping the equation the other way,
reactionary schemes have been pro-
posed ranging from subsidizing
peasants to grow other crops, to, far
more practically, trying to bring the
drug trade more under the state’s
official aegis. Whether the calls to
broaden Peru’s already legal coca
leaf industry to include the whole
Upper Huallaga Valley are officially
implemented or not, they show an
increasing determination not to let
the “war on drugs” flag of conve-
nience get in the way of fully subor-
dinating -everything to the war
against the people’s war. '

This debate about drug policy is
only a piece of the larger question of
how to develop and implement an
overall approach to the war-along
the lines.of the “low intensity war-
fare” concept integrating, on the one
hand, well-focused military might
(building up the specific abilities
needed by the reactionary armed
forces to fight a highly mobile and
illusive enemy), torture (to root out
the revolutionary infrastructure and
leadership) and terror (massacring
entire villages or herding the peas-
ants into strategic hamlets to isolate
the masses from the guerrillas), and
on the other, economic and social
policies designed to rally a broader
social base for the government from
among middle forces who have cur-
rently turned their back on it. Fuji-
mori seems to want to carry out
these sorts of policies, but he may
not be able to.

If the Peruvian Armed Forces, at
least in their present form, are inca-
pable of carrying out such a pro-
gramme, then one very possible con-
clusion according to imperialist
logic is that the U.S. military itself
must play a far mere extensive and
direct role in the war. It might not
necessarily start out by replacing
Peruvian foot soldiers but by train-
ing them and leading them both at
the highest command echelons and
in “the field”. This would not pre-
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clude a massive U.S. invasion. After
all, the U.S. government justified its
initial involvement in Vietndm by
explaining that sendingin a few
Green Beret teams would keep the
U.S. from having to wage a wider-
scale war.

So far, Bush’s critics have been
far more forthright in criticizing
him than in spelling out their own
proposals in detail, at least in
public, but one thing must be
said: what is “low intensity war-
fare” for the U.S. means high-
intensity savagery aimed at the
Peruvian people and their van-
guard, the PCP.

The question of “human rights” is
making an increasingly sinister
appearance in the reactionary debate
around Peru. Like the “war on
drugs”, it should be analysed in
terms of what it is being used to
achieve and not just in the abstract.
Especially since the Allied armies
ganged up on Iraq in the name of
“human rights”, this concept has
become an excuse for big powers to
do what they want in oppressed
countries. In the specific context of
the debate around Peru, the question
of “human rights” is being raised
now (11 years after the Peruvian
government began responding to the
people’s war with indiscriminate
slaughter in the countryside, five
years after the prison massacres,
etc.) as a codeword for more U.S.
involvement.

Amnesty International is playing a
dangerous role in this matter. Its
report ranking the Fujimori govern-
ment the world’s worst “human
rights” violator today, released on
the occasion of Fujimori’s Septem-
ber 1991 state visit to Washington,
did not deter Bush, who responded
by specifically congratulating the
Peruvian president on his human
rights record. But rather than turning
to the people and exposing U.S.
complicity, Al took up a crusade
against the PCP dnd its supporters
abroad, spreading lies about alleged
PCP atrocities that even Peruvian
bourgeois newspapers, for their own
reasons, have exposed as the work
of the government and its paramili-
tary forces.

When Fujimori came to San
Francisco in November, Amnesty
Infernational picketed both his
appearance and a revolutionary
bookstore Al considered associated

with the “Yankee Go Home” cam-
paign. The press that had been
blacking out the news of the cam-
paign gave full prominence to this
tiny protest. No.matter what the!
intention behind the “even-handed”’
principle of blaming rich and poor
alike for social violence, in prac-(
tice this is an attempt to drive a
wedge ‘between the people’s war
and some progressive figures and
forces who contributed to arousing
opposition to other imperialist wars
waged by the U.S. Fujimori might
not be completely comfortable with
AT’s policy, but it suits the U.S.
imperialists.

It is important for those who
oppose U.S. intervention to expose
today’s U.S. involvement in Peru,
and also to expose and fight the dis-
guised attempts to create public
opinion for escalating the war in the
near future. Whether it be by killing
students in Lima or by political
counter-insurgency in the U.S., all of
the forces in this imperialist debate
want to silence the cry “Yankee Go
Home” — because none of them
intend to stand by and “lose” Peru to
the masses of Peruvians.

But people’s war is unbeatable. It
is not a question of a few military
techniques the imperialists could
adopt or adapt for their counterinsur-
gency. It comes from the communist
outlook, based on the interests of
those who have nothing to lose, the
international proletariat, and devel-
oped to its highest level by Mao
Tsetung. In the hands of a genuine
Communist Party like the PCP, this
outlook and the general military
doctrine Mao also developed can
give rise to concrete policies that for
the first time in history fully unleash
the masses of people and their inex-
haustible potential.

A spectre is haunting the world
this is how Marx and Engels de-
scribed the inevitable outbreak of
communist revolution. Today, when
communism is supposed to be dead
and the corpse of Soviet-style
phony communism is at last being
buried, the armed advances of
Peru’s formerly downtrodden mass-
es thrusting skyward the red banner
are more than a spectre ~ they are a
reality, a reality that dictates that
the imperialist oppressors attack
and that the world’s oppressed stop
thern. O

Excerpts
Letter from
the
Communist
Party of
Afghanistan

The following are excerpts of a
letter to the Committee of the RIM
from the Founding Congress of
the Communist Party of

-Afghanistan — AWTW

Comrades,

Before the Congress four docu-
ments were prepared by the provi-
sional leadership of the Organiza-
tion of Revolutionary Communists
of Afghanistan (ORCA), circulated
and debated within the ranks; these
included three programmatic posi-
tion papers (concerning the ideolog-
ical and political foundations, the
programme for New Democratic
Revolution, and strategy of People’s
War) and the constitution of the
Party. During four months of discus-
sions around these documents, the
final draft of the Programme and the
Constitution of the Communist
Party of Afghanistan were prepared
to be submitted to the Congress for
approval.

Although during this period the
readiness of the organisation to
take the responsibility of forming
the Party had increased to a great
degree, we decided to hold a final
discussion around the degree of
this capability in the Congress
itself, Active and vigorous partici-
pation of the comrades in the
Congress and discussions around
the documents indicated that the
organisation has acquired the capa-
bility to take the responsibility of




forming and announcing the Party.
When the Congress reached the
point of discussing this issue, other
issues had already been resolved
and the congress unanimously
called itself the Founding Congress
of the CPA.

Then the comrades stood up and
put their hands on the Programme
and Constitution of the Communist
Party of Afghanistan. They recalled
the past, the martyred comrades, and
felt the heavy weight of the painful
memories of the preceding period
and of the great task that had fallen
on their shoulders, and at the same
time imagined beautiful dreams and
the fulfillment of longings and aspi-
rations. These feelings pressed their
hearts, made their shoulders trem-
ble, twisted their throats and made
their eyes overflow with tears. And
in this atmosphere vows were made
in a sober and deep tone to fight
thoroughly and to the end for
communism.

Joy and pain, love and hatred,
memories and longings were inter-
twined and for hours kept the com-
rades in an exuberant mood. Thus
the vanguard proletarian party was
born in Afghanistan, rich with the
science of revolution, the rock-hard
conviction of the communist revo-
lutionaries and the beautiful
colours of the highest aspirations of
the new human beings. We congrat-
ulate all.

Comrades, the CPA is a new prod-
uct of the struggles of the interna-
tional communist movement and is
in the service of its advance. The
ideological and organisational
beliefs and convictions of the CPA
have made it a detachment of the
world army of the Revolutionary
Internationalist Movement. We
firmly believe that you will assist
this new-born detachment and will
try to arm it further.

Long live Proletarian
Internationalism!

Long live the Revolutionary-
Internationalist Movement!
Victory or Death!

The Founding Congress of the
Communist Party Afghanistan
May 1st 1991

To the
Communist

of Afg

Comrades,

It is with great joy that we have
received news of the formation of
the Communist Party of Afghanistan
on May 1st 1991. '

At a time when the imperialists,
both East and West, are loudly trum-
peting the so-called death of com-
munism it is of great significance
that revolutionary forces of
Afghanistan, who have been fight-
ing over a decade against the Soviet
sponsored Kabul regime, have bold-
ly proclaimed Communist ideology
and their intention to fight together
with their sisters and brothers in
every continent for the communist
goal of a world without exploitation
and oppression.

The history of Afghanistan, in par-
ticular in the past twelve years since
the Soviet invasion of that country,
has shown that the masses of people
will never stop struggling against
injustice, oppression and exploita-
tion. But tkis same history has also
shown that without correct leader-
ship there is no liberation and the
sacrifices of the people are
inevitably manipulated by class
forces who seek only to replace one
form of exploitation by another.

The struggle in Afghanistan is
vivid proof that only the proletariat,
the class with no interest in any
form of oppression or exploitation,
can unite the people based upon the
alliance between the workers and the
peasantry, only the proletariat can
help the people see clearly the shape
and features of the enemy — both
open and disguised, only the prole-

Party

nanistan

tariat can direct blows squarely
against the reactionary target and
lead the people in waging a real peo-
ple’s war to victory.

In Afghanistan, as elsewhere, the
leadership of the proletariat means
the leadership of a vanguard party
based upon the ideology of the pro-
letariat — Marxism-Leninism-Mao
Tsetung Thought.

Although the Party is newborn, its
very foundation results from long
years of armed revolutionary strug-
gle against imperialism, feudalism
and bureaucrat capitalism and an
equally fierce struggle to master and
apply Marxism-Leninism-Mao
Tsetung Thought and to defeat the
bourgeois and opportunist lines
Wwithin the revolutionary ranks.

The formation of the Communist
Party of Afghanistan opens a new
page in the revolutionary struggle in
that country. It means that, in the
battles to come, the proletariat and

" the people will be fighting under

their own flag and for their own
interests, and will be doing so as
part of a worldwide army of
gravediggers of imperialism and
reaction.

For these reasons we are proud to .
count the Communist Party of
Afghanistan among the participating
parties and organisations of
Revolutionary Internationalist
Movement.

Committee of the Revolutionary
Internationalist Movement
August 1, 1991
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Peop le's War Will
Def at the Madrid

Conspiracy

— Statement by the Committee of the
Revolutionary Internationalist Movement

28th October 1991

On 30th October the enemies of the Palestinian people, large and small, will be
gathered in Madrid in hopes of burying the cause of Palestine once and for all. But
even before the conference has been convened, the Palestinian people have
responded by a new wave of struggle against the Zionist occupiers and capitulation
and surrender.

The conference is orchestrated by the U.S. whose main preparation for the confer-
ence has been the massacre and starvation of hundreds of thousands of Iraqi people
in the vicious Gulf War. The Soviet Union has been given a supporting role in this
deadly spectacle. Arab lackey regimes have been ordered to attend. A gloating
Shamir will be present to rub salt in the wounds. A handful of Palestinian capitula-
tors have been hired to bow and scrape at the imperialist table, while Yassir Arafat
applauds this ultimate humiliation.

The U.S. imperialists have made the starting point for the talks acceptance of the
legmmacy of Zionist Israel, which means accepting as legitimate the whole history
of crimes and conspiracies against the Palestinian people including the bloody
uprooting of the Palestinian people, the forceful deprivation of their right of state-
hood, the creation of a vicious prison-state known as Israel, and a series of wars
and aggressions carried out by this Zionist-imperialist fortress against the neigh-
bouring Arab states. The only role for the Palestinian “leaders” in this process is
to accept their subjugation to the U.S. imperialists and their watchdog Israeli

state, and to serve as policemen over the Palestinian masses who are sure to reject
this capitulation.

The capitulation of Arafat to the Madrid Conspiracy is a logical continuation, under
today’s international conditions, of a long-standing line upheld by the principal
components of the PLO. For years the Palestinian people have been told that “real-

” dictated that their liberation could only come about by relying on imperialist
reglmes (and especially the Soviet social-imperialists), reactionary Arab states (not

only the likes of Iraq, Syna or Libya but also Saudi Arabia or the Emir of Kuwait)

and “world public opinion”, by which they meant the opinions of the reactionary
ruling classes. Long ago, the principle of an imperialist-sponsored “settlement” of
the Palestinian question, which would leave Israel intact (the so-called mini-state
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no realistic alternative other than begging for a job as gendarme in this reac-
tionary set-up. , .

But what is most “unrealistic” is to assume that the masses of the Palestinian
people will remain silent as the Madrid conspirators tighten the screws of
oppression and exploitation. Already rebellions have broken out. And just as all
previous efforts to sell out the national rights of the Palestinian people have been,
rebuffed by the people, so too will the Madrid conspirators find themselves iso-
lated and under attack from the masses. -

It is true that extremely powerful reactionary forces are united against the
Palestinian peoplé. But history has shown again and again that as the Palestinian
masses have struggled against their enemies they have found a reservoir of
strength and support — not from the imperialists, emirs, generals or so-called
left-wing Zionists, but from their true allies — the proletariat and the masses of
oppressed peoples worldwide. The struggle against the Madrid Conspiracy can
transform Palestine from a victim of the “New World Order” into a vital spear-
head of armed struggle against this reactionary order and a clarion call to the
workers and peasants and revolutionary intellectuals the world over. The
struggle to liberate all of Palestine cannot help but be bitter, protracted and full
of sacrifice. But there is no alternative. Hoping that the imperialists, Zionists
and reactionaries will ever consent to any genuine liberation is worse than an

unrealistic dream, it is pure deception aimed at fooling people into abandoning
their struggle.

Protracted People's War is the only real method of liberating Palestine. This is
the path that is being victoriously followed today by the Communist Party of
Peru which has waged ten years of revolutionary warfare against the U.S.-
backed Peruvian state, and has done so by relying on its own efforts without a
drop of aid from the enemies of the revolution.

The heroic Palestinian people have shown time and again that they yearn to
wage this kind of warfare. But history has shown that for such a war to be suc-
cess.fqlly waged the proletariat must lead it through its genuine Marxist-
Leninist-Maoist party. The lack of such a party in Palestine is sorely felt.

The.Revqutionary Internationalist Movement links together the genuine Maoist
parties and organisations the world over. It stands for resolute and uncompro-
mising struggle against imperialism and reaction, for carrying the struggle all
the way forward to build a communist world without class distinctions, and for

proletarian internationalism which links the struggles of the workers and
oppressed all over the world.

The time is long overdue for Palestinian revolutionaries to cast aside the illu-
sions and the false paths that have led to Madrid. The long and glorious tradition
of struggle of the Palestinian people, right down to today’s struggle against the
Madnd‘ Conspiracy, create excellent conditions for the emergence of genuine
revolutionary leadership based on Marxism-Leninism-Mao Tsetung Thought.

For the Complete Liberation of Palestine!

People's War Will Defeat the Madrid Conspiracy!

/./,
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On the Coup
and the
Counter-coups

in the USSR

— Statement by the Committee of the
Revolutionary Internationalist Movement

29th August 1991

The events in late August in the USSR are a dramatic turning point in the crisis
gripping the USSR for the last few years. As Mao Tsetung pointed out, in the
1950s Khrushchev led the Soviet rulers to betray the proletariat and restore capi-
talism. The New Tsars, as Mao called them, turned the world’s first socialist
state into a bulwark of reaction, rigged up an empire and set out to challenge the
U.S. imperialists for world domination, all under the banner of socialism. Now
these New Tsars are reaping what they have sown; the workings of their state
capitalist system have plunged the USSR into unprecedented crisis, interpene-
trating with the crisis of the whole world imperialist system. The Soviet imperi-
alist rulers are being battered from all sides, and in their desperation to resolve
the crisis they are cutting each other’s, and their own, throats. Their empire is
disintegrating and they have even been forced to abandon their last tattered pre-
tences to be communists.

Western spokesmen describe all this as the “collapse of communism” — but
genuine communists, the revolutionary Maoists united in the Revolutionary
Internationalist Movement (RIM), rejoice at the growing disintegration of one of
the two strongest pillars of world reaction, which certainly is weakening the
ability of world imperialism to enforce its rule around the world.

The Western rulers hailed the victory of the “reformists” while decrying the
coup plotters. Yazov, Kryuchkov & Co. are certainly criminals. Yet every one of
the reformers — Yeltsin, Gorbachev, Shevamadze and the rest — clawed their
way to the top of the ruling reactionary CPSU and for decades have been top
managers of the criminal Soviet state capitalist system. All these coups and
counter-coups are in-fighting within a Soviet ruling class desperate and divided
by the deepening crisis in the USSR.

What will the reformers’ programme of Western-style democracy and economic
reform and cooperation with the West bring? Already the U.S. and Soviet rulers
have shown the world the fruit of their first “joint venture”: the corpses of 100-
200,000 Iraqgis in the U.S.-led colonial Gulf war. As for people in the USSR, the
future for many is already visible in the unemployment lines in Poland and the
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homeless shelters in Budapest, where the “miracle” of “free market reform”
enables a handful to drive Mercedes while ever broader numbers are driven to
live in the streets. . - ‘

The reactionary poisons” which have dominated life in the USSR since the
restoration of capitalism there were given socialist labels, and Marxism-
Leninism itself was turned into a state religion, with the CPSU boss its Pope.
Now the socialist mask has been dropped. Gone is the flowery fraudulent talk of,
for example, “socialist equality between nations™: long-standing Russian domina-
tion is now displayed in all its ugliness. Yeltsin supporters hurrah “Russia” — the
battlecry of the Tsarist troops who carved the Russian empire out of the steppes,
wading through rivers of the blood of the so-called savage Eastern peoples. Lenin
long struggled against the drive for a “Great Russia”. Genuine revolutionaries are
happy that the new rulers have had to drop their pretence to uphold the red flag of
communism and have reverted to their traditional reactionary flags to stand for
their reactionary policies. ‘

In smaller nations demagogues like Lithuanian President Lansbergis exploit the
nationalist resentment against this Russian chauvinism. Their “every-nation-for-
itself” mentality has led to the disgusting spectacle of small nations trampling on
even smaller ones — while the Soviet rulers manoeuvre behind the scenes.

The unravelling of the Soviet state has renewed the reactionaries’ cry that “com-
munism is dead”. False communism, that hollow shell held up by the likes of
Brezhnev and Deng Xiaoping to cover their crimes, is indeed collapsing with
inner rot. But the reactionaries’ attempt to bury communism intends to smother
any hope of the oppressed that there is an alternative to this world of capitalism
with all its horrors, and thus to stifle all resistarice to their rule. They will never
succeed. As Mao Tsetung analyzed, wherever there is oppression there is resis-
tance. And wherever there are exploited and oppressed on this earth, then the
v%sion of ending all oppression and exploitation, of classless society, commu-
nism, will burst forth again and again until the flames of revolution obliterate
the old world and forge a new one. RIM calls on the rebellious masses of the
far-flung Soviet empire to, as was said in the RIM’s Call to the Peoples of
Easten} Europe, which was translated and distributed widely in many of those
countries: “attack the old order more thoroughly, more radically and with more
determination, to take up the revolutionary weapon of Marxism-Leninism-Mao
Tsetung Thought which your rulers have hidden from you, and to establish con-
tact with the RIM so as to strengthen the ties of those from all parts of the world

who are resolved to struggle until all oppression and exploitation under any
name are done away with forever”.

With the fall of the Berlin wall, the imperialists promised an end to great power
rivalry aqd an era of peace and democracy. Instead, war has burst out in the
Gulf, Ethiopia and Yugoslavia, and now fratricidal strife stalks the USSR itself.
So lgng as the world is divided into exploiters and exploited and some nations
dominate others, so long as this rapacious social order is held together by vio-
lence, there will be no peace, and democracy will only be a disguise to cover the
rule of the exploiters. In fact, the disorder sweeping the USSR heralds an unpar-
alleled époch of upheaval in the world: RIM believe now is the time to march
forward boldly and fearlessly amidst the turmoil and struggle, to seize on the

wee}kenin.g of the imperialists in order to prepare and launch revolutionary wars
of liberation. )
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To the People of
Bangladesh

— Statement by the Committee of the
Revolutionary Internationalist Movement

13th May 1991

On behalf of the entire Revolutionary Internationalist Movement, we send our
heart-felt sympathy to the masses of people in Bangladesh in this hour of untold
human suffering.

Cyclones are a massive natural force which mankind has not yet been able to
harness. But the massive death toll and destruction from this cyclone is not
mainly a result of the natural forces but from the fact that a reactionary social
system is in place in Bangladesh and that the world is dominated by the ruling
classes of a handful of imperialist states.

In the imperialist countries, also, natural disasters strike. But these countries have
grown wealthy, largely through squeezing the life out of the countries of Asia,
Africa and Latin America, and the casualties in such disasters are usually low.

First these imperialist powers who were so quick to dispatch hundreds of thou-
sands of soldiers, thousands of airplanes and helicopters and billions of dollars
of weaponry to massacre the Iragi people found their pockets empty in the face
of the Bangladeshi disaster. Then the U.S. imperialists decided to divert thou-
sands of troops from the Gulf, blood still dripping from their hands, to
Bangladesh. This was done to reinforce their self-proclaimed “right” to inter-
vene anywhere at will and to give a “human face” to their man-eating “new
world order”. This shows once again that imperialist “aid” is just one more
weapon they use against the oppressed peoples, to turn on or off according to
cold-blooded imperialist self-interest.

In order for the people to use their collective energy, wisdom and heroism to
conquer the power of cyclones and floods, it is first necessary for the people to
conquer political power. This was proven in practice when the workers and
peasants held power in revolutionary China and, under the leadership of Mao
Tsetung and relying on their own efforts, were able to combat natural disasters
and tame rivers which earlier had periodically wreaked havoc on the country.
The hundred million people of Bangladesh are its greatest treasure, an inex-
haustible source of strength that, once unleashed, will vanquish the armies of
reactionaries and the imperialists and even the terrible force of cyclones. The
Revolutionary Internationalist Movement stands with you, not only in the
painful days of today, but in the revolutionary struggle that will surely pave the
way for the bright red Bangladesh of tomorrow.
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~ Down with the
Imperialist World
Order, Old and “New”!

Fight for the
Communist Future!

— Statement by the Committee of the
Revolutionary Internationalist Movement

1st May 1_991

In the six week rape of Iraq, the system which rules the world has again revealed
its dreadful nature. All the rulers’ talk of international law and democracy shows
itself to be but the make-up behind which are found the most hideous features.
Their civilisation is founded on the robbery of the many by the few and it is
enforced through violence. Their professed concern for “peace” is seen to be

nothing but a selfish desire to suffer no consequences while raining terror and
devastation down upon others.

The rulers of the world, the imperialist ruling classes of a handful of advanced
capitalist states, believe that they can impose their will anywhere on the earth —
by th.elr economic mastery of the world’s wealth or, when necessary, by their
massive mgchinery of death and destruction. The rulers of the U.S. believe that
they can sit on top of this pyramid of oppression and exploitation for “one hun-
dred years”. But this assumes that the people will cower before their might, that
the slaves of this earth will give up their struggle against the conditions of slavery.
Furthermore, the enemy hopes that the masses will forget that the imperialists
have been c.iefeated in the past and that the proletariat has shown that it can lead
the people in constructing a wholly different society. The imperialists of the West
are seizing upon the collapse of the phoney-socialist but real-capitalist East bloc as

proof” of the impossibility of communism. However, it is the communist future
of a world no longer divided into classes and in which some nations no longer

fegd on others which will prevail over the imperialist dream of “a new world
order”.

B)f sucking tl}e blood of the labouring people the world over and by enforcing
this set-up with the sword, the imperialists compel the people to resist. And
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In the past several years, and with
a crescendo, the imperialists, reac-
tionaries and their apologists the
world over have been engaging in an
orgy of self-congratulation over the
so-called death of communism. Not
only have they boasted of the defeat
of their Cold War rivals of the USSR
and East Europe (falsely portrayed
as communists), they have even
raised the claim that the ideology of
communism (Marxism-Leninism-
Mao Tsetung Thought) has been
“defeated” by the ideology of liber-
alism and (bourgeois) democracy as

it has emerged in the West, along

with the development and growth of
capitalism,

This preposterous claim has been
lent great credence by the fact that

the former revisionist chieftains of .

the East Bloc (Gorbachev, Yeltsin,
and others) have joined the yelping
dogs of the West in denouncing the
“entire experience” of the proletari-
an revolution in the former socialist
world. The focus of the bourgeois
ideological offensive has been on
the very idea of the proletarian revo-
lution, the idea that the working
class must violently overthrow the
existing state power and establish its
own rule, its dictatorship of the pro-
letariat, and wield this weapon of
state power to bring into being a
whole new type of society, socialist
society, which is itself a transition to
the final abolition of classes alto-
gether, communism.

This question of the “dictatorship
of the proletariat” lies at the very
heart of the teachings of Marxism-
Leninism-Mao Tsetung Thought.
And the most important ideological
struggles through which this revolu-
tonary science has developed have
been focused precisely on this ques-
tion of the proletarian dictatorship.
Marx first put forward the slogan of
“dictatorship of the proletariat” on
the basis of summing up the experi-
ence of the short-lived Paris Com-
mune of 1871, the first revolution in
history led by the working class. He
did so in sharp opposition to differ-
ent.types of false socialists, anar-
chists and reformers of his day who
could not see, or who opposed, the
necessity of the working class to
1mpose its own rule through force.

- Of Lenin’s many great contribu-

tions in his development of
Marxism, the central one was his
defence and theoretical advance of
the Marxist understanding of the

»

“The development of the proletariat proceeds

everywhere amidst internal struggles. And

when, like Marx and myself, one has fought

harder all one’s life against the alleged

socialists than against anyone else (for we

only regarded the bourgeoisie as a class and

. . l" [
hardly ever involved ourselves in conflicts

with individual bourgeois), one cannot

greatly grieve that the inevitable struggle has

broken out.”

Frederick Engels, “Lefter to August Bebel”,
28 October 1882

dictatorship of the proletariat and the
translation of this understanding into
practice through his leadership of
the Bolshevik Revolution of 1917.
He had to fight tooth and nail
against those who argued that the
proletariat of Russia had no “right”
to make revolution. It should be
remembered that at the time of the
Russian Revolution Lenin was in a
small minority in the international
socialist movement, and he was
opposed by the most “learned
Marxists” of his day (the German
Karl Kautsky, most notably) who
attacked his thesis on the dictator-
ship of the proletariat and accused
him of deviating from Marx’s actual
teachings on the subject.

This great struggle of Lenin was
no mere scholastic quarrel. It was
the reflection in the battle of ideas
(or theory) of the struggle between
the proletariat and the bourgeoisie
that was taking place on the streets
of St. Petersburg and Moscow, on
the battlefield of the Civil War in

Russia and then in the fight to trans-
form society. It was largely through
this struggle that Leninism devel-
oped as the new stage of Marxism.
The essential kernel of Mao
Tsetung's development of Marxism-
Leninism also concerned the prole-
tarian dictatorship. He led the revolu-
tionaries in the international commu-
nist movement in defeating the theses
of Khrushchev who had attacked the
dictatorship of the proletariat and

-declared it outmoded. Mao also

summed up the many decades of
experience of proletarian dictator-
ship, positive and negative, in the
USSR under the leadership of Lenin
and Stalin, as well as the experience
of socialist revolution in China itself,
and developed the theory of “contin-
uing the revolution under the dicta-
torship of the proletariat”,

Mag’s defence and development
of the communist understanding of
the dictatorship of the proletariat
was thoroughly connected with his
ability to carry the revolution in
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Let the
Inevitab
Struggl

Begin!

China to new heights. It provided
the theoretical underpinning of the
historic Great Proletarian Cultural
Revolution in which he led millions
in overthrowing those portions of
the state power which had fallen into
the hands of the capitalist roaders.
The Cultural Revolution reached a
whole new peak in the struggle of
the revolutionary masses in their
hundreds of millions, led by the pro-
letariat and its communist vanguard,
to exercise political power (their dic-
tatorship) and use this power to
carry forward breathtaking transfor-
mations of society.

It is not surprising that today,
given the great changés taking
place in world politics and with the
strong anti-commupist wind blow-
ing, the “dictatorship of the prole-
tariat” is once again a subject of
fierce debate in the ranks of revolu-
tionaries. The Revolutionary
Internationalist Movement has a
clear and firm position upholding
the need for such a proletarian dic-

tatorship, as expressed in the
Declaration of the RIM, and this
understanding is a basic corner-
stone of Marxism-Leninism-Mao
Tsetung Thought. Nevertheless, in~
the ranks of RIM itself an important
struggle has developed around the
fundamental question of the prole-
tarian dictatorship.

Specifically, a participating party
of RIM, the Central Reorganising
Committee, Communist Party of
India (Marxist-Leninist), referred to
hereafter as CRC, issued a draft
document prepared under the lead-
ership of its Secretary K. Venu enti-
tled “On Proletarian Democracy”
which represents a serious attack on
the basic teachings of Marxism-
Leninism-Mao Tsetung Thought on
the dictatorship of the proletariat.
While the document claims to
uphold Marx’s teachings of the need
for the dictatorship of the proletariat,
it goes on to claim that the entire
experience of the international com-
munist movement from Lenin

onwards has been one in which the
“dictatorship of the party” has been
established over the masses.

This charge of “dictatorship of the
party” becomes a battle cry to attack
the “‘entire experience” of hundreds
of millions of workers and peasants
in building a socialist society and
carrying forward socialist revolution
first in the Soviet Union and then in
China. In place of the Marxist
understanding of the class nature of
every state as a dictatorship of one
class over another, K. Venu develops
a thesis of the “non-class aspect” of
bourgeois democracy which alleged-
ly addresses in a positive way “the
contradiction between the individual
[regardless of his or her class posi-
tion]-and society”.

Of course, readers familiar with
the diatribes of the imperialists,
Trotskyites, social democrats and
so forth will recognize that this
“new thinking” on the part of K.
Venu is not original in the least.
Still, these very old and threadbare
ideas have gotten a new lease on
life recently as a result of the anti-
communist storm and, furthermore,
such ideas also have material roots
in bourgeois society. For these rea-
sons, the Committee of the
Reévolutionary Internationalist
Movement had announced its deci-
sion to unfold a sharp struggle
against the line expressed in “On
Proletarian Democracy™.

As an initial step, a response to the
CRC was solicited from Bob
Avakian, Chairman of the Revolu-
tionary Communist Party,USA. The
response was written as part of a
book Phony Communism is Dead,
Long Live Real Communism! After
consultation .between the RIM
Committee and the RCP,USA, this
article, entitled “Democracy: More
Than Ever We Can and Must Do
Better Than That”, was submitted to
AWTW for publication (page 32).

AWTW has also published the K.
Venu document, “On Proletarian
Democracy”, in order to assist the
reader in understanding the debate,
and in keeping with the long-stand-
ing tradition within the international
communist movement of publishing
the polemics of one’s opponents — a
policy, we should point out, rarely
followed by the advocates of (bour-
geois) “democracy”.

As we were preparing this issue,
we received notification that the All-
India Leading Committee of the
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CRC had taken a decision to dis-
solve the CRC at the all-India level
(see p. 75 ). This decision took place
without any prior discussion in the
ranks of the CRC. '

This organisational liquidation-
ism is, unfortunately, the logical
outcome of the political and ideo-
logical liquidationism expressed in
“On Proletarian Democracy”. It
underscores the life-and-death
nature of the questions under dis-
cussion and the urgent necessity of
thoroughly and deeply criticising
and repudiating the line of K.
Venu. We are happy to note that
this liquidationism has met opposi-
tion on the part of comrades within
the CRC (see p. 72).

The struggle against K. Venu’s
liquidationism is part of the world-
wide struggle which must go on to
defend and carry forward the ideol-
ogy of Marxism-Leninism-Mao
Tsetung Thought. This struggle,
like other great battles on the ideo-
logical and theoretical front, grows
out of and, in turn, reflects back on
the class struggle on other fronts as
well. It is nothing less than the

struggle to establish in theory what
the proletariat must accomplish in
practice — its “right” to violently
overthrow the existing social condi-
tions, establish its own rule, and
proceed to revelutionize the world
until the future communist society
is eventually achieved. This ideo-
logical struggle of today is the pre-
cursor of great battles of tomorrow.

The questions involved in the
debate are at once both simple and
complex. “Simple” in the sense that
they are focused on basic, long-
established principles of Marxism-

‘Leninism-Mao Tsetung Thought,

but complex in that these questions
are integrally connected with sum-
ming up the rich and varied experi-
ence of the prolétarian revolution in
the Soviet Union and in China, the
tremendous achievements but also
the difficulties, weaknesses and, in
the case of the Soviet Union under
the leadership of Joseph Stalin,
even serious errors, in carrying out
this revolution.

We are sure that the publication
of Bob Avakian’s article will, in

addition to furthering the struggle

against K. Venu’s liquidationism,
help enrich the ongoing discussion
in the international movement on
these vital questions, and we hope
to publish other contributions on
these subjects in coming issues of
our journal. This process will illus-
trate once again that Marxism-
Leninism-Mao Tsetung Thought is
a living and vibrant science, which
welcomes every opportunity to
defend its basic principles and
which constantly responds to new
questions posed by the develop-
ment of the class struggle in every
arena.

In this way, as Mao Tsetung
pointed out, “a bad thing can be
turned into a good thing”, The “bad
thing” — the liquidationism of the
leadership of the’CRC, and more
generally the multi-directional
attack on revolutionary commu-
nism—can be transformed into a
great school of Marxism-Leninism-
Mao Tsetung Thought. So we say
with enthusiasm, let the inevitable
struggle begin!

Editorial Board, AWTW
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Author’s Note

This critique of the document “On
Proletarian Democracy” was written
in the fall of 1991, as part of a book,
Phony Communism Is Dead...Long

. Live Real Communism! As final

preparations were being made for
the publication of this book, the
news was received that, dccording to
a statement by the Central Reorgan-
isation Committee, Communist
Party of India (Marxist- Leninist),
the decision had been made to “dis-
solve the all-India structure” of the
CRC. As is also clear from this
statement, this decision was taken
on the initiative of K. Venu, the (for-
mer) Secretary of the CRC, who was
also the principal author of “On
Proletarian Democracy”.

This move to liquidate the CRC
organizationally is clearly a further
leap, backwards, and also is an exten-
sion of the political and ideological
line that runs through “On Proletarian
Democracy”. The attempt at liquida-
tion of the CRC as an all-India or-
ganization and the rationalization
given for this underline the import-
ance of deepening the all-around crit-
icism of the opportunist line and out-
look that has increasingly character-
ized the leadership of the CRC, with
K. Venu at the head.

In light of all this, it was decided,

in consultation with the Committee -

of the Revolutionary Internationalist
Movement, in which the CRC has
been a participating party, to submit
this article to A World To Win, to be
published there along with the CRC
document, “On Proletarian Demo-
cracy”. As stated in this critique, it
was the hope in writing it that it
would make a contribution to a
struggle, on the part of comrades
inside and outside the CRC, through
which the CRC would reverse its
course, repudiate “On Proletarian
Democracy”, reclaim the great revo-
lutionary heritage of the Marxist-
Leninist-Maoist movement in India,
and both reaffirm and contribute to
further developing the revolutionary
principles on which the Communist
Party of India (Marxist -Leninist)
was founded. Although the CRC

leadership has, unfortunately, taken

Quotations from the CRC docu-
ment are referenced according to
the paragraph number of the doc-

ument, which is reprinted begin- .

ning on page 74. — AWTW

-

Democracy:

More Than Ever

Do Better

By Bob Avakian, Chairman of the Central Committee
of the Revolutionary Communist Party, USA

the opposite course and taken an
even further leap into opportunism,
this has brought forth open struggle
from within the ranks of the CRC.

For many reasons, not the least of
which is the immense importance of
the revolution in India to the world
proletarian revolution, it has been
very encouraging to hear that strug-
gle has broken out against the oppor-
tunist line that had brought the CRC
to such a crisis. No doubt the struggle
will be complex. This makes even
clearer the decisive importance -of
carrying out deep-going and all-
around criticism of the revisionist
political line that is expressed in a
concentrated way in “On Proletarian
Democracy” and of searching out
more fully the links between this line,
with its underlying outlook and
methodology, and the other lines put
forward by its authors.

Once again, it is the hope that this
critique of “On Proletarian Demo-
cracy” can make a contribution to
that process. And, at the same time,
as also stated at the beginning of this
critique, it is aimed as well at con-
tributing to the process whereby “the
RIM overall will be further strength-
ened in its resolve to unite on the
basis of Marxism-Leninism-Maoism
and to firmly uphold the historical
experience of the dictatorship of the
proletariat while summing up_deeply
the errors of the international com-
munist movement, as well as its
great achievements, and advancing
on that basis”,

— Bob Avakian
December 1991

Introduction

This heading deliberately recalls
the title of the book I wrote on the
question of democracy - its social

and class content, its historical role
and relation to the proletarian revo-
lution and the goal of communism.
The momentous events in the world
in the few short years since that
book was written — in particular the
radical changes in the nature of
bourgeois rule in the Soviet Union
and what has been its bloc, along
with the events focused in Tianan-
men Square in China — have indeed
made what was said in that book, on
the possibility and necessity of
doing much better than that, more
relevant and important than ever.
They have underscored the signifi-
cance of the conclusion that, “Where
it is possible to speak of democracy,
of whatever kind, that is a sign that
class distinctions and, in one form or
another, social antagonisms — and
with them dictatorship — are still to
be found, indeed still characterize
society. And when this is no longer
the case, it will no longer be possi-
ble, or necessary, to speak of democ-
racy.” (Bob Avakian, Democracy:
Can't We Do Better Than That?,
Chicago: Banner Press, 1986, p. 261)
As we know, these earth-shaking
events in countries commonly con-
ceived of as “communist” have had
major repercussions not only among
the masses of people broadly but
also among the conscious revolu-
tionary forces, including within the
ranks of those who have considered
themselves revolutionary commu-
nists and have based themselves on
the revolutionary line of Mao
Tsetung and the whole history of the
international communist movement
identified with Marx, Lenin, and
Mao. One of the sharpest examples
of this is a document recently pub-
lished by the Central Reorganisation
Committee, Communist Party of
India (Marxist-Leninist) (hereafter
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referred to as CRC), an organization
that has been affiliated with the
Revolutionary Internationalist
Movement (RIM). This CRC docu-
ment, “On Proletarian Democracy”,
represents a fundamental repudiation
not only of the Declaration of the
RIM itself but of the fundamental
principles on which that document is
founded and even more a repudia-
tion of the entire experience of the
international proletariat and the
international communist movement
in exercising the dictatorship of the
proletariat and carrying out the
socialist transformation of society.!
To be more precise, this document
upholds only the Paris Commune of
1871 as a legitimate exercise of the

dictatorship of the proletariat: it sets'

the very brief and limited experience
of the Commune against the entire
historical experience of the dictator-
ship of the proletariat in socialist
society beginning with the October
1917 Soviet Revolution. 2

The following is the basic argu-
ment of this CRC document:
Although before the October Revo-
lution Lenin upheld the Paris Com-
mune as the model for the dictator-

ship of the proletariat (as can be
seen in The State and Revolution,
written by Lenin only a few months
before the October Revolution), nev-
ertheless, soon after the Bolshevik
revolution seized power, Lenin put
into practice a line of imposing a
dictatorship of the communist party
in place of the exercise of political
power by the masses of working
people themselves. And, as the say-
ing goes, the rest is history. Stalin
carried out and carried to further ex-
treme this dictatorship of the party
and even Mao and the Great
Proletarian Cultural Revolution did
not break with this political system
of party dictatorship. Thus, this
whole historical experience, with its
“monopoly of political power” by
the party, must be repudiated and
future socialist revolutions must
revert back to a strict application of
the Paris Commune model.

It is not hard to recognize that the
line of this CRC document shares
much in common with long-standing
attacks on Leninism and with pre-
sent-day assaults on communism in
general,

For these reasons it is necessary to

reply, publicly and in clear and
forceful terms, to this document.
There is no way, to avoid it — this doc-
ument constitutes a complete degen-
eration into rather classical social-
democratic opposition to com-
munism and the ‘proletarian revolu-
tion. That may sound extreme, but it
is no more extreme than the open
assertion in this document that the
entire experience of the dictatorship
of the proletariat, beginning with the
Soviet Union, and the basic orienta-
tion guiding this experience — not
only in the Soviet Union under the
leadership of Lenin as well as Stalin
but also of China under the leader-
ship of Mao Tsetung — that all this is
fundamentally flawed and must be
rejected and utilized as teaching
material by negative example.

It is especially painful to see such
a development because the CRC had
set itself the task of defending and
further developing a very positive
and important revolutionary history

" = identified with the most advanced

revolutionary experience and leader-
ship within the international com-
munist movement (from Marx,
through Lenin, to Mao) and also
with the whole experience of the
armed struggle of peasant masses

-led by communist revolutionaries in

the late 1960s-early 1970s in India
(this was marked by the outbreak of
this struggle in the village of Naxal-
bari in India’s state of West Bengal
in the spring of 1967, which has
been known as the “spring thund-
er”). This “spring thunder” and the
revolutionary road associated with it
was hailed at the time as a major
development by the revolutionary
leadership of the Chinese Commun-
ist Party, and it remains true that,
whatever mistakes and shortcomings
may have been involved, this was a

1. This CRC document was actually
published in December 1990, before the
coup/countercoup events in the Soviet
Union in the summer of 1991, which
gave rise to the even further abandon-
ment of any pretence of *communism”
by those in power there as well as
instances of mass demonstrations of an
openly anti-communist character. Since,
as we shall see, this document itself
abandons the whole legacy of the prole-
tarian revolution and the building of
socialism, from the 1917 October Soviet
Revolution up through the Chinese
Revolution and the Great Proletarian
Culwral Revolution; and since it is clear
that the events of the past few years in
the Soviet Union and China, even

before this coup/countercoup episode
and its aftermath, were the immediate
prod that provoked this radical retreat
on the part of those responsible for this
CRC document; it is, unfortunately, rea-
sonable to assume that these most recent
events will serve to further rationalize
this retreat in the minds of those who
continue to accept its assumptions.

2. Throughout this critique of the CRC
document, where I speak of how it
repudiates “the entire historical experi-
ence of the dictatorship of the prole-
tariat”, I am referring specifically to
the experience beginning with the
October 1917 Soviet Revolution.

While the CRC document claims to

recognize certain achievements of this

historical experience, it is clear in
examining this document that — even
on its own terms and without consider-
ing the logical implications of its posi-
tion — it regards this entire experience
as fundamentally flawed and insists
that a whole different orientation
should be adopted. And it should also
be said that, in pitting the limited
experience of the Paris Commune
against the experience of the dictator-
ship of the proletariat since then,
rather than recognizing and emphasiz-
ing the essential unity between them,
this CRC document in reality rejects
the fundamental spirit and lessons of
the Paris Commune itself.
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tremendously powerful and signif-
icant revolutionary development not
only in that part of the world but for
the world as a whole, )

For these reasons the approach
that must be taken in ansWering this
document is what Mao described as
“cure the sickness to save the
patient”. But, as part of this, Mao
insisted that sometimes it is neces-
sary to administer a shock to some-
one in order to make them realize
the seriousness of the “sickness” and
to help them seek a cure. The CRC
document is labeled a “draft”: hope-
fully, as a result of sharp struggle, on
the part of comrades inside and out-
side the CRC, against the line con-
tained in this draft, it will be thor-
oughly repudiated and the comrades
of the CRC will once again retake
the revolutionary road, and the RIM
overall will be further strengthened
in its resolve to unite on the basis of
Marxism-Leninism-Maoism and to
firmly uphold the historical experi-
ence of the dictatorship of the prole-
tariat while summing up deeply the
errors of the international commu-
nist movement, as well as its great
achievements, and advancing on that
basis. It is in that spirit, and with
that goal in mind, that this critique
of the CRC document is made.

To begin, and to give an overview,
the following are some general con-
clusions that must be drawn from a
critical reading of this document:

1. There is a stunning lack of
materialism in this document. There
is an absence of understanding of the
fundamental contradictions, particu-
larly in the economic base but also
between the economic base and the
superstructure, that mark socialist
society as a transition. These are
questions that Mao and his revolu-
tionary headquarters identified as
decisive for the struggle to not only
uphold the dictatorship of the prole-
tariat but to carry forward the revolu-
tion under the dictatorship of the pro-
letariat and combat revisionism and
the rise to power of the bourgeoisie.
But, in this CRC document, all this is
rejected as off the mark, or not deal-
ing with the essential questions!

More specifically, there is a lack
of a sense of the existence of differ-
ent classes (as well as advanced,
intermediate, and backward) among
the broad category of “the people” in
socialist society. Or, more accurately,
there is a refusal to recognize the cru-
cial role of Marxist class analysis —

such analysis is rejected in the name
of opposing “class reductionism”}

Along with this, there is no seri-
ous attention paid — and apparently
no real importance attached — to the
very difficult problems that have
confronted the socialist states as a
consequence of their being in a posi-
tion of being “encircled” by imperi-
alism - existing in a world still dom-
inated overall by imperialism. To
attempt to discuss the questions of
democracy and dictatorship apart
from a serious examination of this
problem betrays a lack of serious-
ness = and more specifically it
betrays the classical bias and “blind-
spot” of social-democratic types
who, with a typical bourgeois ideal-
ist outlook, purport to treat the ques-
tion of democracy in some “pure”
and “classless” way, in abstraction
from its actual content and from the
actual historical and social context.

2. The arguments made in this
CRC document on the role of the
party — or, as they would have it, the
lack of an institutionalized vanguard
role for the party in socialist society
— lead toward a line of “peaceful
transition”. The very logic of these
arguments leads toward the conclu-
sion that violent overthrow is itself
“coercive” and “elitist” toward the
masses (or at least toward sections
of them who do not take part in this
armed struggle) and is therefore fun-
damentally wrong.

This document does not draw this
conclusion - in fact it says that the
violent overthrow of bourgeois rule
Is necessary — but that is only
because this document does not pur-
sue its own logic to its “logical con-
clusion”..In this sense, this docu-
ment lags behind those social-
democrats, anarchist-pacifists, et al.,
who have historically made such
arguments in insisting that waging
war, even a revolutionary war, itself
fosters elitism and concentrates power
in the hands of an apparatus — the
party, at the core of the revolutionary
armed force — that leads the revolu-
uonary war and already, in so doing,
forms the core of the new regime of
power. Quite often this is linked by
suct! people with a condemnation of
Lenin’s basic orientation ~ particular-
ly as concentrated in What Is To Be
Done? — conceming the role of van-
guard leadership in relation to the
masses. It is here, such people often
claim, that the origins of the “dictator-
ship of the party” lie. The CRC docu-

ment picks up this “dictatorship of the
party” distortion, but it does not in-
clude the “discovery” of its “origins”
in What Is To Be Done? (here, again,
this document is “lagging”).

This cry of “the dictatorship of the
party” is inescapably linked with
“they should not have taken to
arms” — the refrain raised by
counterrevolutionaries in condemna-
tion of the Paris Commune as well
as the Russian Revolution, as Lenin
pointed out, and the common refrain
of such people in opposition to all
genuine revolutions, especially pro-
letarian revolutions. Here it is
important to recognize that all revo-
lutionary armed struggles that have
led to the seizure of power by, the
proletariat have so far started — and
in the future are likely 'to start as
well — with a minority. This is true
whether these armed struggles have
been protracted people’s war in a
Third World country or urban insur-
rection in an imperialist country.
Such armed struggles are begun
before the majority of the people
(even in the immediate areas where
the armed struggle is started) have
been won to support for them. And
such armed struggles, however much
they may fundamentally rely on the
masses, do after all exert an element
of coercion, not only against the
enemy but also, in a qualitatively dif-
ferent but real way, even on the mass-
es affected by them — in a real sense
they force the masses, in particular
those not already involved, to take a
stand in relation to them.

‘This was certainly the case with
the Bolshevik-led October Revo-
lution in 1917. It is quite probably a
fact that not even a majority of the
workers in the Soviets, considering
the country as whole, were yet won
to the idea of launching the armed
insurrection at that time. Certainly
this was true of the peasants
throughout the countryside. And
even in the main cities where the
armed insurrections were first car-
ried out (in particular Petrograd and
Moscow), the majority of the non-
industrial workers among the people
were certainly not consciously sup-
porting the Bolshevik banner when
the Bolsheviks launched these
armed insurrections, yet these non-
industrial workers must be consid-
ered among the broad category of
“the people”. So, according to the
logic of this CRC document, there is
nothing left to conclude but “they



should not have taken to arms”. You
cannot “logically” argue that the
vanguard must not impose its will
on the people when it is in power
but it may do so in coming to power
in the first place. The contradictions
involved here can be resolved through
the application of materialist dialec-
tics, but this cannot be done by apply-
ing the (bourgeois) logic that has been
adopted in this CRC document.

Of course, it is true — and a pro-
found truth - that the actions of the
Bolsheviks in launching and leading
these armed insurrections were in
the interests of the majority of the
masses — not only in some general
and long-term historical sense but in
terms of corresponding to the imme-
diately and urgently felt needs of the
masses and to their “political will”.
But that is just the point: criteria like
this are precisely what the CRC doc-
ument is now rejecting and replacing
with the logic and demands of for-
mal (bourgeois) democracy, that is,
the insistence on the forms of
democracy without regard to the
social and class content, or the rais-
ing of the form above the content.

3. The same logic will also lead to
the abandonment of the dictatorship
of the proletariat itself as an
“undemocratic” system of govern-
ment. The dictatorship of the prole-
tariat also involves an element of
coercion, by the state, in relation not
only to antagonistic classes but also to
individuals among the (broad catego-
ry of) the people. Basic policies —
including everything from differential
wage scales to such things as the
sending of millions of educated youth
to the countryside to integrate with
the masses of peasants — all such
things include an element of coercion.
- Of course, coercion cannot be
relied on in relation to the masses of
people — education and struggle on
the basis of a communist ideological
and political line must be relied on —
but this cannot eliminate altogether
the element of coercion involved
here. This is related to the underly-
ing existence of inequalities left over
from the old society — such as ‘the
differences between the city and the
countryside, between the workers
and the peasants, and between men-
tal and manual labour. Lenin spoke
of how the state was still necessary
in socialist society (and he meant
even after ownership of the means
of production was completely so-
cialized) because of the existence of
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such contradictions. This state is
necessary, he said, in order to ensure
that such contradictions were han-
dled in a way consistent with the
advance to communism, but at the
same time the exercise of this state
power — the dictatorship of the pro-
letariat — includes the enforcement
of “bourgeois right” (the expression
in law and policy of relations that
contain the elements of inequality

left over from the old society). To -

drive his point home, in a somewhat
provocative way, Lenin referred to
this state as “the bourgeois state,
without the bourgeoisie” (see Lenin,
The State and Revolution, Collected
Works [LCW], Moscow: Progress
Publishers, vol. 25, p. 476).

The logic guiding this CRC docu-
ment cannot provide an answer to
the question posed, according to the
same (bourgeois) logic: If socialism
is really in the interests of the majori-
ty of the people, if it relies on the
masses of people and corresponds
with their interests, while the interests
of only a small minority of exploiters
lie in opposing socialism and restor-
ing capitalism, then why is it neces-
sary to have a dictatorship at all?

I spoke to this question at great
length in Democracy: Can’t We Do
Better Than That? (particularly
chapter 7). There I quoted exten-
sively from Lenin’s work “The
Proletarian Revolution and the
Renegade Kautsky”, which deals
with this question in a very trench-
ant way. Lenin speaks to both the
internal basis and the international
connections of the bourgeoisie
which give it real advantages over
the proletariat which is newly risen
to power and does not have his-
torical experience of exercising
power. He shows why, for all these

reasons, the dictatorship of the pro-

letariat will be necessary for a long
period of time.

This same question was returned
to repeatedly by Lenin during the
early years of the Soviet Republic,
and his works during that period
give a very rich, if still beginning,
analysis of why the dictatorship of
the proletariat will be necessary for
an entire period of transition from
capitalism to a higher stage of so-
ciety. And, as we know, Mao devel-
oped this analysis further and sys-
tematized it into the basic line that
socialism constitutes a long histori-
cal period of transition from capital-
ism to communism, that all through-

out this period there are classes and
class struggle, and that it is neces-
sary to combat capitalist restoration
and continue the revolution under
the dictatorship of the proletariat. But
the CRC document has lost sight of
all this: with its logic, it cafinot give a
materialist explanation of why the
dictatorship of the proletariat is abso-
lutely necessary throughout the stage
of socialism and how this dictatorship
is not in conflict with but consistent
with the fact that socialism and the
advance to communism conform to
the fundamental interests of the pro-
letariat and broad masses in opposi-
tion to a handful of exploiters.

Rather than continue with the dis-
cussion of general conclusions drawn
from this CRC document, it would be
better to turn now to an examination
of some of the particular arguments
made in this document. This will help
to “flesh out” and to extend and deep-
en these basic conclusions.

On Recent Events in the Former
Soviet Bloc and China

From the very start, the way
things are formulated in this docu-
ment reveals a tailing after petit-
bourgeois democratic illusions — and
a bourgebis-democratic conceptual-
ization in general. In the first sen-
tence, the events of the last few
years “in former socialist countries
such as China, the Soviet Union, and
those in East Europe” are referred to
simply as “democratic upsurges”.
(paragraph 1.1 — see CRC document
starting p. 74))

First of all, these events, including
the mass upheavals in such coun-
tries, have involved many different
class forces, mobilized around a
number of different programs, but
the essential fact is that bourgeois
ideology and politics have been in
the lead. To describe these simply as
“democratic upsurges” is to fail to
make any serious class analysis —
and to present democracy as it is
presented by the bourgeoisie: as a
“universal”, “classless” phenome-
non. It is to tail petit-bourgeois
spontaneity, and more to promote,
indirectly at least, the bourgeois
forces, outlooks and programs in the
lead of these “democratic upsurges”.

And this is true, despite the fact
that this document goes on to make
general statements about how “M-L
forces have cautioned them {the peo-
ple] that bourgeois democracy or an
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unconcealed capitalism is not the

solution”. (par. 1.2) For, once again,’

to simply characterize these up-
surges as “democratic” is to cover
over their bourgeois-democratic
essence: the €ssence of a thing, as
Mao made clear, is determined by its
principal aspect, which in this case
is the domination of bourgeois
forces and outlooks within these
“democratic upsurges”.

Further, it is important to take
note of what might, at first, seem
like a minor matter of formulation.
At the beginning of the second para-
graph we find the characterization of
the regimes in “the former socialist
countries” as “social fascist”
(par. 1.2, emphasis added). This is a
formulation that was used by Mao,
and has been used by Maoists fol-
lowing him (including at times our
Party, although we have more come
to characterize the form of bourgeois
rule in the Soviet Union under
Khrushchev, Brezhnev, and the like,
as “revisionist democracy”). But the
important point is that Maoists have
always stressed the class content —
the bourgeois essence — of this revi-
sionist rule. Both in spontaneous
popular consciousness and in the
history of the international commu-
nist movement, fascism has tended
to be treated as something virtually
“above classes”, something which is
“worse” than “normal” bourgeois
dictatorship, something which justi-
fies reducing the terms of struggle to
fascism vs. bourgeois democracy.
This is what is suggested in this
CRC document as well: the use of
“social fascist” to refer to revisionist

regimes is repeated and consistent

throughout this document, and when
to this is contrasted “democratic
upsurges” then there is the clear
implication that democracy — what is
in essence bourgeois democracy - is
preferable to “social fascism” and to
open dictatorship in general -
including, as we shall see, the dicta-
torship of the proletariat.

But we do not have to rely on
drawing inferences from seemingly
subtle nuances. Soon enough this
document openly repudiates the
entire historical experience of the
dictatorship of the proletariat begin-
ning with the Soviet Revolution, and
in opposition to this comes out with
a call for what is barely disguised
bourgeois democracy. When the
document says, from the very first
paragraph, that in response to the

“repercussions of these develop-
menys” (“the recent wave of demo-
cratic upsurges in former socialist
countries”) communists “have to
grasp the depth of these problems
and find eut appropriate answers”, it
is already becoming evident that this
document regards the basic answers
that have been given by Marxism-
Leninism-Maoism to be insufficient
or incorrect and that what it intends
is a fundamental re-evaluation —~ and
rejection — of what is soon referred
to as “the traditional Marxist-
Leninist interpretation of capitalist
restoration in the former socialist
countries”. (par. 1.3)

This is made more explicit and
further elabourated before long:

“In this situation, it is the duty of
the genuine ¢communists to look
back and identify the root cause for
the problem faced by the communist
movement. Without answering the
basic issues raised in front of us no
communist organisation can advance
in its own practice. Such basic ques-
tions if left unanswered for long,
will demoralize the cadres and
weaken the organisation. Therefore,
the resolution of these problems, or
at least attempts at resolution, must
be taken up as an urgent political
task. It is in this spirit that we call
upon all genuine communists to re-
examine the whole history of the
communist movement and the basic
concepts we had held aloft so far, so
as to get a clear picture of the dicta-
torship of the proletariat as practised
until now”. (par. 1.9)

_So, let’s look at this “re-examina-
tion”,

First let’s begin with another
quote from this document. Referring
to “the traditional Marxist-Leninist
interpretation of capitalist restora-
tion”, the document says, “This
explanation is basically correct in
relation to the economic aspect of
capitalist restoration. But it is not
sufficient to answer the principal
political issue raised by the masses
in these countries. Their major
demand is the dismantling of the
existing political system which

ensures the monopoly of the com- °

munist party.” (par. 1.3)

To begin with, this is a metaphysi-
cal separation of politics and eco-
nomics — there cannot be an expla-
nation that is correct in regard to the
economic aspect but incorrect, or
“insufficient” in fundamental terms,
In regard to the political aspect.

Further, referring, as the CRC docu-
ment does, to “the masses” and
“their major demand” obscures the
fact that this “dismantling of the
existing political system”, while it
may have considerable mass support
and express considerable mass senti-
ment, is above all the demand of cer-
tain bourgeois forces, both in the
sense that they are the ones who have
been the motive force in promoting it
and, more fundamentally, in the sense
that it corresponds to their particular
interests and meets real needs of
theirs in the present situation.

Then the document goes on: “But
so far as the masses of these countries
are concemned, there is no difference
between the essential structures of
this social fascist political system and
those which existed earlier when they
were socialist.” (par. 1.3) And the
document makes clear it agrees with
this view: “Even in China, where the
Cultural Revolution gave rise to a
new political situation, the state struc-
ture under Deng is not essentially dif-
ferent from the one which existed
previously.” (ibid)

What an astounding statement! No
difference?! This amounts to tailing
after the most backward among the
masses and after the bourgeoisie,
which has long run this line, This is
ridiculous when applied to the
Soviet Union — not only in the early
years, in the time of Lenin’s leader-
ship, but even as an assessment of
the decades during which Stalin was
the leader of the Soviet Union, Let’s
look at a few examples: the waging
of the war against counterrevolu-
tionary forces and imperialist
invaders in the first years of the.
Soviet Republic; the lively struggles
within the party throughout the *20s
(notwithstanding the fact that organ-
ized factions were outlawed in the
party); the mobilization of class-
conscious contingents and the mass
upheavals that brought into being
the collective farms in the:early
1930s; the mobilizations of the mass-
es to carry out socialist industrializa-
tion, despite certain definite erro-
neous tendencies involved with this —
all this and countless other examples
are clear evidence that there was a
radical difference between the Soviet

.Union when it was socialist and then

when the revisionists seized power
and restored capitalism.

It is true that, especially after
major transformations had been car-
ried out in the economy of the



Soviet Union (by the mid-1930s),
there was a real tendency for the
Soviet Party and Stalin as its leader
to rely more on administrative meas-
ures, experts, and so on. Criticism of
this can and must be made — and has
been made by Maoists — and an
understanding of the basis for these
erroneous tendencies must be deep-
ened. But this can only be done, cor-
rectly, on the basis of MLM princi-
ples and not those of bourgeois
democracy. As a guideline in this,
not the howls of Trotskyites,
Mensheviks, Kautskyites and bour-
geois democrats generally about the
horrors of bureaucracy under Stalin
(and Lenin) but the following from
Mao Tsetung sets the correct orien-
tation: “At that time Stalin had noth-
ing else to rely on except the mass-
es, so he demanded all-out mobiliza-
tion of the party and the masses
[Mao is referring to the period of the
late 1920s and early *30s]. After-
ward, when they had realized some
gains this way, they became less
reliant on the masses.” (Mao
Tsetung, A Critique of Soviet Econo-
mics, New York: Monthly Review
Press, 1977, p. 119) But it must be
kept in mind, as Mao consistently
did, that there is a world of differ-
ence between Marxists who err —
even seriously err — in the direction
of becoming less reliant on the
masses and revisionists whose rule
is based on the exploitation and
oppression of the masses.

It is sheer idealism and metaphys-
ics to argue that this radical differ-
ence was not reflected throughout
the institutions of society — in what
actually teok place there and on
what basis — and in the relation of
the masses to all this and their atti-
tude toward it.

This argument is shallow formal-
ism, What it amounts to is saying
that, because there was the institu-
tionalized role of the communist
party as the leader of all facets of
political and economic life, therefore
it made no essential difference
whether this leadership represented
the socialist or the <apitalist road.
And to justify this argument in the
name of “classless” masses who see
“no difference” between the “essen-
tial structures” of socialism and cap-
italism is, at best, to tail after those
strata and ideas among the masses
that are most in thrall to the outlook
of the bourgeoisie.

And this is all the more patently
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ridiculous when applied to China.
Have the authors of this CRC docu-
ment “forgotten” the tremendous
transformations that were carried out
on all levels of Chinese society, first
of all with the nationwide seizure of
power and even more so through the
Cultural Revolution? Apparently
they have “forgotten” how the revi-
sionists, having seized power after
Mao’s death in 1976, set about sys-
tematically attacking and reversing
all this, dismantling these “socialist
new things” — things such as the rev-
olutionary committees, from the
basic levels on up, which combined
the masses and leaders in actual
forms of government and adminis-
tration; the various 3-in-1 combina-
tions, combining the masses, cadres
and experts, and-so on, on all levels
of society; the participation of the
workers in management and of man-
agers as well as leading officials in
productive labour as an official poli-
cy; the May 7 cadre schools where
cadres of the party and state went to
the countryside and took part in pro-
ductive labour as well as study and
ideological and political struggle;
“open-door” education and science,
mobilizing and relying on the mass-
es and combining experts with the
masses and practical experience
with theoretical study; health care
oriented toward the masses, and in
particular toward the masses in-the
rural areas, and relying not simply on
professional medical personnel but
“barefoot doctors” throughout the
countryside and so on.

Also, very decisively, the revi-
sionists have made fundamental
changes in the People’s Liberation
Army, abolishing its character as a
revolutionary army that relies on the
conscious dynamic role of its sol-
diers and the support of the broad
masses. The revisionists. have
replaced this with a “professional-
ized” bourgeois armed force. It is
this “new” PLA that carried out the
Tiananmen Square massacre in
1989. Along with this, the revision-
ists have reversed the earlier efforts,
under revolutionary leadership, to
build up the militia precisely as an
expression of the broad masses
themselves in arms, guided by a pro-
letarian line (even while it remained
the case that the standing army
could not be abolished for some
time, for all the reasons that will be
discussed here).3

Do the authors of this CRC docu-

ment really expect anyone who is
familiar with all this to believe that

this constitutes no real difference in

the essential structures of society or
that the masses — particularly the
masses of workers and peasants —
are unaware of these differences or
consider them insignificant?! When,
in accordance with the “essential
structures” and the prevailing prole-
tarian ideology in socialist China,
the workers on the Shanghai docks
raised the slogan “Be masters of the
wharves, not slaves to tonnage”;
when the workers in an enterprise
marched into the management
office, demanding of the manage-
ment personnel, “Where are your
hammers” — where is your participa-
tion, together with the workers, in
productive labour? — was that not a
radical difference from the situation
in China today, and don’t the masses
of workers know the difference?
When the people’s communes in the
countryside were broken up and
rich-peasant farming promoted,
while the policy of giving priority to
agriculture in the national economy
was undermined; when “serve the
people” was replaced by “to get rich
is glorious™ as a guiding principle —
did not all this represent a radical
reversal which the masses of working
people could not help but recognize?
Once again, when this CRC docu-
ment speaks of “the masses”, it appar-
ently has in mind the most backward
and above all those among the intel-
lectuals and other privileged strata
who are most influenced by “classi-
cal” bourgeois-democratic ideas and
bourgeois ideology in general.

The Paris Commune in
Perspective: The Bolshevik and
Chifiese Revolutions as its
Continuation and Deepening

Next, let’s turn to the review in
this CRC document of what Marx
summed up from the Paris Com-
mune, in his monumental work The
Civil War in France, particularly
regarding the abolition of the stand-
ing army and its replacement by the
armed people themselves and the

3. It is not the case that militias have
been altogether eliminated under revi-
sionist rule; rather, they too have been
transformed into a part of the bourgeois
apparatus of repression, an adjunct to
the regular, standing army serving the
rule of the revisionists over the masses.
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fact that all officials in the Com-
mune were elected and could be
recalled by.the votes of the people,
through universal suffrage. These
sections of the CRC document also
recall how Lenin upheld these es-
sential lessons in The State and
Revolution (and some other writings
in the period just before and for a
period after the October Revolu-
tion), but then, even under Lenin,
the CRC document argues, there be-

gan a basic departure from this path’

(see paragraphs 2.1-6.6).

First, some “historical overview”
is required. Here we have to call
attention once more to the fact that
in the experience of the Soviet
Union (and of socialism generally so
far), it has not proved possible to
fully implement the policies adopted
in the Paris Commune - and, to a
large degree, in the very beginning
of the Soviet Republic — policies to
which Marx had attached decisive
importance. To focus on a key
aspect of this, it has not been possi-
ble to abolish the standing army as
an institution and to replace it with
the armed masses themselves. This
is largely owing to what has been
spoken to before: the fact that revo-
lutions leading to socialism have
taken place not in industrially devel-
oped capitalist countries where the
proletariat is the majority of the pop-
ulation (or at least is the largest
class), as Marx and Engels had fore-
seen, but in technologically backward
countries with large peasant popula-
tions where the proletariat is a small
minority; these revolutions have
occurred not in a number of countries
all at once, but more or less in one
country at a time (leaving aside the
experience of the Eastern European
countries in the aftermath of World
War 2, where there was some trans-
formation in aspects of social rela-
tions but there was never a real
socialist transformation of society);
and socialist states have existed in a
world still dominated by imperialism.

As for why it has not been possi-
ble so far — and is very unlikely to
be possible for some time into the
future — for socialist countries to
abolish the standing army and
replace it with the armed masses as a
whole, it can be summarized this
way: To do this will require an ad-
vancement in the transformation of
production relations (and social rela-
tions generally), as well as in the
development of the productive

forces, to the point where the masses
as a whole, and not just a small part
of them,‘can be organized and
trained in ‘military affairs on a level
that is really sufficient to deal not
only with “domestic” counter-
revolutionaries but beyond that the
armed forces of the remaining impe-
rialist powers and other reactionary
states. When that point is reached,
there will in fact no longer be a need
for a section of the masses — a spe-
cial body of armed people — who
specialize in and devote their main
activity to military affairs: the stand-
ing army can then be abolished and
replaced with the armed masses.
But, again, no socialist state that has
so far existed has achieved or even
come anywhere near that point.
Marx, in his writings on the Paris
Commune (and Lenin when he
wrote The State and Revolution be-
fore the October Revolution), did
not have this experience to sum up.
To a significant degree, while the
fundamental orientation in these
works concerning the dictatorship of
the proletariat must be upheld, many
particular aspects of their analysis
reflect an insufficient understanding

of the intensity, complexity, and

duration of the struggle to carry out
the communist transformation of
society — and the world — after the
dictatorship of the proletariat has
been established in one or a number
of countries. After all, the Paris
Commune only lasted two months
and only in parts — though very im-
portant parts — of France, and not in
the country as a whole.

To pighlight, in a somewhat pro-
vocative way, the historical limita-
tions ‘of the Paris Commune, it is
useful to repeat what I wrote in
Democracy: Can't We Do Better
Than That?;

“In this regard, the following
argument by James Miller concern-
ing Marx’s view of the Paris Com-
mune of 1871 is worth citing:

“‘the insurgents of 1871 were
remarkably like the Parisian insurg-
ents of 1792, 1830, and 1848: arti-
sans, journeymen, apprentices, inde-
pendent producers, professionals, and
only a few labourers in the new facto-
Ty industries. Though the Commune
of 1871 may be regarded as the last
efflorescence of the French popular
culture of politics Rousseau helped to
define three generations before, it is
f?r more difficult, particularly in the
light of modern historiography, to

find in it a harbinger of an interna-
tional proletarian revolution.” (Miller,
Rousseau, pp. 260-61)

“While Miller’s observations are
one-sided and his last sentence in
particular is wrong — it is Miller’s
bourgeois bias that makes it hard for
him to find in the 1871 Paris Com-
mune ‘a harbinger of an internation-
al proletarian revolution’ — neverthe-
less, his comments are not without
any validity. They do reflect the fact
that even this Paris Commune em-
bodied both elements of the old,
bourgeois revolution as well as of
the new, proletarian revolution and
that it could not, as such, serve as a
fully developed model of a proletari-
an state (especially one in the early
stages of the international’ proletari-
an revolution and’surrounded by

powerful bourgeois states).”
(Avakian, Democracy, pp. 38-39,
footnote 63)

We cannot take an idealist and
metaphysical approach of insisting
that reality must be bent to conform
to what was projected by Marx (and
Lenin, before the October Revo-
lution in particular) on the basis of
this very significant but also very
limited experience of the Paris
Commune. If we are going to do
that, we might as well insist that the
proletariat leap immediately from
capitalism to full-blown communism
and thereby avoid all the contradic-
tions involved in the socialist transi-
tion and the dictatorship of the pro-
letariat! What we should insist on is
evaluating the line and practice
guiding the states where such revo-
lutions have occurred to see whether
in fact they are consistent with the
fundamental orientation set forth by
Marx through his summation on the
Paris Commune — whether the lines,
policies, institutions, and ideas that
have characterized those societies
have overall led in the direction of
transforming society toward the abo-
lition of classes and, with them, the.
state (and the party). On the basis of
these criteria, we must once again
reaffirm “the traditional Marxist-
Leninist[-Maoist] interpretation” that
the Soviet Union under the leader-
ship of Lenin and Stalin, and China
under the leadership of Mao,
represented the: continuation of the
Paris Commune.

One other point must be addressed
here — another way in which the ex-
pectations of Lenin with-regard to
the character of the proletarian revo-



lution have not been fully borne out.
In the first year after the October
Revolution, Lenin wrote that:

“The misfortune of previous revo-
lutions was that the revolutionary
enthusiasm of the people, which sus-
tained them in their state of tension
and gave them the strength to sup-
press ruthlessly the elements of dis-
integration, did not last long. The
social, i.e., the class, reason for this
instability of the revolutionary
enthusiasm of the people'was the
weakness of the proletariat, which
alone is able (if it is sufficiently
numerous, class-conscious and dis-
ciplined) to win over to its side the
majority of the working and exploit-
ed people (the majority of the poor,
to speak more simply and popularly)
and retain power sufficiently long to
suppress completely all the
exploiters as well as all the elements
of disintegration.

“It was this historical experience
of all revolutions, it was this world-
historic — economic and political —
lesson that Marx summed up when
he gave his short, sharp, concise and
expressive formula: dictatorship of
the proletariat.” (“The Immediate
Tasks of the Soviet Government”,
LCW, vol. 27, pp. 264-65, emphasis
in original)

Here Lenin was contrasting a rev-
olution led by the proletariat with
carlier revolutions in which the pro-
letariat was not able to win leader-
ship and carry the struggle as far as
the overthrow of capitalism. But, in
certain significant aspects, what
Lenin says here — concerning the
difficulty of maintaining the revolu-
tionary enthusiasm of the masses —
has also proven to apply to the pro-
letarian revolution itself.

This is linked to what has been the
actual process of the proletarian rev-
olution so far in the world (dis-
cussed above) and the related fact
that the transition from capitalism to
communism has proven to be a
much more long-term, complex, and
tortuous process than had been pre-
viously envisioned, not only by
Marx and Engels but also by Lenin
himself before the October Revo-
lution and in the period immediately
afterward (it was in the early 1920s,
in the last few years of his life, that
Lenin more fully confronted the fact
that the Soviet Revolution would
very probably have to “go it alone”
for a period of time).

All this, in turn, is bound up with
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the fact that there is a wave-like
character to the class struggle under
socialism and in particular a wave-
like character to mass upsurges to
defend the dictatorship of the prole-
tariat and carry the revolution for-
ward under this dictatorship. To
return to Lenin’s statement about
maintaining the revolutionary ener-
gy and enthusiasm of the masses, the
point can be put this way: as it has
turned out, with the socialist transi-
tion period and the dictatorship of
the proletariat lasting much longer
than expected, and with the initial
socialist revolutions not being close-
ly followed by other revolutions in
more technologically advanced soci-
eties; with the socialist states contin-
uing to exist in a situation of being
encircled by imperialism — with all
of these factors that have been dis-
cussed, it is not realistic to expect
nor has it been the case that the
masses have been able to maintain a
high pitch and intensity of revolu-
tionary enthusiasm and energy on a
continual basis. In fact, the expecta-
tion that they could is contradicted
not only by experience but also by the
principles of dialectics.

It is because of, and as part of, this
contradictory nature of the whole
process of transition from capitalism
to communism, worldwide, that the
role of the masses as rulers of soci-
ety and owners of the means of
production under socialism is real
but is not absolute — it is relative and
sharply contradictory — and is both
expressed directly through their own
involvement in all spheres of society
and is mediated through a number of
instrumentalities, above all the state
and the vanguard party.

Once again, no formalistic ap-
proach - no insistence on formal
democracy as the essence of the
matter — can even seriously address,
let alone fésolve, this contradiction.
And to insist on such an approach is
in fact to act in accordance with the
principles of bourgeois democracy
and with the interests of the bour-
geoisie in attacking and undermin-

ing the dictatorship of the proletariat’

precisely on the basis that, because it
does not conform in every important

respect to the principles of formal .

democracy, it therefore represents a
negation of democracy, even for
those in whose name it is exercised.
Let’s turn to more particular
points on this. '
The document says: “This overall

programme for seizure of power was
implemented by the second All-
Russia Congress of Soviets of
Workers’ and Soldiers’ Deputies
held on October 25-26, 1917.”
(par. 5.2)

But, it is important to note, the
Bolsheviks did not wait for this
Congress to seize power — they initi-
ated the armed insurrection before
this Congress. As is recounted in the
History of the Communist Party of
the Soviet Union (Bolsheviks), this
All-Russia Congress of Soviets
opened “when the uprising in
Petrograd was already in the full
flush of victory and the power in the
capital [Petrograd] had actually
passed into the hands of the Petro-
grad Soviet”. (HCPSU, Moscow,
1939, Chapter Seven, part 6)
Trotsky, among others, opposed this,
standing on the formality that the
armed insurrection should be
declared by this All-Russia Con-
gress of Soviets. All this is linked
with the point made earlier (in the
summary of general conclusions)
about how the insistence on formal
democracy that marks the CRC doc-
ument would lead logically to
declaring the Bolshevik-led armed
insurrection to be a violation of
democracy and a failure to rely on
the masses, through their representa-
tive institutions, to carry out the
seizure of power. This is very much
in line with the arguments Trotsky
made at the time; and if such argu-
ments had been listened to, that
would very probably have killed the
armed insurrection, and then there

-never would have been an October

Revolution to argue about.

The CRC document allows that
the Bolshevik decision to withdraw
from the Constifuent Assembly “was
justifiable in the sense that the power
of the Soviets which had emerged
through revolution was really repre-
senting the political will of the vast
majority of the people”. And the doc-
ument seems to say it was justified
for the Constituent Assembly to then
be dissolved, through an act of the
Central Committee of the All-Russia
Soviet — an act taken on the initiative
of the Bolsheviks (see par. 5.4).

Note well: “was really represent-
ing the political will of the vast
majority of the people”. This is cor-
rect — and, as stressed before, this
also applied to the carrying out of
the armed insurrection, even though
that was not strictly done through
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the decision of the All-Russia Con-
gress of Soviets or with the formal
approval of the majority of the
masses, through their elected organs.
In fact this criterion — whetlier or not
something conforms™to the basic
interests but also to the “political
will” of the masses of people —is the
essence of the matter and far more
decisive than questions of formal
democracy. But it is precisely this
criterion that this document “for-
gets” — abandons and replaces with
criteria of formal democracy — in its
“re-examination” of the historical
experience of the dictatorship of the
proletariat — no, more, of “the whole
history of the communist movement
and the basic concepts we had held
aloft so far”. '

Then the document says: “But,
what was developing...[was that] the
new political system was gradually
coming under the control of the
communist party.” (par. 5.7) Here is
where the argument about “the ‘dic-
tatorship of the party” begins to
become more full-blown. The docu-
ment goes on to assert that:

“Lenin categorically declared the
role of the communist party thus:
‘After two and a half years of the
Soviet power we came out in the
Communist International and told
the world that the dictatorship of the
proletariat would not work except
through the Communist Party.” (p.
199, vol. 32, Collected Works) Now
the circle is complete. The practical
programme for establishing the dic-
tatorship of the proletariat which
started with the attractive slogan,
‘All power to the Soviets’ ended
with the reality that the dictatorship
of the proletariat was exercised
through the Communist Party, where
the Soviets became mere cogwheels
in the machine. Even though
Kautsky’s criticism was coming
from the angle of bourgeois parlia-
mentarism, the fact remains that in
the present day world situation,
when a qualitatively new political
system as envisaged in a genuine
dictatorship of the proletariat has not
emerged as a historical reality, it is
not the class, but its party that ac-
tually governs.” (par. 5.8)

Quite a few assertions, and distor-
tions, are made here, touching on
fundamental questions, so it is nec-
essary to go into them in some
depth. First, we cannot let pass the
seemingly innocent clause “Even
though Kautsky’s criticism was

coming from the angle of bourgeois
parliamentarism”. In fact the “even
though” here is just the point —
Kautsky’s objection to the dictator-
ship of the ‘proletariat as practised
under the leadership of the
Bolsheviks, from the time of Lenin
on, was completely bound up with
“bourgeois parliamentarism” — it
was precisely the standpoint of such
“parliamentarism” that caused
Kautsky to distort what this dictator-
ship of the proletariat was and to op-
pose it. And it is fundamentally the
same standpoint that informs (or
misinforms) the distortion and repu-
diation of the whole historical expe-
rience of the dictatorship of the pro-
letariat in this document. In fact, this
document is marked by Kautskyite
logic throughout, “even though” it
does not openly, fully, embrace
Kautsky.

This is reflected in the distorted
and tortured use of the quotes from
Lenin and Stalin in this section of
the CRC document. First, let’s look
at this document’s treatment of the
statements by Lenin on the essential
point that, as Lenin plainly puts it,
the dictatorship of the proletariat
will not work without the leading
role of the communist party.

In the very same work of Lenin’s
(and on the very same page) from
which the CRC document quotes,
Lenin makes clear that this does not
mean that the party exercises dicta-
torship instead of the proletariat, or
that the party is somehow separated
from the proletariat in the exercise of
this dictatorship. He makes clear that
it is the proletariat that exercises dic-
tatorship, but that it cannot do this
without the leadership of the party.
Again, on the very page cited, and
throughout this work (Lenin’s
speeches at the 10th Party Congress
in March 1921), Lenin stresses that it
is an anarchist and syndicalist tenden-
cy which cannot see the unity
between the leadership of the party
and the exercise of dictatorship by
the masses of proletarians; and that
accusations about party dictatorship
are arising in the context of and to a
considerable degree because of the
influence of the atmosphere of petit-
bourgeois disintegration that then
existed in the Soviet Republic as a
result of the long civil war and the
massive dislocations and economic
ruin that resulted from that war and in
Its wake (the class position and out-
look of many workers was being

undermined in these conditions;
masses of peasants were being
ruined; and the economic links be-
tween workers and peasants, city and
countryside, had not yet been firmly
re-established and recast along new
lines). This reply of Lenin to his crit-
ics at that time stands very well as the
answer to the authors of this CRC
document, some 70 years later.

As for the statement that “the
Soviets became mere cogwheels in
the machine”, apparently the authors
of this document think they have
made a profound point by adding the
word “mere” here. But, as Lenin
explains it, there is nothing “mere”
about it. He makes clear that while, on
the one hand, “the Party, shall we say,
absorbs the vanguard of the proletari-
at, and this vanguard exercises the dic-
tatorship of the proletariat”, at the
same time, the functions of govern-
ment “have to be performed through
the medium of special institutions
which are also of a new type, namely,
the Soviets”. (“The Trade Unions, the
Present Situation and Trotsky’s
Mistakes”, LCW, vol. 32, p. 20) The
authors of this document actually
quote this statement from Lenin, but
they do not grasp its significance —
apparently they are so put off by the
use of the metaphor “cogwheels” that
to them it is of little importance that
Lenin says that the Soviets perform
the functions of government and that
these Soviets are “special institutions”
and are “of a new type” (note: they are
not the same old institutions of bour-
geois society but represent a radically
new form of state power and are per-
forming the functions of government).
How, and with what outlook, is it pos-
sible to miss the historic significance
of this?

Yes, Lenin does frankly discuss
the fact that “in all capitalist coun-
tries (and not only over here, in one
of the most backward) the proletariat
is still so divided, so degraded, and
so corrupted in parts (by imperialism
in some countries) that an organisa-
tion taking in the whole proletariat
[here Lenin is referring to the trade
unions in particular] cannot directly
exercise proletarian dictatorship. It
can be exercised only by a vanguard
that has absorbed the revolutionary
energy of the class.” (ibid, p. 21)
And then Lenin goes on to make the
infamous ‘statement that, “The whole
is like an arrangement of cog-
wheels”, and, “It cannot work with-
out a number of ‘transmission belts’



running from the vanguard to the
mass of the advanced class, and
from the latter to the mass of the
working people.” (ibid)

One can only ask here: what is
wrong with this? Where, in any of
this, is there the notion that the party
exercises the dictatorship of the pro-
letariat and the functions of govern-
ment in place of the masses? The
only objection that can be raised -
and the one that is in fact being
raised in this CRC document - is
that Lenin insists on the leading role
of the party. You may object to that
if you wish — and certainly the bour-
geoisie, and various Mensheviks,
social-democrats and so on, from the
time of Lenin on down, have strenu-
ously objected to it — but anyone
claiming to be a communist and to
uphold the dictatorship of the prole-
tariat in principle must show how
the masses can in fact exercise the
dictatorship of the proletariat and
prevent the restoration of capitalism
without the leading role of the party
that is, without the institutionalized
leading role of the party. The one is
the same as the other: recognizing
this leading role in words while
insisting it not be an institutional-
ized leading role amounts in reality
to the same thing as negating this
leading role altogether. We shall see
how this CRC document aims to
show precisely that the masses
would be better off without the
(institutionalized) leading role of the
party under socialism, and how the
document fails miserably — as it
must — to show this.

To put this whole question of the
role of the Soviets (and other mass
organizations) in relation to the
Communist Party in broader, and
more historical, perspective, it is
necessary to “demystify” this whole
thing a bit. In the first place,
although in a real and profound
sense the Soviets were the creation
of the masses, this was never a ques-
tion of some “pure” or purely “spon-
taneous” creation of the masses. The
Soviets were the product of the class
struggle, in which the masses were
influenced by a number of different
political forces, including the
Bolsheviks and also the Mensheviks
and a number of others. And within
the Soviets, from their inception,
there was continual and often fierce
struggle between representatives of
different trends, ultimately repre-
senting different class interests.
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A concentrated focus of this strug-
gle was the question of what, after
all, was the political role of the
Soviets and what process they were
to be part of. To put it simply, the
Bolsheviks saw in the Soviets a
means for the masses to be organ-
ized for the overthrow of the old
order, the smashing of the old state
machinery and the exercise of the
dictatorship of the proletariat; the
Mensheviks and others rejected and
resisted this — their view of the
Soviets flowed from their petit-bour-
geois outlook — and when and to the
degree that they led or influenced
the Soviets, this was in the direction
of turning them into mass organiza-
tions oriented toward social-demo-
cratic -and/or anarchist programs, in
opposition to the seizure and exer-
cise of state power by the proletariat.
Struggle over these fundamental dif-
ferences went on within the Soviets
before and right up to the October
insurrection; and it went on, in dif-
ferent forms, after power was seized.

It is true that, not long after the
seizure of power, Lenin recognized
the need for an adjustment in the
role of the Soviets and the relation
of the Party to them, which is
reflected in the statements by Lenin
that the CRC document cites. But
this has to be understood in the con-
text of the concrete events of the
time as well as in a larger historical
perspective. As noted earlier, this
was a situation of desperate civil
war and then, even with victory in
that war, of massive disruption, dis-
location, and disintegration, eco-
nomically and politically. In these
circumstances, many of the most
advanced elements within the
Soviets had volunteered to become
leaders and commissars of a Red
Army that had to be created, almost

literally, overnight and hurled into -

decisive battle. Others were mobil-
ized on different but also decisive
fronts of struggle: on trouble-shoot-
ing missions where crises of various
kinds had erupted; to help in the sup-
pression of counterrevolutionaries; to
help staff the food administration,
factory management, etc.; and {0 join
and build up the Party.

The fact is that, by the end of the
civil war, tens of thousands of work-
ers, soldiers, and sailors held respon-
sible administrative positions (and
this policy of absorbing advanced
masses into the govemning apparatus
would continue with the collec-

tivization and industrialization
drives later, under Stalin’s leader-
ship). But it was also a fact that, as a
result of all this, many of the best
and most far-sighted leaders of the
proletariat were enlisted not in the
Soviets but in other institutions.
And, along with this, there was a
shift in the relative weight of the
Soviets, as compared to these other
institutions, including especially the
Party, in the actual administration of
society and the overall exercise of
the dictatorship of the proletariat.

This is what Lenin is speaking to
with his much-maligned analogy
about cogwheels, conveyor belts,
and so on, and his more general
statement about the leading role of
the party in the exercise of the dicta-
torship of the proletariat: Lenin is
summing up, from the actual experi-
ence of that crucial period, that it is
not possible to-exercise this dictator-
ship simply through the Soviets or
without systematic (institution-
alized) party leadership of the
Soviets (and other institutions and
mass organizations). But he is not
saying that the Soviets will no
longer play a decisive role — he
makes clear that they will continue
to be relied on to perform the func-
tions- of government. He is not say-
ing the party can replace the Soviets
(or those other institutions and mass
organizations) in the exercise of the
dictatorship of the proletariat. He is
not saying the leaders, rather than
the masses, are decisive in the exer-
cise of this dictatorship.4

Here it seems important to speak
to another practice of the Paris
Commune that Marx identified as a
matter of decisive importance: the
“replaceability” or “revocability” of
leaders. Once again the historical
experience of the dictatorship of the
proletariat has shown that it has not
been possible to apply this principle
in the strict sense in which Marx
spoke of it, drawing from the Paris
Commune, where officials were
elected by the masses and subject to

4. The role of the Soviets, and revo-
lutionary institutions and mass
organizations more generally, in rela-
tion to the larger, more long-term pro-
cess of socialist transformation of
society is a véry important and com-
plex question. It is a question I will
return to later, in answering further
arguments in the CRC document about
how the Soviets were “relegated to the
background”.
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recall by them at any time.

It must be said straight-up that it
does not get to the essence of things
if the masses have the formal right
to replace leaders, When the social
conditions (conttadictions) are such
that some people are less “replace-
able” than others. To give an ex-
treme example, if the masses in
socialist China had had the right to
vote Mao out of office, and if they
had exercised that right foolishly
and voted him out, they would have
been confronted with the stark fact
that there wouldn’t have been anoth-
er Mao to take his place. In reality,
they would find themselves in a situ-
ation where someone would have to
play a role which, from a formal
standpoint, would be the same as
that of Mao; that is, someone would
have to occupy leading positions
like that, and the division of labour
in society — in particular between
mental and manual labour — would
mean that only a small section of
people would then be capable of
playing such a role. Voting Mao out
of office would only mean that
somebody less qualified — or, even
worse, someone representing the
bourgeoisie instead of the proletariat
— would be playing that leadership
role. You can’t get around this, and
adhering to the strictures of formal
democracy would be no help at all.’

This, of course, does not mean
that the division between masses
and leaders should be made into an
absolute, rather than being restricted
and finally overcome; nor still less
does it mean that the leaders and not
the masses should be seen as the real
masters of socialist society. In revo-
lutionary China great emphasis was
given to the role of the masses in
criticizing and in an overall sense
supervising the leaders. And this
found expression on a whole new
level through the Cultural Revolu-
tion, which, Mao stressed, repre-
sented something radically new — “a
form, a method, to arouse the broad
masses to expose our dark aspect
openly, in an all-round way and

from below”. (Mao, cited in Report

‘to the Ninth National Congress of

the Communist Party of China,
Peking: Foreign Languages Press
[FLP], p. 27) Yet, as important and
pathbreaking as this was, the fact
remains that throughout the socialist
transition there will not only be the
need for leaders — and an objective

" contradiction between leaders and

led — but there will be the possibility
for this to be transformed into rela-
tions of exploitation and oppression.

Given the contradictions that char-
acterize the transition from capital-
ism to communism, worldwide, if
the party did not play the leading
role that it has within the proletarian
state, that role would be played by
other organized groups — bourgeois
cliques — and soon enough the state
would no longer be proletarian, but
bourgeois. It must be said bluntly
that, from the point of view of the
proletariat, the problem with the rul-
ing parties in the revisionist coun-
tries is not that they have had a
“monopoly” of political power but
that they have exercised that politi-
cal power to restore and maintain
capitalism. The problem is that they
are not revolutionary, not really
communist — and therefore they do
not rely on and mobilize the masses
to exercise the dictatorship of the
proletariat, and to continue the revo-
lution under this dictatorship.

As spoken to above, through the
Cultural Revolution in China new
means and methods were developed
for attacking the differences and
inequalities left over from the old
society — means and methods for re-
stricting bourgeois right to the great-
est degree possible at any given time
in accordance with the material and
ideological conditions. Yet it will
remain a fundamental contradiction
throughout the socialist transition
period that there are these underly-
ing differences and inequalities and
their expression in bourgeois right,
which constitute the material basis
for classes, class struggle -and the
danger of capitalist restoration. This

5. As a matter of fact, the members of
the Chinese Communist Party, number-
ing in the millions and millions and
including a very large percentage of
workers and peasants, did have this for-
mal right to vote Mao out of office. To
be precise, they had the right to elect
delegates to a Party Congress and these

delegates, who elected the Party Central -

Committee, had the formal right to
refuse to elect Mao to that Central
Committee. That they did not do this
and why they did not do this is a further
illustration, from a number of angles, of
the basic point here: not form but social
(class) content, rooted in underlying
material contradictions, is the essence of
the matter.

is a problem that cannot even be
fundamentally addressed, let alone
solved, by a formalistic approach. It
has to be addressed through waging
class struggle under the leadership
of revolutionary communists — mak-
ing this the key link — and in no oth-
er way. And this is exactly how it was
approached under Mao’s leadership.
Specifically with regard to income
distribution, through the Great
Proletarian Cultural Revolution a
basic orientation and, flowing from
it, concrete policies were adopted to
gradually narrow wage differentials
— in accordance with the develop-
ment of common affluence and
mainly by raising the bottom levels
up. As an important part of this,
there was an orientation of keeping
the difference ih pay between gov-
ernment officials and ordinary work-
ers as little as possible — the fun-
damental spirit of the Paris Com-
mune on this was proclaimed and
upheld in practice — although such
pay differences still existed and were
viewed as something that had to be
further reduced. But, once again, as
important as it was to apply such

principles, in correspondence with

the actual conditions at any given
time, this could not change the essen-
tial fact that, for a long historical
period, there will persist differences
and inequalities in socialist society
which contain within them the poten-
tial to develop into class antagonism
if a proletarian line is not in com-
mand in dealing with them.

The Exercise of Power in
Socialist Society:
Leadership, the Masses and
Proletarian Dictatorship

With this in mind, let’s return to
the question of the “dictatorship of
the party”. The CRC document goes
on to say that, “The position taken by
Lenin in relation to the party and the
dictatorship of the proletariat is not
very different from the position Stalin
adopted and implemented.” (par. 5.9)
This is essentially true — although this
involves sharp contradiction, it is true
in its principal aspect that Stalin
upheld and applied Leninist principle
in leading the dictatorship of the pro-
letariat in the Soviet Union — and this
is to the credit of Stalin. But to cast
Stalin, and Lenin, in a bad light and
buttress its accusations against “the
dictatorship of the party”, the docu-
ment says that, “Stalin argued that the



dictatorship of the proletariat is ‘in
essence’ the dictatorship of the party.
And in exercising this dictatorship,
the party uses the Soviets as mere
transition belts like the trade unions,
Youth league, etc.” (par. 5.9)

It is remarkable how the CRC do-
cument quotes this one phrase from
Stalin, but it does not quote what he
says, at great length, before and after
it. First, here is the immediate con-
text in which Stalin uses this phrase:

“The highest expression of the
leading role of the Party, here, in the
Soviet Union, in the land of the dic-
tatorship of the proletariat, for
example, is the fact that not a single
important political or organizational
question is decided by our Soviet
and other mass organizations with-
out guiding directives from the
Party. In this sense it could be said
that the dictatorship of the prole-
tariat is, in essence, the ‘dictator-
ship’ of its vanguard, the ‘dictator-
ship’ of its Party, as the main guid-
ing force of the proletariat.” (J. V.
Stalin, “Concerning Questions of
Leninism”, part V, in Problems of
Leninism [POL], Peking: FLP, p.

- 184, emphasis in original)

Stalin then goes on to discuss, for
literally page, after page, after page,
how this must not be taken to mean
that “a sign of equality can be put
between the dictatorship of the pro-
letariat and the leading role of the
Party (the ‘dictatorship’ of the
Party), that the former can be identi-
fied with the latter, that the latter
[the Party] can be substituted for the
former [the proletariat]”. (ibid,
emphasis in original) He explicitly
argues that, “To say ‘in essence’
does not mean ‘wholly’” (ibid, p.
185), and he discusses in some detail
why this is so. He not only polemi-
cizes at length against a line of
attempting to substitute the Party for
the masses in the exercise of this dic-
tatorship but specifically says that,
“whoever identifies the leading role
of the Party with the dictatorship of
the proletariat substitutes the Party for
the Soviets, i.e., for the state power”.
(ibid, p. 189, emphasis added)

Stalin stresses the importance of
applying the mass line. He insists

- that the Party must maintain correct
“mutual relations” with the masses,
relations of “mutual confidence”,
and this means “that the Party must
closely heed the voice of the masses;
that it must pay careful attention to
the revolutionary instinct of the
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masses; that it must study the prac-
tice of the struggle of the masses and
on this basis test the correctness of
its own policy; that, consequently, it
must not only teach the masses, but
also learn from them”. (ibid, pp.
190-91) He wams against any ten-
dency to turn the leading role of the
party into a dictatorship over the
masses and emphatically states:
“Can the Party’s leadership be
imposed on the class by force? No,
it cannot. At all events, such a lead-
ership cannot be at all durable. If the
Party wants to remain the party of
the proletariat it must know that it is,
primarily and principally, the guide,
the leader, the teacher of the work-
ing class.... Can one consider the
Party as the real léader of the class if
its policy is wrong, if its policy
comes into collision with the inter-
ests of the class? Of course not. In
such cases the Party, if it wants to
remain the leader, must reconsider
its policy, must correct its policy,

must acknowledge its mistake and-

correct it.” (ibid, pp. 196-7, empha-
sis in original)

And so on — once again for page,
after page, after page, Stalin elabor-
ates these decisive points in opposi-
tion to the notion that the Party can

substitute for the masses in the exer- -

cise of the dictatorship of the prole-
tariat or even exercise dictatorship
against the will and interests of the
masses, by imposing its leadership
on them through force.

But none of this is dealt with in
this CRC document, which quotes
the “in essence” phrase, adds a state-
ment about how Stalin said the
Soviets were used by the Party “as
mere transmission belts” and leaves
it at that. It is difficult to believe that
the authors of this document did not
even bother to read the whole pas-
sage in question — and still more. dif-
ficult to believe that, if they did,
they willfully chose to ignore all that
Stalin goes on to say about this
question. But, once again, these are
the typical methods of those who
oppose the historical experience of
the dictatorship of the proletariat
from the standpoint of bourgeois
democracy — even of a radical or
“socialist” variety — these are the
methods one is forced to adopt once
one repudiates “the basic concepts
we had held aloft so far” and suc-
cumbs instead to bourgeois logic.

It could be argued that, even with
everything Stalin says about this

question, along the lines I have cited
here, still the formulation that the
dictatorship of the proletariat is “in
essence” the dictatorship of the party
is a rather unfortunate one. There is,
I believe, some truth to this: iron-
ically, this formulation itself can be
interpreted as cutting against the
very relationship that Stalin was
insisting on — the relationship in
which the masses exercise the dicta-
torship of the proletariat under the
leadership of the party. It could be
further argued that this formulation
can reflect, or at least encourage, a
tendency toward not relying on the
masses, toward a “top-down” orien-
tation. And, especially in light of
experience — positive as well as neg-
ative — since that time, it must be said
that there is some truth to this as well.
Such a tendency did become rather
pronounced in Stalin. This, however,
was not a straight-line process but
one in which a more correct orienta-
tion on Stalin’s part was, in certain
significant aspects, turned into its
opposite, as Mao pointed out.

But the CRC document treats this
as if, from the start, Stalin had an
orientation of not relying on the
masses; as if, following in Lenin’s
footsteps, Stalin was advocating and
carrying out a line of replacing the
dictatorship of the masses with the
dictatorship of the party. In fact, this
is a line Lenin firmly opposed; it is a
line Stalin rejected — explicitly,
emphatically, and with extensive
argumentation — in the very work the
CRC document cites. In that work
Stalin, following Lenin, puts for-
ward the correct, dialectical view of
the relation between the party and
the masses, a relation in which the
party is the leading force and the
masses arethe motive force.

The CRC document takes off from

its distorted use of Stalin’s “in_

essence” statement to draw this con-
clusion:

“From this position, the nature
and course of development of the
bureaucratisation process and the
emergence of new classes can easily
be traced. Under such a political
structure, the absence of a conscious
policy to restrict bourgeois right and
the increasing reliance on material
incentive for promoting production
laid the economic foundation for
bureaucratic capitalism. And when
we reach the stage of Mao’s finding
that under the dictatorship of the pro-
letariat the bourgeoisie emerges with-

£1/266L NIM OL GTHOM vV



A WORLD TO WIN 1992/17

in the party itself, the picture
becomes complete.” (par. 5.9,
emphasis added) ;

This is opposed to the analysis
Lenin made of the basis-for “the
emergence of new classes”, and in
particular the bourgeoisie, under the
dictatorship of the proletariat. Lenin
pointed to Soviet government em-
ployees and the strata of intellectual
workers in general, as well as to the
persistence of small-scale production,
as main sources of a new bour-
geoiste; but his analysis was rooted in
a materialist estimate of the social
and class contradictions remaining in
socialist society — it did not look for
the source or origins of the new bour-
geoisie in “the bureaucracy” as such.
Lenin was right — on the right track —
the CRC document is completely off.

As noted earlier, Mao developed
Lenin’s beginning analysis of this
problem more fully, into a compre-
hensive line. The CRC document
puts forward an “inversion” of this
line — and of reality. It does not pro-
ceed from the underlying contradic-
tions in the economic base (the
remaining differences and inequali-
ties, the persistence of commodity

.relations, etc.) — in the context of the

international situation — and then
examine the superstructure (in par-
ticular the governing institutions and
ideas) in that light, but in fact pro-
ceeds from a distorted analysis of
contradictions in the superstructure
and superimposes this on the eco-
nomic base. It reverses the relation
of politics and economics, the rela-
tion between the superstructure and
the economic base. It may seem
superficially similar to the Maoist
analysis but is actually the opposite
of it: it is idealist while the Maoist
method is materialist. It makes
bureaucratic deviations — some real,
many invented in this document —
the basis for, or the essential factor
in creating, the “economic founda-
tion” of “bureaucratic capitalism”,

This idealist viewpoint on the
basis for the engendering of the new
bourgeoisie in socialist society and
the danger of capitalist restoration is
repeated a number of times in the
CRC document, including in the re-
markable assertion that:

“he [Lenin] comes to the solution
of replacing dictatorship of the bour-
geoisie by the dictatorship of the
proletariat by simply reversing the
dictatorship of the minority over the
majority into a dictatorship of the

majority over the minority. Hence
no qualitative break with the old
structure is required. Ultimately, the
old structure which concentrates
political power in the hands of the
state leadership, leads to the emer-
gence and strengthening of a new
ruling class from among the work-
ing class and the ranks and leader-
ship of its party itself.” (par. 9.2,
emphasis added)

Here it can be seen even more
clearly how the CRC document
treats the superstructure — actually a
distorted view of the superstructure
in socialist society — as the decisive
element in “the emergence and
strengthening of a new ruling class”.

Mao rejected the mechanical
materialist “theory of productive
forces”, which sees the productive
forces and the economic base of
society as determinant in some kind
of absolute way — which does not
recognize the dynamic role of the
superstructure in reacting back upon
the economic base nor the role of
revolution in the superstructure and
the relations of production in un-
leashing and developing the produc-
tive forces. But Mao opposed this
mechanical materialism with dialec-
tical materialism — not with
idealismé — not with a line that
denies the ultimately decisive role of
material reality and specifically of
the economic base in relation to the
superstructure in society. The CRC
document, however, under the bal}—
ner of opposing “the economic
reductionist position” (par. 7.4),
misconstrues Mao’s line and in fact
denies the decisive role of eco-
nomics in relation to politics (and
we shall-also see later how the CRC
document further repudiates Marxist
materialism in the name of rejecting
“class reductionism™).

Again, the Maoist line identifies
the essential material basis for capi-
talist restoration as residing in the
remaining contradictions in the
social relations, above all the pro-

6. In fact, the “theory of productive
forces” (and mechanical materialism
generally) is ultimately idealist itself. It
metaphysically separates matter from
consciousness. It does not grasp the way
in which (as Mao put it) matter can be
transformed into consciousness and con-
sciousness into matter. Thus, it does not
correctly grasp the material foundation
of all ideas, nor does it grasp how ideas
can be transformed into a tremendous
material force.

duction relations, within socialist
society, as well as the international
relations. It focuses on the super-
structure fundamentally in relation to
these contradictions. The line of this
CRC document makes such contra-
dictions in the economic base a sec-
ondary matter, subordinate to the sup-
posedly decisive element: the exis-
tence of “such a political structure”,
i.e., a dictatorship of the proletariat
which is not based on formal democ-

Next let’s turn to the discussion in
the CRC document about the struggle
between Trotsky and Stalin and how
Trotsky’s criticisms failed to “answer
any of the basic questions faced by
the dictatorship of the proletariat™ but
incidentally — and it is treated as inci-
dentally — Stalin was/right in the
“major controversy” with Trotsky
about the possibility of building
socialism in one country. (See par.
5.10)

But how could Stalin have been
correct — how could he have led in
the building of socialism in the
Soviet Union - if he was responsible
(more than anyone else) for impos-
ing a dictatorship of the party over
the masses? What kind of socialism
can_be built under such a dictator-
ship? Or perhaps there never was
any socialist society established in
the Soviet Union? Or in China
either, following the same logic.
Then what was the economic base of
these countries? Capitalist all along?
Or something else — in which case
you end up with the same basic anal-
ysis of Trotsky after all.

Once again, this whole line of
argument metaphysically treats the
relation of economics and politics,
the base and the superstructure, al-
though there is a certain “consist-
ency” to it: if this line were applied,
it would lead to both the economic
base and the superstructure being
dominated by the bourgeoisie. Per-
haps ironically, this line seeks to
replace the basic revisionist formula
- state ownership plus the institu-
tionalized leading role of the party
guaranteés or equals socialism -
with the formula: mass democracy,
on the strict Paris Commune model,
plus the “traditional Marxist-
Leninist” approach to socialist econ-
omics, is.the basis for preventing
capitalist restoration. Neither of
these formulas is “better” than the
other - they are both wrong. -

For all the reasons that have been

¢

A



previously discussed, the abandon-
ment of the institutionalized leading
role of the party will lead to capitalist
restoration just as much as the insis-
tence that this institutionalized lead-
ing role will in and of itself guarantee
against capitalist restoration, regard-
less of the line of the party in relation
to the actual material contradictions
faced by the dictatorship of the prole-
tariat, both within the particular
country and intemationally. Here it is
important to recall what was said ear-
lier: if the party does not play such an
institutionalized leading role, some
other force will, in fact bourgeois
cliques, and they will institutionalize
the rule of the bourgeoisie. This is
owing to the underlying contradic-
tions of socialist society, and under
these kinds of conditions it is not pos-
sible for the formal structures of the
Paris Commune to be implemented in
every detail, and if they are, as Mao
said, it will make too much room for
the bourgeoisie, which will come to
dominate them and dominate all of
society.

Let’s move on to this document’s
summation of what it calls Rosa
Luxemburg’s “piercing criticism” of
the dictatorship of the proletariat in
the Soviet Union (see section 6).
According to Luxemburg, the Bol-
sheviks were fundamentally wrong,
because like Kautsky, they *“‘oppose
dictatorship to democracy’”. And,
argues Luxemburg, the Bolshevik
position is “‘far removed from a
genuine socialist policy’” - she actu-
ally says that the Bolsheviks
*“‘decide in favour of dictatorship in
contradistinction to democracy, and
thereby in favour of dictatorship of a
handful of persons, that is, in favour
of dictatorship on the bourgeois
model’”. (Luxemburg, as cited in the
CRC document, par. 6.1, from Rosa
Luxemburg Speaks, New York,
1970, p. 393, emphasis added) This
is yet again the “classical outlook”
of the petit bourgeois who stands
midway between the bourgeois and
the proletarian and recognizes in the
dictatorship of both a subordination
of petit-bourgeois interest to the
interests of the ruling class, but who
does not readily recognize the fun-
damental difference between these
two dictatorships.

The CRC document continues
with its presentation of Luxemburg’s
“piercing criticism” as follows:

“She observed that, the model of
dictatorship of the proletariat esta-
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blished under the leadership of
Lenin and Trotsky: sic], after the
October Revolution, was actually
trying to eliminate democracy as
such, in the name of ‘the cumber-
some nature of democratic electoral
bodies’.... ‘To be sure every demo-
cratic institution has its limits and
shortcomings, things which it doubt-
less shares with all other human
institutions. But the remedy which
Trotsky and Lenin have found, the
elimination of democracy as such, is
worse than the disease it is supposed
to cure: for it stops up the very liv-
ing source from which alone can
come the correction of all the innate
shortcomings of social institutions.
That source is the active, untram-
meled energetic political life of the
broadest masses of the people.’...
Opposing Lenin’s claim that the
Soviet system of proletarian democ-
racy is a million times better than
bourgeois democracy, she [Luxem-
burg] evaluated the situation under
the dictatorship of the proletariat
practised by Bolsheviks thus: ‘In
place of the representative bodies
created by general popular elections,
Lenin and Trotsky have laid down
the Soviets as the only true represen-
tation of the labouring masses. But
with the repression of political life
in the land as a whole, life in the
Soviets must also become more and
more crippled. Without general elec-
tions, without unrestricted freedom
of press and assembly, without a free
struggle of opinion, life dies out in
every public institution, becomes a
mere semblance of life, in which
only the bureaucracy remains as the
active element. Public life gradually
falls-asleep, a few dozen party lead-
ers of inexhaustible energy and
boundless experience direct and
rule.’” (par. 6.2, 6.4.; the citation in
the CRC document for the state-
ments by Rdsa Luxemburg is: Rosa
Luxemburg Speaks, pp. 387, 391)
This is a social-democratic line
which - despite Luxemburg’s at-
tempt to distinguish her position
from bourgeois democracy — per-
fectly exposes the fact that such a
position conforms to the bourgeois-
democratic outlook. The masses of
people in the Soviet Union, at that
time especially — the early years of
the Soviet Republic — were certainly
energetically, actively, and con-
sciously involved in political life, on
a broader and deeper scalé than any-
thing history had witnessed up to

that time. And Luxemburg’s argu-
ment is in no way a refutation of
Lenin’s assessment that the dictator-
ship of the proletariat, as it was
practised in the Soviet Republic,
was “a million times more demo-
cratic” — for the masses of people —
than any bourgeois-democratic state.
To argue otherwise, as Luxemburg
does, and to declare that the
Bolsheviks were seeking to stifle the
political activism of the masses and
to eliminate “democracy as such”,
betrays an outlook that identifies the
political activism of the masses with
the strictures of bourgeois-democrat-
ic formalism and identifies “democ-
racy as such” with democracy as
practised according to bourgeois-
democratic principles. And this is
precisely what Luxemburg does with
her emphasis on “representative bod-
ies created by general popular elec-
tions” — in opposition, let it be noted,
to “the Soviets as the only true repre-
sentation of the labouring masses” —-
and her calls for “unrestricted” free-
dom of press and assembly.

The CRC document even goes so
far as to say that, “The basic defect
of the Soviet system” — note well:
the “basic defect” — “is exposed by
Rosa in this way: ‘Freedom only for
the supporters of the government,
only for the members of one party,
however, numerous they may be - is
no freedom at all. Freedom is always
and exclusively freedom for one who
thinks differently.”” (par. 6.3., citing
Rosa Luxemburg Speaks, pp. 389-90)

First, it is distortion and slander to
say that there was freedom only for
those who supported the govemment
and the Bolsheviks, It is true — and it
is right — that counterrevolutionary
forces were suppressed, particularly
when they rose in arms against the
Soviet government. There was, for

-example, the famous incident of the

Kronstadt rebellion in which, as
Lenin frankly acknowledged, there
were masses involved; but, as he put
it, before long the intrigues of the
old whiteguard generals (that is, the
old generals of the counterrevolu-
tionary army that had waged the
civil war against the proletarian
regime) came out into the open in
relation to the Kronstadt events, as
did the imperialist connections of
these whiteguard generals. It became
clear that the Kronstadt revolt repre-
sented an attempt to overthrow the
proletarian regime and restore the old
order. So, naturally and correctly,
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people participating in sucl-l

reactionary revolts were suppressed. -

(See “Tenth Congress of the R.C.P.
(B.), March 8-16, 1921”, part 2,
“Report on the Political Work of the
Central Committee of the R.C.P.(B.),
March 87, LCW, vol. 32, pp. 183-85)

But there was plenty of criticism
raised, and “allowed”, of the govern-
ment and the Party. This is very
clear, among other things, in reading
Lenin’s writings and speeches from
these years of the new Soviet
Republic. Lenin talks openly about
how they are existing in a petit-
bourgeois atmosphere, and that they
have to learn how to find some form
of accommodation with the petit-
bourgeois strata, particularly among
the peasantry, without compromis-
ing away the basic interests of the
proletariat. He discusses the whole
problem in historical terms — how
you can expropriate and crush the
resistance of the big bourgeoisie and
landlords relatively quickly once
you’ve seized power, but you have
to carry out a policy of long-term
co-existence and struggle with all
the small-scale producers and gener-
ally with the petite bourgeoisie — as
he puts it, you have to both live with
and transform the petite bourgeoisie,
in its material conditions and in its
outlook, as part of advancing toward
the elimination of class distinctions
(such a discussion can be found, for
example, in Left Wing Communism,
An Infantile Disorder, which was
written in the first few years of the
Soviet Republic). So Lenin’s writ-
ings and speeches from those years
— including, incidentally, some that
are quoted, in a distorted way, in this
CRC document itself — make very
clear what Lenin’s basic approach
was, and that his was not an orienta-
tion that anyone who raised criti-
cism of the government and the
Bolsheviks should be suppressed
and denied political rights.

Instead of seriously grappling
with what Lenin has to say about
these difficult contradictions, the
CRC document looks to Rosa
Luxemburg’s misguided criticisms
for guidance. Much of what is mis-
taken about these criticisms, and
their underlying orientation, is
revealed in the statement by Luxem-
burg that freedom is “always and
exclusively freedom for one who
thinks differently”. This, of course,
is linked to Luxemburg’s call for
“unrestricted” freedom of press and

assembly, etc. And this is in line
with classical bourgeois democracy,
which identifies freedom with the
rights of the minority against “the
tyraniny of the majority”. For exam-
ple, this is_very similar to the formu-
lations of people like John Stuart Mill
and Alexis de Tocqueville in their
writings on democracy and on indi-
vidual liberty. In response to this, the
question must be posed: who is it
that, under the dictatorship of the pro-
letariat, “thinks differently” most of
all - if not the bourgeoisie and
counterrevolutionaries? I am not
being facetious: the “logical conclu-
sion of the logic” of Luxemburg here
is that they, above all, should be
granted freedom, full political rights.
And then where is the dictatorship of
the proletariat??

It is very instructive to contrast
Rosa Luxemburg’s statements on
what freedom is, “always and exclus-
ively”, with the profound statements
of Mao Tsetung on what constitutes
the freedom, or the fundamental
rights, of the labouring people in a
socialist society: the right to control
society, the right to be masters of the
economy, the right to control and
suppress the antagonistic forces that
are trying to restore capitalism, the

Tight to exercise their rule in all

spheres of the superstructure.

‘Everything flows from this freedom,

or these fundamental rights, as dis-
cussed by Mao. This represents
something much more profound and
correct than Luxemburg’s definition
of freedom - in fact it is the opposite
of Luxemburg’s democratic formal-
ism - it speaks to the essence of the
matter:

“Who is in control of the organs
[of power] and enterprises bears
tremendously on the issue of guaran-
teeing the people’s rights. If Marxist-
Leninists are in control, the rights of
the vast majority will be guaranteed.
If rightists or right opportunists are in
control, these organs and enterprises

may change qualitatively, and the
people’s rights with respect to them
cannot be guaranteed. In sum, the
people must have the right to manage
the superstructure.” (Mao, A Critique
of Soviet Economics, New York:
Monthly Review, 1977, p. 61, em-
phasis added) - '

Here Mao, like Lenin before him,
puts forward the correct, the mate-
rialist and dialectical, view of the
relationship between the exercise by
the masses of the dictatorship of the
proletariat and the leadership of their
communist vanguard.

Let’s move on to the next point
that needs to be addressed in this
CRC document: “But in spite of all
these major breakthroughs, it can be
seen now, that the New Democratic
Peoples Dictatorship established
immediately after the completion of
revolution in China or the dictator-
ship of the proletariat which fol-
lowed, did not mark any significant
advancement from the basic frame-
work developed by Lenin and
Stlin.” (par. 7.2) '

To this, considering the spirit and
thrust of the CRC document, one
can only respond: “Thank god!” By
now it should be clear that the “sig-
nificant advancement” the authors of
this document find lacking is in fact
the abandonment of the dictatorship
of the proletariat and the adoption in
its place of models based on the
“piercing criticism” of people like
Luxemburg and her exposure of the
“basic defect of the Soviet system”
in its departure from bourgeois-
democratic formalism.

So let’s move on to another form-
ulation in this document: .

“The basic problems faced by the
Soviet Union under Lenin and
Stalin, namely, the lack of a political
system in which the people can
directly participate and assert their
political will, socialisation of means
of production leading to centralisa-
tion and the accompanying bureau-

7. It is important to note the attitude of
Lenin toward Luxemburg, with whom
he had many serious disagreements over
a number of years, both before and after
the October Revolution. While making
many sharp criticisms of Luxemburg's
positions and methodology, Lenin strug-
gled with her as a comrade within the
revolutionary camp. This CRC docu-
ment itself states that Luxemburg was in
prison when she made some of her criti-
cisms of the new Soviet government,
and that, “after coming out of prison and

getting direct information about the situ-
ation in Russia she withdrew some of
the criticisms, and kept silent on some
others. She realised the difficulty in
allowing unlimited freedom to the ene-
mies.” (par. 6.6) But, unfortunately, the
CRC document still insists on upholding
Luxemburg’s criticisms, specifically on
the question of democracy under the dic-
tatorship of the proletariat, and makes
them an integral part of its overall attack
on the dictatorship of the proletariat in
the Soviet Union (and in China as well).



cratisation of the whole system,
were all manifested in China also.
Hence, the same process of capitalist
restoration which had already
reached an advanced stage in the
Soviet Union had started in China
also.” (par. 7.3)

Class Struggle Under Socialism
and Forms of Mass Rule

Having already spoken a number
of times and from various angles to
this document’s fundamentally
wrong analysis of the political sys-
tem and its relation to the economic
system in the Soviet Union (and
socialist society generally), I will
only call attention here to the word
“Hence” that begins the last sen-
tence above. This “Hence” repre-
sents the continuation of the idealist
and metaphysical treatment of the
relation of economics and politics
that was pointed to earlier, particu-
larly in criticizing the CRC docu-
ment’s “inverted analysis” of the
basis for capitalist restoration. Once
again, this “Hence” is hardly how
Mao identified the basis and process
of the engendering of the bour-
geoisie in socialist society and the
danger of capitalist restoration.

Indeed, another expression of the
idealism reflected in the use here of
“Hence” is its implication that capi-
talist restoration resulted primarily
from the mistaken orientation and
policies of the revolutionaries, in
China as well as in the Soviet
Union; whereas, in reality, the dang-
er of capitalist restoration was root-
ed in the underlying contradictions
marking socialism as a transition
from capitalism to communism,
worldwide, and the triumph of the
capitalist-roaders was the outcome
of the class struggle, both within the
socialist countries themselves and
internationally. The viewpoint of the
CRC document on this decisive
question echoes the loud proclama-
tions these days about the “failure”
of communism, rather than recog-
nizing that what has happened in the
Soviet Union and China represents,
in its essence, defeats inflicted on
the international proletariat by the
international bourgeoisie, and that
the mistakes of the revolutionaries
were secondary and mainly mistakes
in dealing with the very real prob-
lems and dangers caused primarily
by imperialism and its still dominant
position in the world.? Such defeats

47

are, from the standpoint of historical
materialism, not surprising, particu-
larly in the early stages of the con-
flict between proletarian revolution
and bourgeois counterrevolution; the
point is to learn from all such de-
feats — to learn well the-real lessons
— in-order to be able, time and again,
to tum temporary setbacks into new
and still greater breakthroughs, and to
advance through the course of the
ongoing historic battle to final victory.
But this cannot be done if the real
terms of the struggle are not under-
stood and an idealist interpretation is
imposed on reality, as the CRC
document does in the following:
“Actually he [Mao] was coming
closer to the crux of the problem
when he identified the areas of
struggle in the superstructure, and in
the relations of - production.
Similarly he recognised the fact that
political power was not in the hands
of the working class and other toil-
ing masses of the people. Here he
identified the crux of the matter =
how to bring political power into the
hands of the people.” (par. 7.4)
Wrong! Maao recognized and said
that important parts of the super-
structure were not in the hands of
the masses, and he called on them to

seize back those portions of power-

that had been usurped by capitalist-
roaders. But he never said that these
capitalist-roaders had usurped
supreme power, that political power
over society as a whole was not in
the hands of the proletariat. The
Great Proletarian Cultural Revolu-
tion was a revolution carried out in a
situation where the proletariat held
state power but faced a life-and-
death struggle to prevent the rise to
power of revisionism and capitalist
restoration -~ it was the continuation
of the revolution under the dictator-
ship of the proletariat.

The “16-Point Decision” issued in
the early stages of the Cultural
Revolution as a general guideline for
carrying out this revolutionary strug-
gle makes this very clear. It says the
Great Proletarian Cultural Revo-
lution “constitutes a new stage in the
development of the socialist revolu-

8. For a further discussion of this
important point, see Avakian, “The End
of a Stage — The Beginning of a New
Stage”, Revolution, No. 60, Fall 1990,
Chicago: RCP Publications, “The
defeat in China = the international
dimension”, pp. 9-11.

tion in our country”; that, “Although
the bourgeoisie has been over-
thrown, it is still trying to use the old
ideas, culture, customs and habits of
the exploiting classes to corrupt the
masses, capture their minds and
endeavour to stage a come-back”
and that the proletariat must meet
this challenge head-on. And what is
identified as the objective of this
Cultural Revolution? It is not to deal
with a situation where the masses do
not have political power but “to
struggle against and overthrow those
persons in power taking the capital-
ist road, to criticize and repudiate
the bourgeois reactionary academic
‘authorities’ and the ideology of the
bourgeoisie and all other exploiting
classes and to transform education,
literature and art and all other parts
of the superstructure not in corres-
pondence with the socialist econom-
ic base, so as to facilitate the con-
solidation and development of the
socialist system”. (“Decision of the
Central Committee of the Chinese

‘Communist Party Concerning the

Great  Proletarian  Cultural
Revolution”, [“16-Point Decision™],
August 8, 1966, Peking: FLP, point
1, p. 1, emphasis added)

And, in important discussions
with Chang Chun-chiao during the
height of the Cultural Revolution
(discussions quoted from in this
CRC document, in fact), Mao him-
self makes clear that:

“Qur present revolution — the
Great Proletarian Cultural Revolu-
tion — is a revolution under the dicta-
torship of the proletariat, and we
have launched it ourselves. This is
because a portion of the structure of
proletarian dictatorship has been
usurped and no longer belongs to the
proletariat; but to the bourgeoisie.
Thus, we had to make revolution.”
(“Directive on Great Cultral Revo-.
lution in Shanghai”, in Miscellany
of Mao Tse-Tung Thought, published
by Joint Publications Research
Service, Arlington, Virginia, USA,
vol. 2, p. 451, emphasis added)

This CRC document is doing a
“two into one” here. It is trying to
combine its wrong-headed line on
“the dictatorship of the party” with
Mao’s qualitatively different, and
correct, analysis of the bourgeoisie
within the party (the capitalist-road-
ers) and the need to wage struggle
against these capitalist-roaders and
to further revolutionize the party
itself as part of the overall struggle
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to remain on the socialist road and
continue the revolution under the
dictatorship of the proletariat.9

But this CRC document continues
on superimposing its idealist vision
on reality. It makes this assessment
of the Cultural Revolution:

“As Mao himself pointed out it
was actually the masses who devel-
oped the new form of struggle, the
Cultural Revolution. It was attually
a struggle against the structures of
the bureaucratisation existing under
the dictatorship of the proletariat. As
it.was a spontaneous outburst of the
masses, the anarchic deviations it
developed were quite natural. But
what had to be done was to systema-
tise all these lessons into a new
political system and form of struggle
to be practised under the dictatorship
of the proletariat. But unfortunately,
we cannot see any such positive
development during Mao’s life-
time.” (par. 7.5)

‘Wrong again — incredibly wrong.
To begin with, this is tailist and a
worshipping of spontaneity. Ironic-
ally, this is the “flip side” (or “mir-
ror opposite™) of the argument that
is frequently made that all the
Cultural Revolution represented was
power struggles among elite cliques
with the masses used as pawns. The
Cultural Revolution was not “spon-
taneous” — the Cultural Revolution,
like all great revolutionary undertak-
ings, was in a fundamental sense the
creation of the masses, but the mass-
es were given leadership in this by a
communist vanguard (recall how
Mao says that “we have launched it
ourselves”, referring to the proletari-
an headquarters in the Communist
Party). Without this leadership there
would not have been a Great

9. In fact, the line of of the CRC docu-
ment here is basically in unity with the
“left” opportunist line that was put for-
ward during the Cultural Revolution —
the line which declared that the entire
leadership of the Communist Party and
the state (with the exception of Mao
and a few others) was revisionist, and
therefore it was necessary to “suspect
all”, even to “overthrow all”. This was
a line that, had it established itself in
command of the Cultural Revolution,
would have sabotaged it dnd strength-
ened the hand of the real revisionists,
headed by Liu Shao-chi [Liu Shaoqi]
and Deng Xiaoping; and in fact the
revisionist headquarters led by them
promoted or in any case made use of
this “left” line in an attempt to derail
the Cultural Revolution.

Proletarian Cultural Revolution — it
would have been rather quickly sup-
pressed, if it got off the ground at
all, and certainly it would not have
reached the:heights and achieved the
great transformations it did. The
Cultural Revolution was the combi-
nation of the initiative of the masses
with the leadership of a communist
vanguard.

“The authors of the CRC document
don’t want to recognize this because
it doesn’t fit in with their line of pit-
ting the masses against the party —
their line of declaring the party’s
leadership in the dictatorship of the
proletariat to be nothing but “the
dictatorship of the party” over the
masses. Hence their statement that
the Great Proletarian Cultural Revo-
lution was “actually a struggle
against the structures of the bureau-
cratisation existing under the dicta-
torship of the proletariat”. No, it
was not “actually” that. It was actu-
ally what Mao said it was — a revo-
lutionary struggle whose target was
the Party persons in authority taking
the capitalist road.

Let’s move on to how this CRC
document characterizes Mao’s dis-
cussions with Chang Chun-chiao
regarding the Shanghai Commune.
The document says that, “As can be
seen in Mao’s discussions with
Chang Chun-chiao with regard to
the Shanghai Commune, he had no
new answer to the basic question
which confronted them during the
Cultural Revolution. Instead he went
back 1o the theme of the party’s ulti-
mate authority to safeguard the dicta-
torship of the proletariat.” (par. 7.5)

Here the CRC document misses
the whole point. The problem is not
that Mao “had no new answer” — the
problem is that the authors of this
document don’t “get” Mao’s answer.
Mao’s essential point was that under
the conditions then prevailing in
China, and with the international
context in mind, the commune form
that had been developed during the
upsurge of the Cultural Revolution
in Shanghai was not an appropriate
form for the dictatorship of the pro-
letariat at that point - it did not con-
form to the material conditions and
in particular the relative strength of
the opposing classes under the exist-
ing conditions. In other words, if
they attempted to maintain the
_Shanghai Commune (and implement
it throughout China), including a
rather strict adherence to the model

of the Paris Commune of 1871, then
the counterrevolutionaries would be
able either to outright overthrow
proletarian rule or else make use of
the commune form and turn it into
its opposite, using it to actually
usurp power from the masses and
then suppress them. Again, this is
because of the underlying contradic-
tions in socialist society and because
of the international situation.

This is the point of Mao’s analogy
to the Paris Commune itself. He said
that if the Paris Commune had not
been crushed, it would have become
a bourgeois commune. In other
words, given the actual situation at
that time, if the Paris Commune had
lasted and the attempt had been
made to maintain the dictatorship of
the proletariat in that form, it would
have been taken over from within by
bourgeois forces. ‘

Mao emphasizes, tellingly, that
the essence of the matter lies not
with the form but with the content.
And he applies this to the experience
of the Soviet Union:

“In regard to the form of soviet
political power, as soon as it materi-
alized, Lenin was elated, deeming it
a remarkable creation by workers,
peasants, and soldiers, as well as a
new form of proletarian dictatorship.
Nonetheless, Lenin had not antici-
pated then that although the work-
ers, peasants and soldiers could use
this form of political power, it could
also be used by the bourgeoisie, and
by Khrushchev. Thus, the present
soviet has been transformed from
Lenin’s soviet to Khrushchev’s sovi-
et.” (Mao Miscellany, vol. 2, p. 452)

Here again, the authors of this
CRC document actually quote this
but they miss the whole point - they
dismiss Mao’s profound historical
observations as “Mao’s confusion”!
(par. 7.5) It is not Mao but the
authors of this CRC document who
are, profoundly, confused. It seems
they have become so blinded with
bourgeois-democratic formalism,
and bourgeois-democratic prejudice
and illusions in general, that they
really don’t understand that Mao is
summing up the overall lesson that,
so long as classes, and in particular
the bourgeoisie, are around, then
there is no form that, in itself, can
constitute an impenetrable barrier
against capitalist restoration. That
the bourgeoisie can take over, and
use for its own purposes, forms
developed in the exercise of the dic-



tatorship of the proletariat.

This is why the essence (the prin-
cipal aspect) of the matter is the con-
tent, not the form. This under-
standing of Mao’s is also reflected in
his, unfortunately, prophetic observ-
ation: “If we should be overthrown
and the bourgeoisie came to power,
they would have no need to change
the name, but would still call it the
People’s Republic of China. The
main thing is which class seizes
political power. That is the funda-
mental question, not what its name
is.” (Mao Miscellany, vol.2, p. 453)

These were the key points Mao
was making in his discussions with
Chang Chun-chiao: he was calling
attention to the fact that both the
bourgcoisie and the proletariat can
make use of the formal structures cre-
ated under the dictatorship of the pro-
letariat, and that attention must be
focused on the content — the class
content — not the form; and, more
specifically, he was saying that, under
the conditions of that time, the adop-
tion of the commune form would
actually be more favourable for the
bourgeoisie than the proletariat — it
would-weaken the proletariat in exer-
cising its dictatorship and strengthen
the hand of the bourgeoisie in over-
throwing that dictatorship, or subvert-
ing it from within and turning it into
its opposite. As a key part of this
analysis, Mao particularly stressed
that there has to be a vanguard lcad-
ership. He says, I don’t care if you
call it a communist party, or by some
other name, you’re still going to have
a core of lcadership.

This is not becausec Mao was
determincd to impose: “the dictator-
ship of the party”, but fundamenually
because of all the things that have
been said here about the underlying
contradictions involved in the transi-
tion from capitalism to communism
worldwide and how the revolution-
ary energy and enthusiasm of the
masses and the class struggle overall
proceeds in waves, or through spi-
rals, and not in a straight line. To
reiterate this crucial point: these
underlying contradictions in sogialist
socicty — particularly bctween men-
tal and manual labour, but also
between the city and countryside,
and workers and peasants, and other
such major social contradictions -
will express themselves in the fact
that there will be an objective differ-
ence between the advanced section
of the class and the class as a whole.
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This, in turn, will express itself in
the fact that there will be some kind
or other of leading core — and if it is
not a proletarian leading core, it will
be a bourgeois one, whether openly
or in “socialist” guise. This is related
to the basic point that if a correct
line is not in command, an incorrect
line will be. And a correct line has to
be consciously struggled for and
applied. If you try to go about spon-
taneously exercising the dictatorship
of the proletariat, you will hand
things over to the bourgeoisie.

All this is why, as Mao says, there
has to be a party as the leading core.
And this is one of the essential rea-
sons why, under the conditions of
the time, the commune form would
not work —~ would weaken the prole-
tarian dictatorship and aid- the bour-
geoisie in outright overthrowing this
dictatorship or taking it over from
within,

To all this must be added the
whole international situation: what
institutions and measures are¢ ncces-
sary to dcal with the threat of impe-
rialist attack, and how that interre-
lates with the existence of classes
and class struggle within the social-
ist socicty and all the contradictions
that have been talked about in this
connection. Mao’s discussion of this
question is based on a profound
grasp of, and represents a profound
grappling with, these questions. But
the CRC document has “missed” all
this and instead applies a shallow
formalistic approach.

So, it is simplistic and misscs the
essence of the matter to say that
Mao “went back to the theme of the
Party’s ultimate authority to safe-
guard the dictatorship of the prole-
tariat”. Mao definitely did continue
to uphold the overall leading role of
the Party, but at the same time he
insisted that the Party itself had to be
revolutionized as part of revolution-
izing socicty as a whole. Even the
way in which the Communist Party
was reconstituted as a result of the
upsurge of the Great Proletarian
Cultral Revolution shows that Mao
was striving to apply as far as possi-
ble the basic principles and spirit of
the Paris Commune while recogniz-
ing that it was not possible to strictly
apply many of the specific forms
and policics of the Commune. The
Party was reconstituted, from the
basic levels on up, in an-open-door
way, through open mass meetings
where pcople in the Party units to be

reconstituted were subjected to the
criticism and overall supervision of
the masses. Once again, this was an
application of the basic principles
and spirit of the Paris Commune; it
was an expression of the fact that the
dictatorship of the preletariat was
being exercised by the masses with
the leadership of the party.

As for mass forms of the dictator-
ship of the proletariat, Mao support-
ed and popularized the revolutionary
committee as the form most appro-
priate for leadership under the con-
ditions of the time — and the revolu-
tionary committees too, it should be
pointed out, were fundamentally the
creation of the masses, with the
leadership of the proletarian head-
quarters in the Party. This form first
arose out of the mass upsurge in the
Northeast of China, particularly in
Heilungkiang (Heilong Jiang)
Province, and then this was summed
up and popularized - and, yes, insti-
tutionalized — throughout society, on
all levels. This was a “new thing” of
great significance created through
the Cultural Revolution: a way, as
mentioned earlier, of combining the
masses with leading cadres of the
Party and state in actual forms of
government-and administration on
all levels of Chinese society.

The conclusion the CRC docu-
ment draws on this point reflects no
understanding of all this. The docu-
ment simply says:

“Mao’s main point is that what
matters is not the form of the state
structure but which class seizes
power. This shows that Marx’s em-
phasis on the new form of state
under the dictatorship of the prole-
tariat was almost forgotten.” (par.
7.5, emphasis in original)

Shows this to whom?! It does not
show this at all. Yet one more time,
the authors of this CRC document
have read (and even quoted) but not
understood. On the contrary, what
this experience really shows is that
Mao in particular paid great atten-
tion to this question. While stressing
that form in itself is not the essence
of the matter, Mao at the same time
paid great attention to the unity of
the form and content of the dictator-
ship of the proletariat, especially to
the development of new forms
which increasingly ena.b‘led the
masses to strengthen their rule in
society — to exercise all-around dic-
tatorship over the bourgeoisie and be
the masters of the socialist economy.
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It was Mao who earlier had led
and supported the masses in the cre-
ation of the rural people’s com-
munes, in the face of bitter opposi-
tion from the revisionists in Party
leadership. The people’s communes,
while not strictly following the Paris
Commune model in every respect,
applied basic principles of the Paris
Commune. They were new forms of
socialist production and social-rela-
tions, and new transformations in
the superstructure, which combined
a further advance in public owner-
ship in the economy with more
advanced forms of administration
involving the broad masses. More
generally, Mao also summed up and
popularized advanced experience in
establishing, in both industry and
agriculture, new forms of more
advanced socialist production rela-
tions, new means of breaking down
the old division of labour and
involving the masses in management
and administration while involving
managers, administrators, and intel-
lectual workers generally in produc-
tive labour together with the masses
of working people. And, of course,
all this took a still greater leap for-
ward through the Great Proletarian
Cultural Revolution.

Ignoring this rich historical expe-
rience, the CRC document persists
with its idealist formalism. A few
pages later, it returns to and extends
its misunderstanding, or misrepre-
sentation, of the profound point Mao
is actually making — the real lesson
he is drawing — concerning the his-
torical fact that Lenin’s Soviets were
transformed into Khrushchev’s
Soviets. The document actually
argues that, “Mao had also not
grasped the importance of a new
political organisational structure”
and that, in Mao’s view, “the discov-
ery of Soviets was of no signifi-
cance”. (par. 8.11)

This is unbelievable! As we have
seen, this is not Mao’s point at all.
And it is an irony worth noting that
earlier the CRC document argued
that the Soviets, once they came
under institutionaliZed Party leader-
ship, represented nothing qualitative-
ly new, even though Lenin stressed
that it was the Soviets, not the Party
itself, that performed the functions of
government and that the Soviets were
“special institutions” of a “new type”
(see CRC document, pars. 5.7-5.8).
Now this CRC document attributes to
Mao the argument that the Soviets

représented nothing qualitatively
new, when Mao is not saying any-
thing of the kind and is making a
completely different point.

Let’s look-at the CRC document’s
further evaluation of the Great
Proletarian CulturatRevolution:

“The Cultural Revolution was
possible only because of the leader-
ship of Mao and it developed out-
side the existing political structure.
Even though Mao had pointed out
that many more Cultural Revolu-
tions will be required during the
whole period of socialism, it is quite
clear that they are not going to con-
tinite in the absence of a system
where such Cultural Revolutions are
ensured. Mao and other socialist
leaders in China could not develop
or envisage such a system. What
they tried was to establish an all-
round dictatorship over the bour-
geoisie, using the same old frame-
work of the dictatorship of the prole-
tariat. Such an approach appeared to
be only more authoritarian, and even
the anti-bureaucratic content of the
Cultural Revolution was misrepre-
sented in this context.” (par. 7.6)

This is yet more idealism and
metaphysics. Given all that has been
said here about the contradictory
character of socialist society, how
could there be such a “guarantee” —
what formal institutions or proce-
dures could “ensure” Cultural Revo-
lutions, let alone their success? And
we must ask: appeared “only more
authoritarian” to whom - to which
class? Here once again this docu-
ment reveals its consistent tendency
to tail after the most backward and
particularly to pander to bourgeois-
democratic prejudices and the bour-
geois outlook generally - including,
frankly, crude anti-communism. In
fact, here this document more or less
openly takes up the standpoint of the
bourgeoisie and bourgeois intellect-
uals whom this authority was direct-
ed against and who chafed under
this authority. In this context it is
worth repeating Engels’s comments

ridiculing the anarchists = comments

that, interestingly, use the experi-
ence of the Paris Commune as a
frame of reference and sum up the
following lesson from that experi-
ence:

“Have.these gentlemen ever seen
arevolution? A revolution is certain-
ly the most authoritarian thing there
1S; 1t 1s an act whereby one part of
the p9pplation imposes its will upon

the other part by means of rifles,
bayonets and cannon, all of which
are highly authoritarian means. And
the victorious party must maintain
its rule by means of the terror which
its arms inspire in the reactionaries.
Would the Paris Commune have
lasted more than a day if it had not
used the authority of the armed peo-
ple against the bourgeoisie? Cannot
we, on the contrary, blame it for
having made too little use of that
authority?” (cited in Lenin, The
State and Revolution, LCW, vol. 25,
pp. 442-43)

Of course, Engels had clearly in
mind the class content of the dicta-
torship of the proletariat — he was
not upholding authority in general or
in the abstract but precisely the rev-
olutionary authority of the proletari-
at — and the same applies to Mao
and the other “socialist roaders” in
China. They upheld and led in giv-
ing life and form to the exercise by
the masses of the dictatorship of the
proletariat over the bourgeoisie and
those seeking the restoration of capi-
talism.10

The Problem of Bureaucracy,
The Role of the Party and
State Structures Under Socialism

Next, under the heading “Basic
Error”, this document sets out “to
find out where and how Lenin went
wrong”. But this whole “discovery”
only deepens the “basic error” that
runs through this whole document.
Not only do previous arguments in
this document go from bad to worse,
but new ones are introduced that rep-
resent an even more obvious depar-
ture - retreat — from Marxism-
Leninism-Maoism. The remainder of
this critique of the CRC document
will focus primarily on these “new”
arguments — which, as we shall see,
are not really new at all.

The CRC document says: “In the
political structure of the Paris

.10. Here it seems necessary to repeat
once more 'the fact that Engels (along
with Marx) did not foresee the actual
course that the proletarian revolution
would take and the actual situation that
would be faced by the proletarian dicta-
torships that have so far existed. Related
to this, they did not foresee the length
and complexity of the process of transi-
tion between capitalism and commu-
nism. ¥

This bears on the staterhent by Engels
(quoted earlier in the CRC document)



Commune, the Communist Party was
not having any direct role.” (par. 8.4)
To this, once again, with historical
tive, we can only say “Thank
god!” By this I mean that, if any of
the most influential forces within the
Commune had played such a
“direct” leadership role, this would
have been leadership by a party that
did not truly represent the proletari-
at. This is because the leading forces
in the Commune were not really
communists: they were socialists,
but not scientific socialists. They
were political opponents of Marx,
and if the Commune had lasted
longer and their leadership in it had
been consolidated, this would have
led to the restoration of capitalism
anyway. Once again, the lack of a
real, communist vanguard party was
a fatal weakness of the Commune.
This relates to the fundamental point
about the limitation of the experi-
ence of the Paris Commune and how
it is wrong to raise this very limited
experience against the much greater
experience of the dictatorship of the
proletariat since — although in fact
the Russian revolution and the
Chinese revolution upheld and
applied the basic spirit and orienta-
tion that Marx identified in the Paris
Commune.

Let’s move on to another state-
ment in the CRC document:

“The absence of any mention of
the role of the party in the whole
scheme of the dictatorship of the
proletariat as explained in The State
and Revolution by Lenin is very con-
spicuous. It may be due to this influ-
ence of the political structure of the
Paris Commune. But here, unlike in
the Paris Commune, the Party was
going to play the crucial role because
by the time of the October
. Revolution, a party had already been
- developed as the vanguard represent-
ing the class interests of the proletari-
at. So this was the crucial theoretical
question to be resolved during that
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period. Lenin’s total neglect of this
question was a serious lapse leading
to the basic error in developing the
understanding of the dictatorship of
the'proletariat.” (par. 8.5)

It is true that, in The State and
Revolution, Lenin was not address-
ing the question of the party’s role in
the dictatorship of the proletariat.
His object in writing The State and
Revolution, in the period between
the February 1917 bourgeois-demo-
cratic revolution and the October
1917 proletarian revolution, was to
demonstrate the need for the violent
overthrow of the bourgeois state, the
smashing of the old state machine
and the creation of a new kind of
state — the dictatorship of the prole-
tariat. This, and not the role of the
party in the dictatorship of the prole-
tariat, was the crucial theoretical
question that had to be taken up
right at that decisive moment.

The State and Revolution was a
polemic against the opportunist
“socialists” of the time (Kautsky
being the most “prestigious” and
influential) who were denying the
need for violent revolution and pro-
letarian dictatorship and were dis-
torting the basic Marxist teaching on
the state — that it is an instrument of
class suppression, which arose with
the development of class antago-
nisms and will itself be eliminated
with the elimination of these antago-
nisms and of class distinctions gen-
erally through the revolution of the
proletariat and its radical trans-
formation of society and the state. In
writing this polemic, Lenin was bas-
ing himself on what Marx and
Engels had summed up from the
only historical experience of the dic-
tatorship of the proletariat so far, the
Paris Commune. The question of the
role of the vanguard communist par-
ty in the exercise of the dictatorship
of the proletariat had not yet come
sharply into focus.

It is not inconceivable that on the

basis of extrapolating from the expe-
rience of the Paris Commune — and
specifically the fact that there was
no real communist vanguard in the
Commune - Lenin might have
reached some conclusions about the
need for the party to play,a vanguard
role not only in overthrowing the old
state power but in creating and exer-
cising the new. But to suggest that,
because he did not do so in The
State and Revolution, this represents
some kind of “serious lapse” that led
to a “basic error” is yet another
example of idealist and meta-
physical thinking.

It was precisely through the expe-
rience of the October Revolution
and then the exercise of power by the
proletariat that this question of the
party’s leading role was brought to the
fore. At that point, Lenin certainly did
take up this question, in the realm of
theory as well as practice, continuous-
ly over the next several years. His
writings and speeches in this period
(the first few years of the dictatorship
of the proletariat in the Soviet
Republic and the last few years of
Lenin’s life) are full of discussion of
this question and a wrangling over the
contradictions involved with this — in
fact, earlier this CRC document cited
some of these writings and speeches
(of course in a distorted way in order
to accuse Lenin of advocating the
“dictatorship of the party” over the
masses).!!

The way this question actually
arose illustrates the real relationship
between practice and theory, and the
fact that, as Lenin said, the most
important function of theory is to
address the pressing problems of the
day, the actual theoretical problems
thrown up by practice.

So let’s go on to another statement
in the CRC document:

“After the seizure of power in
October, the Congress of the Soviets
became the formal authority of the
new political power. But actually,

that the lack of sufficiently strong cen-
tralization and authority was fatal to the
Paris Commune and that, on the other
hand, “‘Once you have won you can do
with this authority what you like.’”
(Engels, cited in CRC document, par.
3.5, “‘Letter to Carlo Terraghi,” on the
Paris Commune”, emphasis added in the
CRC document) The crucial point is that
arriving at a situation where “you have
won” — where the victory of the prole-
tariat has been secured so firmly and

irrevocably that the need for a powerful
centralization and authority no longer
exists (**can be done with as you like”) —
can only be the outcome of a protracted
class struggle, both within socialist soci-
ety and intemnationally, all during which
this centralized power and authority
must be firmly upheld and exercised...by
relying on the masses, with the leader-
ship of the communist vanguard. It is
precisely this centralization and authori-
ty that the CRC document is repudiating.

11. Tt could be argued that the very fact
that (even in his writings that were only
published after his death) Lenin did not
address this question in any systematic
way until after the October Revolution is
a blow against the accusation that Lenin
had intended all along to institute a “dic-
tatorship of the parfy” and moreover that
there is a thread running from What Is
To Be Done? to this “dictatorship of the
party” (an argument commonly made by
social-democrats and such types).
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the party was playing the crucial
role in evolving all important poli-
cies and tactics behind the scene. In
effect the party was controlling the
Soviets, though its specific role in
the new state strueture was not
defined.” (par. 8.6) :

Here, disturbingly, we see th
CRC document raising the spectre
commonly raised by the bourgeoisie
— the spectre of those sneaky com-
munists with their hidden agendas!
We also see this document once
again putting forward its familiar
bourgeois formalism (complaining
that the formal structures of democ-
racy were not really being adhered
to), but now this is done in the name
of opposing formalism (the Soviets
were only the formal authority but
the communists were actually con-
trolling things behind the scene). In
fact, this was not at all “behind the
scene”. Earlier, this CRC document
quoted Lenin saying that the
Bolsheviks had “told the world” of
the indispensable leading role of the
party. The fact is that the Party’s role
was being more and more clearly
defined as the overall leading force in
the dictatorship of the proletariat, in
dialectical relation with the masses,
who were mobilized to exercise this
dictatorship. This is precisely how
Lenin dealt with it in theory and in
practice, and so too did Stalin, in the
main, especially early on (recall
Mao’s comment about how at first
under Stalin’s leadership they had
nothing to rely on but the masses and
so Stalin demanded all-out mobiliza-
tion of the party and the masses,
although later, after they had made
some gains this way, they became
less reliant on the masses).

The CRC document goes on to say:

“So, under the pressure of the cir-
cumstances, in the face of both
external and internal threats, the
party was forced to play the central
role, relegating the Soviets to the
background.” (par. 8.7)

Once again, it is a vulgarization
and fundamentally wrong to say that
the Soviets were “relegated to the
background”. Even “under the pres-
sure of the circumstances”, and with
a necessary shift in the relative
weight of the Soviets, in relation to
other institutions - including especi-
ally the Party — in the administration
of society and the overall exercise of
the dictatorship of the proletariat (as
discussed earlier), the Soviets were
still relied on to perform the func-

tions of government, under the lead-
ership of the Party, as Lenin said.
But here it Is necessary to return to
the larger historical question concem-
ing the rol€ of soviets (and similar
institutions and mass organizations)
in the process of socialist revolution
and the advance to communism.

Stalin, in a talk on the Chinese
revolution, and specifically in
answering a question about the for-
mation and role of soviets in that
revolution (this was in 1927, in the
early stages of the Chinese revolu-
tion), discussed how soviets are
“organs of an uprising against the
existing power, organs of struggle
for a new revolutionary power,
organs of the new revolutionary
power”. (Stalin, “Talk with Students
of the Sun Yat-Sen University”, May
13, 1927, Eighth Question, in On
the Opposition, Peking: FLP, p. 689)
Without getting into the specific,
and rather complicated, tactical
questions that Stalin was speaking
to, relating to the Chinese revolution
in that period, there is an important,
more universal question that Stalin
is touching on. In the experience of
the Bolshevik revolution (and this
was also true of the Chinese revolu-
tion in those situations where soviets
were set up), the soviets were
brought into being in the course of
mass upsurge, and for a period after
the seizure of power!2 they retained
the same dynamism that had charac-
terized them in this upsurge. But it
was bound to be the case that this
could not be sustained on the same
level, in a sort of “linear” way for a
protracted period of time.

This, too, is related to the points
made earlier about the problem of
maintaining the revolutionary energy
and enthusiasm of the masses and
how the class struggle and the revolu-
tionary upsurges of the masses are
bound to develop in wave-like or
spiral manner in socialist society (as
well as in capitalist society). This is
bound to be reflected also in the de-
gree of dynamism — or, at times, the
relative lack of dynamism ~ of organs
like the soviets under the dictatorship
of the proletariat. The fact that, in the
Soviet Union, the Soviets at any
given time may not have had the
same dynamism that they had during

12. In the Chinese revolution this refers
to the seizure of power in parts of the
country well before the nationwide
seizure of power.

the period when the masses were ris-
ing up to seize power and then in the
first years when they were beginning
to exercise power — this is an expres-
sion of this objective wave-like
development and not of sneaky and
sinister attempts of the Bolsheviks to
replace the dictatorship-of the prole-
tariat with the dictatorship of the
party, as the CRC document alleges.

And, contrary to what this docu-
ment says, Lenin did not make it a
principle that “only the party”, and
not the masses, ‘“can exercise the
dictatorship”. (par. 8.7) He grappled
seriously with the problem of how to
involve the masses in the adminis-
tration of the state and how to com-
bat bureaucratic tendencies that
interfered with this. Again, his writ-
ings in the last few years of his life
are full of grappling with this ques-
tion, while at the same time he was
forced to recognize that a bureaucra-
cy of some kind or another could not
be eliminated for a long time to
come.

One of the most important ways in
which Lenin led struggle against
bureaucratization and the tendency
for the. Communist Party, as a party
in power, to become corrupted was
the campaign conducted to purge the
Party of careerists — particularly of
people who joined the Party when
power had been consolidated and the
Party was playing a leading role in
the institutions of society, in the eco-
nomic and political life of the coun-
try. Lenin insisted that the Party,
especially now that it was the lead-
ing force of a proletariat in power,
must continue to be made up of
those who join it expecting and pre-
pared for self-sacrifice in the inter-
ests of the proletariat. In 1921, in the
period after the victorious civil war
against home-grown reactionaries
linked with a number of imperialist
powers, Lenin said this about the
purging of the Party:

“The purging of the Party has
obviously developed into a serious
and vastly important affair.

“In some places the Party is being
purged mainly with the aid of the
experience and suggestions of non-
Party workers; these suggestions and
the representatives of the non-Party
proletarian masses are being heeded
with due consideration. That is the
most valuable and most important
thing. If we really succeed in purg-
ing our Party from top to bottom in
this way, without exceptions, it will



indeed be an enormous achievement
for the revolution.

“...the Party must be purged of
those who have lost touch with the
masses (let alone, of course, those
who discredit the Party in the eyes
of the masses). Naturally, we shall
not submit to everything the masses
say, because the masses, too, some-
times — particularly in time of
exceptional weariness and exhaus-
tion resulting from excessive hard-
ship and suffering — yield to senti-
ments that are in no way advanced.
But in appraising persons, in the
negative attitude to those who have
‘attached’ themselves to us for self-
ish motives, to those who have
become ‘puffed-up commissars’ and
‘bureaucrats’, the suggestions of the
non-Party proletarian masses and, in
many cases, of the non-Party peas-
ant masses, .are extremely valuable.
The working masses have a fine
intuition, which enables them to dis-
tinguish honest and devoted
Communists from those who arouse
the disgust of people earning their
bread by the sweat of their brow,
enjoying no privileges and having
no ‘pull’,

“To purge the Party it is very
important to take the suggestions of
the non-Party working people into
consideration. It will produce big
results. It will make the Party a
much stronger vanguard of the class
than it was before; it will make it a
vanguard that is more strongly
bound up with the class, more capa-
ble of leading it to victory amidst a
mass of difficulties and dangers.”
(Lenin, “Purging the Party”, LCW,
vol. 33, pp. 39-40, emphasis in
original)

Such Party purges and other mea-
sures against bureaucratization
adopted under Lenin’s leadership
could not and did not, by them-
selves, solve the problem - they did
not and could not resolve the under-
lying contradictions that gave rise to
bureaucratization, to careerism
among party and state officials, and
so on. But these policies unmis-
takably show the determination of
Lenin to combat such careerism and
bureaucratization and any tendency
1o turn the party and state into their
opposite — into instruments of dicta-
torship over the masses.

This problem required new inno-
vations, new means and methods of
struggle — and the Great Proletarian
Cultural Revolution in China was
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such a new innovation, such new
means and methods of revolutionary
struggle, under the dictatorship of the
proletariat. But, as Mao said, one
Cultural Revolution could not solve
all the problems. Nor could it elimi-
nate the objective wave-like character
of the class struggle and mass
upsurges. As Mao said, there will
have to be many Cultural Revolu-
tions along the road to the final
achievement of communism, yet
there cannot be Cultural Revolutions
all the time. During those times when
a Cultural Revolution is not possible,
bureaucratic tendencies must be com-
bated and, more fundamentally, the
means must be found for mobilizing
the conscious activism of the masses
to the maximum degree possible. But
none of this can provide an iron-clad
guarantee against capitalist restora-
tion or change the fact that there will
be periods in which the revolutionary
“tenseness” and initiative of the
masses is not at a high peak, even in
socialist society.

Related to this is the approach of
the party, as the leading force in the
dictatorship of the prolétariat, to the
question of dissent and the clash of
opinions, both within its own ranks
and generally in society. In “End/
Beginning” and in a number of other
works, following Mao I have
stressed the importance of allowing,
even encouraging, these things
under the dictatorship of the prole-
tariat as a general principle. But, at
the same time, it must be recognized
that this question, too, cannot be
dealt with in the abstract, formalist-
ically, according to some notion of
“pure” or “classless” democracy - it,
too, will be decisively influenced by
the actual conditions and in particu-
lar the class relations and class
struggle, both within the socialist
society and internationally.

Sometimes it will be possible — it
will conform to the interests of the
proletariat — to “open wide” in terms
of such debate, dissent, etc., and the
party must not hesitate to seize on
such opportunities to “open wide”;
at other times, it will be necessary to
“close ranks” more and carry out
ideological struggle, debate and so
on in a more restricted way, and the
party must also not hesitate to adopt
this approach when it is required by
the conditions at hand. Yet, through
all this, the guiding principle must
be that the forms must be found,
both within the party and among the

broad masses, for debate, dissent,
ideological struggle and so on -
forms appropriate to the conditions
and corresponding to the interests of
the proletariat in the given situation;
and every opportunity should be
seized to “open wide” to the greatest
degree possible consistent with the
interests of the proletariat — with the
exercise of the dictatorship of the
proletariat by the masses and the
continuation of the revolution under
the dictatorship of the proletariat,
with the leadership of the vanguard
communist party.

This must be done even though it
is bound to involve risking a lot and
repeatedly upsetting the established
order under socialism - it must be
done in a way that does not strength-
en but undermines the basis for the
old, capitalist order to be restored.
This relates back to “the positive
side of unresolved contradictions
under socialism” and to the related
principle that:

“The. party in socialist society
must act as the vanguard not only in
terms of being a party in power but
also in terms of actively involving
itself in and leading — actually un-
leashing and winning leadership of —
mass struggle in opposition to those
aspects of the status quo which at
any given time have become obsta-
cles to the further revolutionization
of society, which stand in opposition
to the new revolutionary forces
being brought forward. In short, be a
party in power and a vanguard of
revolutionary struggle against any
parts of power that are blocking the
road to complete liberation.”
(Avakian, “A Final Note”, Revolut-
ion, Fall 1990, p. 46, emphasis in
original) o

All this involves profound ques-
tions that must be grappled with —
but, again, they must be seriously
grappled with from the standpoint of
Marxism-Leninism-Maoism and its
summation of the historical experi-
ence of the dictatorship of the prole-
tariat, not on the basis of repudiating
this and looking for “simple an-
swers” that pit the party against the
masses in what is, frankly, a classic-
al anti-communist manier. What the
Declaration of the Revolutionary
Internationalist Movement empha-
sizes is all the more important in
light of recent world events:

“The summation of historical
experience has, itself, always been a

sharp arena of class struggle. Ever
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since the defeat of the Paris Com-
mune, opportunists and revisionists
have seized upon the defeats and
shortcomings of .the proletariat to
reverse right_and wrong, confound
the secondary with the principal, and
thus conclude that the proletariat
‘should not have taken to arms’, The
emergence of new conditions has
often been used as-an excuse to
negate fundamental principles of
Marxism under the signboard of its
‘creative development’. At the same
time, it is incorrect and just as dam-
aging to abandon the Marxist critical
spirit, to fail to sum up the short-
comings as well as the successes of
the proletariat, and to rest content
with upholding or reclaiming posi-
tions considered cerrect in the past.
Such-an approach would make
Marxism-Leninism brittle and un-
able to withstand the attacks of the
enemy and incapable of leading new
advances in the class struggle — and
suffocate its revolutionary essence.

“In fact, history has shown that
real creative developments of Marx-
ism (and not phoney revisionist dis-
tortions) have always been insepara-
bly linked with a fierce struggle to
defend and uphold basic principles
of Marxism-Leninism. Lenin’s two-
fold struggle against the open revi-
sionists and against those, like
Kautsky, who opposed revolution
under the guise of ‘Marxist ortho-
doxy’ and Mao Tsetung’s great bat-
tle to oppose the modem revisionists
and their negation of the experience
of building socialism in the USSR
under Lenin and Stalin while carry-
ing out a thorough and scientific
criticism of the roots of revisionism
are evidence of this.

*“Today a similar approach is nec-
essary to the thorny questions and
problems of the history of the inter-
national communist movement.”
(RIM Declaration, p. 13)

Unfortunately, the CRC document
departs from and goes in opposition
to this correct approach. And, in in-
sisting on *““Two practical steps taken
by the Paris Commune...a political
system run through revocable agents
of power and the replacement of the
standing army by the armed people”;
in claiming to dig deeper from this
perspective into the “dynamics” of
political power (pars. 8.9-8.10), this
document descends more fully into a
bourgeois standpoint. It begins with
this characterization of the nature of
the state:

“In a class society, the dominant
class wields political power, claim-
ing.to represent the whole society.
This reflects a contradiction between
the political will of the ruling class
and that of the society as a whole. It
is to resolve this contradiction that
power is concentrated in the state
structure and wielded by the ruling
class as its executive power. So this

concentration of the political will of

the ruling class in the name of the
political will of the whole society, in
the concrete form of the state, espe-
cially in its armed might, is char-
acteristic of the political power so
far existing in class society.” (par.
8.10., emphasis added)

This is an incorrect characteri-
zation of the contradictions involved
and the essence of the matter. The
wielding of political power by the
dominant class is not fundamentally
or essentially aimed at resolving the
“contradiction between the political
will of the ruling class and that of
the society as a whole”. Fundament-
ally and in essence, it is aimed at
dealing with the contradiction — the
antagonism — between that dominant
class and the class (or classes)-over
which it must exercise dictatorship
in order to maintain its dominant
position in society. And this is
rooted, not in an abstract conflict of
“political wills”, but in underlying
material conditions — the conflict of
class interests corresponding to cer-
tain definite material relations of
production. As Raymond Lotta has
incisively summarized it:

“The state is an objective structure
of society whose character is deter-

‘mined not by the class origins of its

leading personnel but by the specific
social division of labour of which it
is an extension and the production
relations which it must ultimately
serve and reproduce.” (Lotta,
“Realities of Social-Imperialism
Versus Dogmas of Cynical Realisin:
The Dynamics of the Soviet Capital
Formation”, in The Soviet Union:
Socialist or Social Imperialist? Part
2: The Question Is Joined, Chicago:
RCP Publications, 1983, p. 41,
emphasis added)

As opposed to this, the CRC docu-
ment’s presentation of this question
— focusing on the “contradiction
between the political will of the rul-
ing class and that of the society as a
whole” — is an idealist one that leads
in the direction of covering over the
class nature of the state (and, as we

shall see, this is exactly the direction
in which this document is heading).
The document continues this
presentation as follows:

“The proletariat is aiming at quali-
tatively breaking with this structure.
It must initiate a process which
makes the society as a whole capa-
ble of reabsorbing this concentrated
power. And the replacement of the
standing army by the armed people
is a concrete initial step in this direc-

-tion. But in the absence of a com-

plete economic, political, social sys-
tem which guarantees this reabsorp-
tion, this alone will not serve the
purpose. In the whole process, con-
ditions and structures should be cre-
ated so that the (political) will of the
whole society,can get expressed and
realised directly without the media-
tion of a state, It is only then that the
proletariat can achieve its goal of a
society where the state withers away.
If the proletariat cannot put forward
such an altemnative political system,
it cannot make any qualitative break
with the existing bourgeois system.”
(par. 8.10)

To begin with the last part here,
this is a continuation of an idealist
and metaphysical “inversion” on the
relation of economics and politics as
well as an application of metaphy-
sics and idealism with regard to pol-
itics itself — in particular the state.
All this leaves out the decisive ques-
tion of the transformation of the
economic base in terms of making a
“qualitative break with the existing
bourgeois system” — it separates the
question of “bringing forward an
alternative political system” from
the economic base, or at the very '
least takes no account of the ques-
tion of transforming the economic
base and how this interacts with the
creation of a new kind of state,
which in turn will lead to the wither-
ing away of the state. In passing, it
refers to “a complete economic,
political, social system which guar-
antees this reabsorption”, but then it
focuses primary and overwhelming
attention on the question of the polit-
ical system, rather than focusing on
the underlying material conditions
and discussing the political system in
this context - in dialectical relation
with the underlying and ultimately
décisive economic conditions.

.As for its formulation that, “In the
whole process, conditions and struc-
tures should be created so that the
(potlitical) will of the whole society



can get expressed and realised
directly without the mediation of a
state™: this leaves out of the picture
something very decisive that will
characterize this “whole process” —
namely the existence of classes and
class struggle, above all the anta-
gonistic contradiction and struggle
between the proletariat and the bour-
geoisie, but also the contradiction
and struggle between the workers
and peasants, between the working
people and intellectuals, and other
social contradictions which reflect
class contradiction or contain the
seeds of class contradiction and even
class antagonism.

It is true that, with the achieve-
ment of communism, involving revo-
lutionary transformation of both the
economic base and the super-
structure, the political and adminis-
trative system that will then exist
will in fact express the will of soci-
ety as a whole - although not with-
out contradictions. However, the
process of achieving communism
cannot be conceived of as though it
occurs, not through revolution under
the dictatorship of the proletariat to
resolve profound social contradic-
tions and class conflicts, but through
the more or less linear and evolu-
tionary development of structures
that express “the political will of the
whole society” and “the reabsorp-
tion of state power by the whole
society”. (par. 10.3)

Next we are told that “the whole
system of the dictatorship of the pro-
letariat so far practised, starting
from Lenin and up to Mao, failed”
(par. 8.11), because it did not put
forward the CRC document’s ver-
sion of an “alternative political sys-
tem” and did not conform to this
document’s vision of how to bring
about the withering away of the state
(or “the reabsorption of state power
by the whole society™). To this, once
again, we can say “thank god!” If, in
reality, this “whole system of the
dictatorship of the proletariat so far
practised” had attempted to carry out
the line of this CRC document, this
proletarian dictatorship would have
been undermined and overthrown
far more rapidly than it was, and the
international proletariat would have
been robbed of a whole historical
experience rich in real lessons. And
we can add that we wish this prole-
tarian dictatorship had “failed” the
CRC document’s test even more
thoroughly - or, to put it positively,
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that it had succeeded not only as far
as it did in preventing the rise to
power of the bourgeoisie but beyond
that and down to the present time.
To restate and re-emphasize the
crucial point and the crucial differ-
ence between Marxism-Leninism-
Maoism and the social-democratic
line of this CRC document on the
question of the state and the dicta-
torship of the proletariat in particu-
lar: This document acts as if, once
you have the dictatorship of the pro-
letariat, the essential thing in the
advance to communism is the exten-
sion of democracy — formal democ-
racy. In reality, the essential thing is
the class struggle — this is the key
link, as Mao made clear.
Formulations which are in some
ways similar, on the surface, to some
of what is said in this CRC docu-
ment on “the reabsorption of state
power by the whole society” can be
found in Marx and Engels (and

Lenin), but this document misses (or-

dismisses) the essence: the state aris-
es on the basis of the split-up of
society into antagonistic classes and
it exists as the organ of one class —
the economically dominant class —
in suppressing others: it is an instru-

ment of class dictatorship. This is -

spelled out very clearly and fully by
Engels in “The Origin of the Family,
Private Property, and the State”:
“The state, then, has not existed
from all eternity. There have been
societies that did without it, that had
no idea of the state and state power.
At a certain stage of economic dev-
elopment, which was necessarily
bound up with the split of society
into classes, the state became a
necessity owing to this split.”
(Engels, “Origin”, in Marx and
Engels, Selected Works [MESW],
Moscow: Progress Publishers, vol.
3., p:-330) And, the state, wherever
it exists and whatever the form of
government, is “essentially a ma-
chine for keeping down the op-
pressed, exploited class”. (ibid., p.
332)

“Society as a whole” has no
“political will” ~ certainly not in
class society. Classes can be said to
have “political will”; and, once
again, state power (dictatorship) is
exercised by the dominant class in
order to deal with the contradiction
between the “political will” - or,
more fundamentally, the objective
class interest — of the dominant class

and that of the classes it exploits and.

oppresses.
- Here an essential point to focus on
is the fact that the most concentrated
expression of state power is the
armed force of the state and the fact
that, so long as-there is a state — so
long, in other words, as society is
divided into classes — the armed
forces will represent one class or
another. Such armed forces cannot
represent “the whole people” or “the
society as a whole” without class
distinction. Under the conditions of
socialism — which is not only a class
society but a society marked by
antagonistic class divisions — calls
for abolishing the standing (full-
time, professional) army and replac-
ing it by the arming of “the whole
people” amount to calling for the
abolition of the proletariat’s mono-
poly of armed force, which in tum
amounts to calling for the abolition
of the dictatorship of the proletariat.
Once more, this is because the
fundamental contradictions marking
socialist society as a transition from
capitalism to communism constitute
a material basis for the continuing
existence of classes and specifically
the continual regeneration of the
bourgeoisie, the continual engender-
ing of the new bourgeoisie, both
from among the functionaries of the
party and state apparatus and from
among the ranks of the people gen-
erally. In this situation, the abolition
of a standing army under the leader-
ship of the party of the proletariat
(its single communist vanguard
party)13 and its replacement by the
arming of “the whole people” would
result, in reality, in the development
of different armed forces represent-
ing different classes, including the
bourgeoisie. And this would be the
case even if the overthrown ruling

classes and their (open) supporters -

were excluded from the category of
“the whole people” that is to be
armed in place of the standing army
of the proletarian state. The armed
forces of the proletariat would be
undermined and weakened; and the
strength, including the armed
stréngth, of other class forces, in-
cluding bourgeois forces aiming at
capitalist restoration, would be built
up. In fact, in such a situation it
would be impossible for the proleta-
riat to retain state power and con-
tinue the advance toward commun-
ism. And this can be seen to be all
the more the case when it is kept in
mind that “domestic” counterrevolu-
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tionaries would invariably seek out
alliances -with foreign imperialist
powers and other reactionary states.
Thus, the abolition of a full-time,
highly trained armed force of the
proletarian state would fatally crip-
ple it in the battle against imperialist
aggression and against the forces of
capitalist restoration within the
socialist country itself. .

This, of course, does not mean
that it is unimportant to arm the
broad masses under socialism and
that the standing army can be relied
on by itself to safeguard the rule of
the proletariat. In fact, both from the
point of view of combating armed
counterrevolutionary attacks (and
imperialist aggression) and from the
point of view of carrying out the
revolutionary transformation of soci-
ety toward the abolition of class
divisions (and, with them, the state),
it is necessary and vital to have a sit-
uation in which the broad masses are
“in arms” and, more than that, are
organized and trained, in a vast peo-
ple’s militia, alongside the standing
army of the proletarian state (until
such time as the standing army can
be abolished).

‘But the decisive question, both
with regard to the standing army and
with regard to the people’s militia, is
whether the guns are in the hands of
the masses in actual fact and not
just formally. This question hinges
on the nature of leadership that is
exercized in the standing army and
the militia. And, in turn, the nature
of this leadership finds concentrated
expression in line — both ideological
and political line in its general
expression and also its expression in
concrete policies. This involves the
internal relations within the armed
forces (including the militia) and the

relations between these armed forces
and the masses of people; it also
involves the formulation of the fun-
damental purpese and aim of these
armed forces and the principles of
fighting, doctrine, @and so on that
flow from this.

In all this, the recognition of class
differences among the people and
the insistence on the leading role of
the proletariat and its vanguard
party, as concentrated in its line and
policies, is decisive. It is this — it is
the consistent application of this
approach and the continual struggle
focusing on line — which is decisive
in determining whether or not the
armed forces of the proletarian state
represent the armed power of the
masses acting in accordance with the
revolutionary interests of the prole-
tariat,

Liquidating Class Analysis
in the Name of
Opposing “Class Reductionism”

This is clearly not the standpoint
of the CRC document. This docu-
ment obscures the class nature of the
state. In fact, its analysis of the state
and the process of the withering
away of the state (“the reabsorption
of state power by the whole soci-
ety”) involves a fundamental distor-
tion concerning not only the prole-
tarian state but the bourgeois state as
well. Under the heading “Bourgeois
Dictatorship and Proletarian Demo-
cracy”, we are offered this (re)evalu-
ation:

“It was absolutely correct on the
part of Lenin to evaluate that all dif-
ferent forms of bourgeois states are
inevitably the dictatorship of the
bourgeoisie and that all the different
possible forms of transitional prole-

tarian state are essentially the dicta-
torship of the proletariat. But this
aspect of dictatorship is only the
essential part, not the whole of it. A
bourgeois democratic state deals
with an important question of human
society, the contradiction between
individual and society. But a bour-
geois fascist state does not give
room for dealing with that contradic-
tion at the same level, even though
both are essentially dictatorships of
the bourgeoisie. For the first time in
the history of the human society
bourgeois democracy recognises the
individual as a political entity and
gives him/her a role in the political
system, though formally. The weak-
ness of this bourgeois democracy is
that it is based on the rule,of private
property whereby it ensures the dic-
tatorship of the bourgeoisie. Thus
the equality professed by it becomes
not only formal, but also bogus.”!4
(par. 9.1)

First of all, to critique bourgeois
democracy in terms of its “weak-
ness”, in the way this CRC docu-
ment does, is itself quite revealing!
But beyond that, it is imprecise and
incorrect to simply say that bour-
geois democracy is “based on the
rule of private property”. It is based
on the rule of bourgeois property.
This might seem like a minor, even
insignificant, point — and in other
contexts it might be — but in the con-
text of the CRC document’s attempt
to obscure the class basis and nature
of bourgeois democracy, it is neces-
sary to insist on this point and to
explore its further implications.
Bourgeois property involves, in its
essence, the exploitation of the
proletariat by the bourgeoisie. Marx
and Engels emphasized exactly this
point in the Communist Manifesto.

13. It might be raised: why could not the
standing army, led by the party, be
replaced by the organization of the broad
masses in militias, also under party lead-
ership? The reasons why it has not been
possible so far in socialist society to sim-
ply have such militias in place of (instead
of alongside of) the standing army — and
some general assessment of the condi-
tions necessary for such a step — have
been discussed earlier. But it should be
noted that the point I have emphasized
here — the leading role of the party over
the armed forces (standing army and mili-
tia) — is precisely what the CRC docu-
ment must object to. For what is more
indicative of a “dictatorship of the party”
than the fact that it exercises leadership

over the armed forces? Such leadership
must mean, according to the CRC docu-
ment’s logic, that the party has a
monopoly on armed force, which is the
concentrated expression of political
power. Obviously, this viewpoint con-
trasts sharply with what is said here, in
this critique of the CRC document, on the
role of leadership in the armed forces and
how this relates to the fundamental ques-
tion of whether the armed forces (stand-
Ing army and militia) really represent the
armed power of the masses upholding the
revolutionary interests of the proletariat.

14. It is necessary to comment on this
formulation “not only formal but also
bogus”. “Bogus” and “formal” cannot be

so separated here. Since *“the equality
professed” by bourgeois democracy is
and can only be formal, it cannot avoid
also having an aspect of being “bogus”.
But on the other hand it is not entirely
“bogus” - it does contain an aspect of
real equality. The essential point — the
profound point that Marxism emphasizes
— is that all equality, even that existing
under the dictatorship of the proletariat,
is at the same time inequality. Further,
equality, like democracy, reflects a situa-
tion where class contradictions still
exist; and in fact, equality, with its
aspect of inequality, contains the seed of
class division gven while, in its formal
aspect, it appears to admit of no class
distinction.



They showed how “modern bour-
geois private property...is based on
class antagonisms, on the exploita-
tion of the many by the few”; and
they stressed that, for the commu-
nists, abolition of private property
means abolition of these relations
and conditions — it must be under-
stood “In this sense”. (Manifesto of
the Communist Party, Peking: FLP,
pp- 50, 51)

Private property in general does
not necessarily involve this class
antagonism. As a general category,
private property includes articles of
personal consumption and not just
private ownership of the means of
production. The former (personal
consumption articles) do not in
themselves involve relations of
exploitation; and, for that matter,
individual (private) ownership of the
means of production does not neces-
sarily involve such relations either
(for example, farmland owned and
worked by an individual farmer). As
Marx and Engels make clear, it is
bourgeois private property (along
with other antagonistic property
relations, such as feudalism and
slavery) that involve these relations
of exploitation and class antago-
nism; and while communism aims to
abolish all private ownership of the
means of production, and in fact all
commodity production, it draws a
clear distinction between various
kinds of private property.!5 To sim-
ply use the general characterization
“private property” here — to simply
say that bourgeois democracy is
“based on the rule of private proper-
ty” - is to help conceal the funda-
mental class antagonism of capitalist
society — an antagonism which, as
we know, is also covered over by the
formal aspect of the relation
between the proletariat and the bour-
geoisie in capitalist production (it
appears to be a relation based on the
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equal exchange of wages for labour-
power, while in fact it is a relation of
exploitation).

The open hosannas to bourgeois
democracy in this passage in the
CRC document are rather remark-.
able (“For the first time in the histo-
ry of the human society bourgeois
democracy recognises the individual
as a political entity and gives
him/her a role in the political sys-
tem, though formally”); and it is
important to note how bourgeois fas-
cism is contrasted here with bour-
geois democracy to make the latter
seem even more attractive. Once
again, what we have is a distortion
that covers over or secks to mitigate
the class antagonism involved in
bourgeois democracy.

This whole thing is marked by
familiar revisionist eclectics — on the
one hand bourgeois-democratic
states “are inevitably the dictator-
ship of the bourgeoisie” but on the
other hand they recognize the indi-
vidual as a “political entity” and
give him/her “a role in the political
system, though formally”. The CRC
document does acknowledge
(“though formally™) that this charac-
ter of all bourgeois states as dictator-
ships is the essence of the matter,
but then, applying its eclectic
method, it makes this essence non-
essential. It focuses on “the contra-
diction between individual and soci-
ety” and in fact places this on an
equal level with - or, really, above —
the essential fact that all forms of
bourgeois states are dictatorships.
Let’s look at this more closely.

As a matter of fact, all states, and
not just the bourgeois-democratic
state, deal in one way or another not
only with classes but with indivi-
duals. In this connection it is impor-
tant to recall the earlier point about
how the dictatgrship of the prole-
tariat itself involves an aspect of

coercion even toward individuals
among the masses who, collectively,
are exercising that dictatorship. All
states — all dictatorships — uphold the
general interests of the ruling class,
first of all and essentially against the
classes antagonistically opposed to
the ruling class, but also against par-
ticular interests of members of the
ruling class where and insofar as

_these come into conflict with the

general ruling class interests.

It is true that bourgeois democracy
does proclaim the rights of indivi-
duals in new and different ways
from previous forms of the state, but
once again it must be stressed that
Engels’s analysis that the state arises
with the emergence of class anta-
gonisms and that in essence all
states are an instrument of class
suppression certainly applies as
much to the bourgeois-democratic
state as to any other state. However,
the CRC document explicitly at-
tempts to' divorce the relation of the
individual to the state in bourgeois-
democratic society from class rela-
tions and class dictatorship. Thus,
we are told that “by equating bour-
geois democracy to bourgeois state”,
Lenin has “neglected the non-class
aspect of democracy reflected in the
bourgeois democracy. The recogni-
tion of the individual’s political role
in the political system of a society is
actually a historical advance in deal-
ing with the non-class contradiction
of individual/ society.” (par. 9.2)

In exposing “how Kautsky turned
Marx into a common liberal” — how
Kautsky tried to make it seem that
Marx did not really mean it when he
spoke of the dictatorship of the pro-
letariat, for that would be a violation
of democracy! — Lein made this
important observation: “As far as the
philosophical roots of this phe-
nomenon are concerned, it amounts
to the substitution of eclecticism and

15. This critique of the CRC document
was written as part of a book, “Phony
Communism Is Dead...Long Live Real
Communism!” Here it is worth repeating
a footnote which appears in a different
section of this book:

While, as emphasized here, the aim of
the communist revolution is to eliminate
all property relations in which people are
exploited by other people, and not “to
deprive people of their own property”, as
Brzezinski puts it, on the other hand it is
the case that in the transition to commu-
nism — and more fully in communist
society itself — many things which in

present-day society are owned and dis-
posed of individually (or within the con-
fines of the present nuclear family) will,
to varying degrees, become socialized
and will be consumed in a socialized
context. One example: meals (their
preparation as well as their consump-
tion), which today are the province of
separate individuals or families — and are
a burden particularly on the women of
these families. And more generally, with
the elimination of commodity produc-
tion and exchange, things which in pre-
sent society must first be purchased as
commedities in order to be consumed

(including not only food but other basic
necessities as well as other articles of
personal consumption) will be available
to people directly, without the mediation
of money (or other commodity equiva-
lents), according to people’s needs. In
that context - in the absence of com-
modities and money - although there
will remain personal possessions of vari-
ous kinds (in particular items of personal
consumption), these will never be more
than personal possessions: they will not
be a poteritial source of privately accu-
mulated wealth that can be turned into
capital, into a basis for exploiting others.
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sophistry for dialectics.” (“The
Proletarian Revolution and the
Renegade Kautsky”, LCW, vol. 28,
pp. 233-34) The familiar sub-
stitution of eclectics and sophistry
for materialist dialectics is found in
the CRC document’s attempt to sep-
“arate individuals from the social
classes they are part of in class soci-
ety; to attribute a “dualistic” charac-
ter to the bourgeois state and the

contradictions it deals with; to insist -

on the “non-class aspect” of the
bourgeois-democratic state.
In their last great battle against

Deng Xiaoping and the other capi-

talist-roaders in China, Mao and his
comrades brought out how Deng &
Co. argued that it was necessary to
pay attention not orily to revolution
but also to production; that rules and
regulations in enterprises dealt not
only with the relations between peo-
ple in production (class relations)
but also with the relations between
people and nature in the process of
production (a “non-class contradic-
tion”). The revolutionaries in China
pointed out that the relation (or con-
tradiction) between people and
nature in production cannot be sepa-
rated in this way from the relations
of people to each other in the pro-
cess of production (production rela-
tions — in class society, class rela-
tions). They exposed the revision-
ists’ eclectics as an attempt to
impose rules and regulations with a
bourgeois class content under the
cover of “non-class contradiction”
and to oppose Mao’s line of “grasp
revolution/promote production” with
a line of suffocating revolution un-
der the banner of boosting production.
The CRC document applies the
same kind of eclectics with its argu-
ment that the bourgeois-democratic
state is not only a means of class
suppression but also has a “non-
class aspect”. The substance and
effect of this argument amounts to
denying or adulterating the quintes-
sential fact that the bourgeois-demo-
cratic state means democracy only
for the bourgeoisie, that it means
dictatorship over the proletariat and
masses of people. To “forget” this —
and to talk about the “historical
advance” of bourgeois democracy
“in dealing with the non-class con-
- tradiction of individual/ society” - is
to forget a fundamental teaching of
Marxism: in class society, individu-
als are, most fundamentally and
decisively, members of classes, and

even their individual “wills” are a
product, of their social conditions
and class position and not some
individual essence independent of
social relations.16
In order to-make even clearer the
essence of the question here and to
reveal more fully the class basis of —
the class outlook and interests repre-
sented by — the CRC document’s
treatment of the bourgeois-demo-
cratic state and its relation to indi-
viduals as well as classes, it is
worthwhile reviewing some
important passages from major
Marxist works which shed light on
this. First, the following from
Engels, in which he lays bare the
class content of the self-proclaimed
“universal principles” of the bour-
geois revolution: .
“The great men, who in France
prepared men’s minds for the com-
ing [bourgeois] revolution, were
themselves extreme revolutionists.
They recognised no external author-
ity of any kind whatever. Religion,
natural science, society, political
institutions — everything was sub-
jected to the most unsparing criti-
cism: everything must justify its
existence before the judgment-seat
of reason or give up existence....
“Now, for the first time, appeared
the light of day, the kingdom of rea-
son; henceforth superstition, injus-
tice, privilege, oppression, were to
be superseded by eternal truth, eter-
nal Right, equality based on Nature
and the inalienable rights of man.
“We know today that this king-
dom of reason was nothing more
than the idealised kingdom of the
bourgeoisie; that this eternal Right
found its realisation in bourgeois
justice; that this equality reduced
itself to bourgeois equality before
the law; that bourgeois property was
proclaimed as one of the essential
rights of man; and that the govern-

ment of reason, the Contrat Social of
Rousseau, came into being, and only
could come into being, as a demo-
cratic bourgeois republic. The great
thinkers of the eighteenth century
could, no more than their predeces-
sors, go beyond the limits imposed
upon them by their epoch.” (Engels,
“Socialism: Utopian and Scientific”,
MESW, vol. 3, pp. 115-16) A

Next, the following, which Marx
described as “the guiding principle
of my studies”: _

“In the social production of their
existence, men enter into definite,
necessary relations, which are inde-
pendent of their will, namely, rela-
tions of production corresponding to
a determinate stage of development
of their materialforces of produc-
tion. The totality of these relations
of production constitutes the eco-
nomic structure of society, the real
foundation on which there arises a
legal and political superstructure and
to which there correspond definite
forms of social consciousness. The
mode of production of material life
conditions the social, political and
intellectual life-process in general. It
is not the consciousness of men that
determines their being, but on the

" contrary it is their social being that

determines their consciousness.”
(Marx, Preface and Introduction to A
Contribution to the Critique of Poli-
tical Economy, Peking: FLP, p. 3)
Finally, the following from Lenin:
“Everyone knows that the masses
are divided into classes;... that usual-
ly...classes are led by political par-
ties; that political parties, as a gener-
al rule, are directed by more or less
stable groups composed of the most
authoritative, influential and experi-
enced members, who are elected to
the most responsible positions and
are called leaders. All this is elemen-
tary.” (Lenin, Left-Wing Commun-
ism, An Infantile Disorder, Peking:

16. It is perhaps necessary to point out
that Engels “went overboard” en the
question of individual wills in his 1890
letter to Bloch (see Marx and Engels,
Selected Letters, Peking: FLP, pp. 75-
78), in which his purpose was to
“counterbalance” the overwhelming
emphasis he and Marx had been
obliged to put on the role of underlying
material (productive) forces in deter-
mining human social development. In
this letter, Engels ended up describing
the conflicts in society as a clash of
innumerable individual wills which are
ultimately determined by the underly-

ing material forces. This was a descrip-
tion which tended to leave out, or “put
to theé side”, the fundamental fact that
individuals and “individual wills” are
shaped by the social position of indi-
viduals — and in class society this
means above all their class position.
But this particular tendency in this par-
ticular letter does not change the fact
that Engels, and Marxism in general,
recognizes the decisive role of classes
and class struggle (since the time class-
es first emerged), which is clear in the
Communist Manifesto and innumerable
other Marxist works.



FLP, Chapter V, pp. 28-29)

The underlying and unifying point
here is that those whose outlook cor-
responds to and is conditioned by
the bourgeois world and worldview
- and this applies to the petit-bour-
geois democrats as well — are inca-
pable of grasping the fundamental
material reality that determines the
content of a given society and its
institutions and ideas. They cannot
correctly comprehend the underlying
basis and the actual class nature of
bourgeois democracy and bourgeois-
democratic notions of freedom,
individuality, and so on, any more
than they can correctly understand
the actual content of proletarian
democracy and proletarian dictator-
ship. They cannot get right the rela-
tions between different classes,
between individuals and classes, and
between classes as such and their
ideological and political leadership
(parties).

The CRC document, in its attempt
to rationalize its *“non-class” analy-
sis (or analysis of “non-class as-
pects™), cites a passage — or, more
accurately, part of a passage — from
Chapter I of The German Ideology
by Marx and Engels:

““....in the course of historical
evolution......there appears a division
within the life of each individual in
so far as it is personal and in so far
as it is determined by some branch
of labour and the conditions pertain-
ing to it.’ (German Ideology, p. 66
vol 1, Selected Works, Moscow)”.

This is as cited in the CRC docu-
ment (par. 13.4) — and this is all they
cite — there is quite a bit left out. If
we look at the whole passage in
question, we see that what is left out
makes clear that Marx’s and
Engels’s meaning is the opposite of
what the CRC document implies.
Marx and Engels explicitly make the
point that individuality in class soci-
ety takes shape within and is condi-
tioned by the class relations. For
example, in the very next sentence
after the one cited in this CRC docu-
ment, Marx and Engels say this:
“We do not mean it to be understood
from this that, for example, the ren-
tier, the capitalist, etc., cease to be
persons; but their personality is con-
ditioned and determined by quite
definite class relationships and the
division appears only in their oppo-
sition to another class and, for
themselves, only when they go
bankrupt.” (MESW, vol. 1, p. 66,
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emphasis added)

What, in fact, Marx and Engels
are getting at here is not that there is
a “non-class aspect” to the “life of
individuals” in class society, and to
their labour in particular, but that
there is a contradiction in the fact
that they exist and carry out their
labour as separate individuals yet
their role in production and their
role in society overall is conditioned
and determined by the overall social
production process with its division
of labour. In capitalist society, their
labour (and their overall existence)
is bound together by commodity
production and exchange and most
essentially by the process of capi-
talist accumulation. Marx and
Engels go on to elaborate on this,
speaking specifically to the question
of individual freedom and how,
especially under capitalism and
above all for the proletariat, the
appearance (individual freedom) is
in conflict with the essence (class
oppression and exploitation), Here,
in this longer passage from the work
in question, is how they develop this
point: -

“In the estate (and even more in
the tribe) this is as yet concealed: for
instance, a nobleman always re-
mains a nobleman, a commoner
always a commoner, apart from his
other relationships, a quality insepa-
rable from his individuality. The
division between the personal and
the class individual, the accidental
nature of the conditions of life for
the individual, appears only with the
emergence of the class, which is

itself a product of the bourgeoisie. ~

This accidental character is only
engendered and developed by com-
petition and the struggle of individu-
als among themselves. Thus, in
imagination, individuals seem freer
under the dominance of the bour-
geoisie than before, because their
conditions of life seem accidental;
in reality, of course, they are less
free, because they are more subject-
ed to the violence of things. The dif-
ference from the estate comes out
particularly in the antagonism
between the bourgeoisie and the pro-
letariat.” (ibid, emphasis added)

In the Grundrisse, Marx further
elaborates on this, making an obser-
vation that is very relevant as an
exposure of the position and outlook
set forth in this CRC document:

“In the money relation, in the
developed system of exchange (and

this semblance seduces the demo-
crats), the ties of personal depend-
ence, of distinctions of blood, educa-
tion, etc. are in fact exploded, ripped
up (at least, personal ties all appear
as personal relations); and individu-
als seem independent (this is an
independence which is at bottom
merely an illusion, and it is more
correctly called indifference), free to
collide with one another and to
engage in exchange within this free-
dom; but they appear thus only for
someone who abstracts from the
conditions, the conditions of exist-
ence within which these individuals
enter into contact (and these condi-
tions, in turn, are independent of the
individuals and, although created by
society, appear as if they were natu-
ral conditions, not controllable by
individuals).... A closer examination
of these external relations, these
conditions, shows, however, that it is
impossible for the individuals of a
class etc. to overcome them en
masse without destroying them.”
(Marx, Grundrisse, translated with a
foreword by Martin Nicolaus,
Penguin Books/New Left Review,
“The Chapter on Money”, pp. 163-
64, emphasis in original)

Let’s see where the authors of this
CRC document are heading with
their distortion of the Marxist posi-
tion on the relation of individuals
and classes, with their insistence on
“the non-class aspect” of the bour-
geois-democratic state and the “non-
class contradiction of indivi-
dual/society”. Before long, this is
developed into a whole criticism of
what is identified as “one dominant
tendency” in “the line followed by
communists from Lenin onwards”,
namely: -

“...a class-reductionist tendency.
That is, analysing society only in
terms of class and class struggle
thereby neglecting the non-class
aspects in the complex phenomenon
of society. Lenin’s one sidedness in
understanding the complexities of
the dictatorship of the proletariat and
his total neglect of the need to devel-
op a political system will have to be
attributed to this class-reductionist
approach, which is still very domi-
nant in the whole communist move-
ment.” (par: 9.6)

This is a remarkable assertion!
Besides everything that has been
said, in refutation of this document,
about Lenin’s actual theory and
practice in leading the dictatorship
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of the proletariat, have the authors of
this document forgotten that it was
Lenin who wrote literally volumes
on the right of nations to sélf-deter-
mination, taking to task people like
Rosa Luxemburg; among others,
who tended to liquidate the national
Guestion, to reduce the oppression of
the masses in the dominated nations
to simply a matter of class exploita-
tion, in the most narrow sense? If
the concept of “class reductionism”
has any legitimate meaning, it would
refer to this kind of vulgar econom-
ist tendency - the tendency to
reduce every contradiction to the
most narrow expression of the rela-
tions between the workers and the
capitalists. And no one was a more
consistent and determined fighter
against precisely this kind of tenden-
cy than Lenin. But, in waging the
struggle against economist tenden-
cies of all kinds, Lenin did so from
the point of view of a definite class
— the proletariat. And that is just the
point. What the authors of the CRC
document are actually referring to,
when they invoke the spectre of
“class reductionism”, is nothing
other than Marxist class analysis.
They are expressing their fundamen-
tal disagreement with the statement
by Mao that, “In class society every-
one lives as a member of a particular
class, and every kind of thinking,
without exception, is stamped with
the brand of a class.”'7 (Mao, “On
Practice”, Selected Works, Peking:
FLP, vol. 1, p. 296)

As an illustration of this, we can
cite the example that Mao himself
uses in his “Talks at the Yenan
Forum on Literature and Art”, where
he speaks to the concept that some
artists were raising — the theme of
“love of humanity”. He says that, in
actual fact, in a society divided into
classes, although people may talk
about love of humanity, it is not pos-
sible for anyone to actually carry out
this orientation in practice, since
society is divided into classes and it

is not possible to love both the
oppressors and the oppressed.
Whether you want to or not, you
have to choose which side you’re
going to'be on. Again, all this will
be fundamentally conditioned by the
class relations in any class society.
“Love of humanity” may seem,
especially from a petit-bourgeois
standpoint, to have no class charac-
ter — or to transcend class relations
and deal with a “non-class contra-
diction” — but in fact it will always
find expression ultimately in class
terms (so long as society is divided

‘into classes). To insist on this under-

standing is not “class reductionism”
— it is Marxist materialism.

But, taking up the CRC docu-
ment’s own coricept (“class reduc-
tionism™), it must be said that, while
all things in society do not necessar-
ily express themselves immediately
and directly in class terms, they are
all “reducible” to class terms in the
final analysis. For example, when
Mao said in his 1968 statement in
support of the Afro-American peo-
ple’s struggle that the contradiction
between the masses of Black people

and the ruling class in the U.S. is in

the final analysis a class contradic-
tion, he didn’t mean that there is no
national question involved; he meant
that this contradiction would finally
be resolved through the proletarian
revolution. To say, more generally,
that the national struggle is in the
final analysis a matter of class strug-
gle does not mean that the national
question has no dynamic of its own;
but it does mean that in essence and
at bottom it is conditioned by the
fundamental class relations and will
find its ultimate resolution through
the resolution of the class struggle
with the final victory of the prole-
tariat over the bourgeoisie and
achievement of communism, world-
wide; and it means that different
classes, both within the oppressor
nations and within the oppressed
nations, will have different outlooks

on the national question, as on
everything else.

At this point it should be clear
how the CRC document’s opposition
to “class reductionism” is in actuali-
ty a petit-bourgeois demand for
“freedom” from the Marxist method
of class analysis and the whole pro-
letarian world outlook and method-
ology — a demand which parallels
the desire to be “free” of the prole-
tariat and its dictatorship in the real
world, to repudiate the entire histori-
cal experience of the dictatorship of
the proletariat (“from Lenin
onwards”). Here the following
insights of Marx are very relevant.
Commenting, significantly, on a
variant of petit-bourgeois social-
democracy that, in a different con-
text and somewhat different form,
also advocated “the transformation
of society in a democratic way, but a
transformation within the bounds of
the petite bourgeoisie”, Marx goes
on to say that:

“...one must not form the narrow-
minded notion that the petite bour-
geoisie, on principle, wishes to
enforce an egoistic class interest.
Rather, it believes that the special
conditions of its emancipation are

the general conditions within the

frame of which alone modern soci-
ety can be saved and the class strug-
gle avoided. Just as little must one
imagine that the democratic repre-
sentatives are indeed all shopkeepers
or enthusiastic champions of shop-
keepers. According to their educa-
tion and their individual position
they may be as far apart as heaven
from earth. What makes them repre-
sentatives of the petite bourgeoisie is
the fact that in their minds they do
not get beyond the limits which the
latter do not get beyond in life, that
they are consequently driven, theo-
retically, to the same problems and
solutions to which material interest
and social position drive the latter
practically. This is, in general, the
relationship bétween the political

o

17. By this it should not be understood
that there is a direct one-to-one relation
in all cases between the class position of
any particular person and his/her way of
thinking. For one thing, there is the fact
that, as Marx and Engels pointed out, the
culing ideas in society are the ideas of
the ruling class, and these ideas are
bound to exert a considerable influence
on the thinking of even the members of
the oppressed classes. Further, it is a

basic principle of Marxist, dialectical
materialism that ideas, having arisen on
the basis of material reality, in turn exert
a great influence on matenal reality, and
that, .in this way, ideas, particularly cor-
rect ideas, have considerable power to
influence people broadly in society (this
explains, for example, why some people,
particularly intellectuals, from among
the bourgeoisie or petite bourgeoisie
take up the outlook of the proletariat and

join its revolutionary struggle). But, with
all this, it remains true that, speaking of
masses of people, there is in the final
analysis a general correspondence
between their class position and their
outlook. And more generally, it remains
a profound truth that, as Mao put it, “in
class society everyone lives as a member
of a particular class, and every kind of
thinking, without exception, is stamped
with the brand of a class”.



and literary representatives of a
class and the class they represent....

“But the democrat, because he
represents the petite bourgeoisie,
that is, a transition class, in which
the interests of two classes are
simultaneously mutually blunted,
imagines himself elevated above
class antagonism generally. The
democrats concede that a privileged
class confronts them, but they, along
with all the rest of the nation, form
the people. What they represent is
the people’s rights; what interests
them is the people's interests.
Accordingly, when a struggle is
impending, they do not need to
examine the interests and positions
of the different classes.” (Marx, The
Eighteenth Brumaire of Louis
Bonaparte, Moscow: Progress
Publishers, pp. 40-41, 43-44, em-
phasis in original)

Assessing Historical Experience

Viewing, from its standpoint, the
whole history of socialism so far, the
CRC document draws this con-
clusion;

“While upholding the heroic effort
to create a new society and the new
things which emerged through
socialism (things which have played
a positive role in shaping history) as
communists our task is to focus on
our mistakes and correct them; not
justify them in the name of historical
limitations.” (par. 9.6)

In response to this, three points:

1. In fact, as communists our main
task in this regard, especially in
today’s concrete circumstances, is to
uphold and defend not merely “the
heroic effort to create a new society”
but the great historical achievements
of the dictatorship of the proletariat
in actually bringing into being a rad-
ically new society, for the first time
in the Soviet Union, and then carry-
ing this to even greater heights
through the Chinese revolution and
the Great Proletarian Cultural
Revolution. At the same time, and
on this basis, we must also rythless-
ly and penetratingly criticize our
actual mistakes and seek the means of
avoiding those mistakes in the future
and minimizing mistakes in general to
the greatest degree possible.

In this regard, it must be frankly
said that it is inconsistent, not to say
hypocritical, for the CRC document
to speak of upholding “the new
things which emerged through so-
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cialism (things which have played a
positive role in shaping history)”
while at the same time insisting that
“from Lenin onwards” the basic line
and practice of the international
communist movement regarding the
most decisive question of proletarian
state power was fundamentally
flawed, that within a few years after
the October Revolution the “dicta-
torship of the party” was instituted
in place of the dictatorship of the
masses, and that even the Cultural
Revolution did not break out of this
framework of “dictatorship of the
party”. To be consistent — that is,
consistently Marxist — the necessary
conclusion that would have to be
drawn from such an analysis is that
there never was any socialist trans-
formation in those societies: for how
could a Marxist think that such a
world-historical transformation —
and socialism, though it is not yet
classless society, nevertheless repre-
sents a world-historical trans-
formation — could be achieved not
by the party leading and relying on
the masses but by imposing the dic-
tatorship of the party over them?!
Viewed from this perspective, there
would be very few, if any, “new
things” — in particular, socialist new
things — to uphold.

2. With regard to our mistakes, the
first thing is to make a correct
appraisal of what they were — and
were not — and on that basis dig into
the roots of them — the objective and
subjective roots, those which did
result from historical limitation and
from an unfavourable balance of
class forces and those which resulted
from errors in outlook and method-
ology and in political strategy and
policy.

3. This CRC document has failed

to correctly appreciate and sum up |

the lessons from either the great
advances or the actual mistakes
involved in this historical experi-
ence. And this is not accidental: it is
not possible to correctly analyze the
mistakes without correctly evaluat-
ing the achievements and vice versa
(this is related to the basic point of
orientation stressed in the section of
the RIM Declaration cited earlier —
pointing out how the summation of
historical experience is itself an
arena of acute class struggle and that
criticism of this experience and gen-
uine creative development of
Marxism is inseparably linked with

a fierce struggle to uphold the basic.

principles of Marxism). Unfortun-
ately, however, the CRC document
abandons basic - principles of
Marxism. »

Centralization, Decentralization
and the
Withering Away of the State

As we have seen, an incorrect
position on the role of the party, par-
ticularly under the dictatorship of
the proletariat, is pivotal in the CRC
document’s abandonment of these
principles. And the document ac-
tually goes so far as to assert that:

“another tendency encouraged by
Lenin’s stand on the Party’s central

role in the dictatorship of the prole--

tariat is the dominant thinking in the
communist movement which con-
siders that the party determines
everything in relation to social revo-
lution”. (par. 9.7)

To attribute such a position to
Lenin clearly flies in the face of
reality — including Lenin’s practice
as a leader of the October Revo-
lution and the international com-
munist movement and his contribu-
tions to Marxist theory. But to
attribute this to Mao is especially
outrageous. It was Mao who crystal-
lized the understanding that the
masses are the makers of history,
that the people and the people alone
are the motive force in the making
of world history — Mao gave this
concentrated theoretical expression
and he consistently applied it in
practice, in the struggle to seize
power, to exercise the dictatorship of
the proletariat and to carry forward
the revolutionary struggle toward
communism. And it is not surprising
that, with such a distorted outlook
on what has been the actual “domin-
ant thinking” and practice in the
international communist movement,
this CRC document, while “on the
one hand” upholding a leading role
for the communist vanguard, soon
proceeds to deny that leading role
“on the other hand” and in essence.

This becomes even clearer as the
document gets into what it calls a
“new orientation”. Not surprisingly,
however, this “new” orientation is
far from new: it is a rather well-
known conception common to a
variety of petit-bourgeois and bour-
geois “socialists”. And, as is com-
mon to such conceptions, this *“new
orientation” is grounded firmly in
idealism. Continuing to discount or
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dismiss the very real contradictions,
within socialist society and interna-
tionally, that have been the essential
basis for why, in certain significant
respects, the actual historical experi-
ence of the dictatorship of the prole-
tariat has differed from what Marx
projecied from the short-lived and
very limited experience of the Paris
Commune, this document insists
that:

“A qualitatively new under-
standing of proletarian political
power must be the starting point. It
must reflect Marx’s concept of the
Paris Commune — as the reabsorp-
tion of state power by the whole
society. So the proletarian state
should not be a state like the bour-
geois state or the state under social-
ism so far practised by the commu-
nists which concentrated the whole
power in the centralised state struc-
ture. It will have to be a new politi-
cal system in which the state ceases
to be a state by starting the process
of reabsorption of state power by
society, through a process of decen-
tralising political power, aimed at
reaching a stage when the (political)
will of the whole society can get
expressed and realised directly with-
out the mediation of the state. Such
a system can be developed only by
achieving the genuine socialisation
of the means of production, which
can again be assured through a polit-
ical system which ensures proletari-
an democracy. This socialist system,
in which the socialised economic
base and the proletarian democratic
political system are complementary
aspects, must survive on its own
becoming a social system acceptable
to and practised by the whole peo-
ple, under the leadership of the pro-
letariat.” (par. 10.3)

Note the equation: centralization —
bad; decentralization — good. Again,
thns'reflects_ the classical petit-bour-
geois aversion to the rule of the pro-
!etanat through its powerful central-
ized state and its centralized control
over the economy. This document is,
in effect, calling for the abolition of
the proletarian state — as soon as the
proletariat has consolidated its rule
and socialized ownership — and the
replacement of this state by a non-
state democratic political system.

In actual fact, the withering away
of the state is not equivalent to the
abolition of a centralized administra-
uve structure — such a structure will
still be necessary in communist soci-

ety, although there, even as com-
pared with socialist society, it will
be a structure of a radically new
type. Nor does. the process of the
withering away of the state — the
process of “the reabsorption of state
power by the whole society” — find
its most essential expression in the
weakening of the central state ap-
paratus and its replacement by
decentralized political institutions.
In essence, this process involves the
drawing of the broad masses (and
ultimately the people as a whole)
into the administration of society —
on both the central and local levels —
as part of the whole struggle to over-
come the division between mental
and manual labour and all oppres-
sive divisions of labour and related
inequalities in society overall.

But let’s look further at the ques-
tion of centralization-decentraliza-
tion and the CRC document’s dis-
torted view of this. In fact, what is
being proposed with the CRC docu-
ment’s “new orientation” is the same
old anarchist-syndicalist line that
Lenin criticized: a line that sets
decentralization against the central-
ized state power and economic con-
trol of the proletarian state — that
treats these as essentially anta-
gonistic, rather than grasping the
non-antagonistic dialectical relation
between them. Under the dictator-
ship of the proletariat, without a
powerful central state apparatus and
its centralized control of the econo-
my, decentralization will only lead
to a situation of conflicting local and
particular interests, will foster capi-
talist competition and contribute to
the restoration of the capitalist sys-
tem, In the real world it is impossi-
ble for the proletariat to exercise dic-
tatorship over the enemy, or to prac-
tice democracy among the people,
just as it is impossible for it to be the
master of the economy, without such
powerful centralization: without
such centralization there is no way
to maintain a unified and integrated
socialist economy, relying on
planned and proportional develop-
ment serving the revolutionary inter-
ests of the proletariat, and no way
for the larger interests of the prole-
tariat as a class to be translated into
lines and policies guiding the entire
society.

pn the other hand, centralization
without relying on the masses and
giving wide scope to initiative on
the local and basic levels will also

lead to the restoration of capitalism,
in the form (initially at least) of state
capitalism. This is why Mao stressed
that, in formulating plans for the
socialist economy as well as in car-
rying out these plans, as with every-
thing else, the mass line must be
practised and fundamental reliance
must be placed on the conscious
activism of the masses. Summing up
the pathbreaking experience in car-
rying out the line of “grasp revolu-
tion/promote production” in socialist
China, Raymond Lotta points out
that:

“The Chinese planning system
delegated decision-making to local
political authority, which, in con-
junction with unified political direc-
tion and new forms of socjalist man-
agement, increased the exercise of
collective control by the proletariat.
The Chinese revolutionaries demon-
strated the possibility of combining
regulation with creative experimen-
tation, centralized control with local
initiative, balance with break-
through, and economic coordination
with mass political campaigns; they
put revolutionary politics in com-
mand of économic development.
This model represents a qualitative
leap in the theory and practice of
socialist planning...”.

“Mao summed up that too much
top-down (vertical) control over the
economy stifled popular initiative.
Such a system of planning could not
give full play to local capabilities
and allow for creative utilization of
local resources. It also undermined
unified leadership over the economy
as a whole, since there was no way
that a complex and diverse economy
could be managed on the basis of
detailed commands from the top, no
matter how thorough the statistical
information and price calculations
may be....”

“Thus the policy of giving greater
scope to local authority was carried
out in dialectical unity with unified
central leadership and unified plan-
iiing. Local initiative would have the
effect of strengthening, not weaken-
ing, centralized leadership and uni-
fied planning. But the real glue of
this system ensuring that the inter-
ests of the whole and the overall
needs of the revolution were being
met was political and ideological.
And decisive to this was the practice
of the ‘mass.line’ to ensure that
planning was carried out in accor-
dance with the interests of the mass-
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es and on the basis of mobilizing the
masses.” (Lotta, “The Theory and
Practice of Maoist Planning: In
Defense of a Viable and Visionary
Socialism”, a paper to be published
in forthcoming issue No. 62 of
Revolution, emphasis in original)

If the Vanguard Doesn’t Lead,
Who Will?

With this in mind, let’s return to
the formulation in the CRC docu-
ment’s “new orientation”: “This
socialist system, in which the
socialised economic base and the
proletarian democratic political sys-
tem are complementary aspects,
must survive on its own becoming a
social system acceptable to and
practised by the whole people, under
the leadership of the proletariat”.
Here it must be asked: what is meant
by this “whole people”? Does it
include or exclude the overthrown
exploiters? And what about newborn
exploiters, arising from within
socialist society itself? And what
about degenerated elements from
among the working people them-
selves, since no reasonable person
can deny that in socialist society
there will be such? Once it is
allowed that dictatorship must be
exercised over these groups, then we
are back to the fact that “a social
system acceptable to and practised
by the whole people” cannot come
about right away or in a short time -
without protracted and at times very
acute class struggle and in fact the
thorough transformation of the eco-
nomic base and the superstructure of

. society and moreover the whole

world.

What, in this context, can “survive
on its own” mean? Does it mean that
if the “whole people” decide they do
not want this system, it must be
abandoned until a time in the future
when, perhaps, this “whole people”
will decide that after all they do
want this system again — at least for
a while. The absurdity of such a
concept — which is related to the
absurdity of this Khrushchev-like
notion of a classless “whole people”
- should be readily apparent.

Oh, but it is said that this “whole
people” must practise this “socialist”
system “under the leadership of the
proletariat”. But here this CRC doc-
ument runs into a logical contradic-
tion of its own making. According to
its own logic, it can legitimately be
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asked: who gave the proletariat “the
right” to assert its leadership? From
the point of view of this “whole peo-
ple”, why is that not just as bad as
the dreaded “dictatorship of the

party”? But, even if this proletarian .

leadership were. to be accepted, how
would this leadership be actually
exercised — institutionally or “extra-
institutionally” — what would be the
means and mechanisms for this that
would not actually land you back in
the same old situation where the
vanguard of the proletariat plays the
leading role?

In fact, once again the very logic
of this document will lead to the
conclusion that there should not be
any vanguard, at least not a prole-
tarian vanguard. And, further, it will
also lead to the conclusion that no
one, no social classes or forces,
should be excluded from “the whole
people”; for who gave any one
group “the right” to set itself up as
the judge of who can be included
among “the whole people”. There is,
of course, an answer to this, but it
cannot be provided with the bour-
geois-democratic outlook that runs
through this CRC document.

At this point the CRC document
seems to allow that the leadership of
a vanguard party will be necessary
to carry out the overthrow of the old
state power, the smashing of the old
state machinery and then “the estab-
lishment of the new political sys-
tem”. (par. 10.4) And further, “The
vanguard party of the proletariat
will have to play the leading role
until the new political system starts
functioning effectively, by complet-
ing the process of the socialisation
of the means of production and then
consolidating the power in the hands
of the new ruling classes under the
leadership of the proletariat. Once
this is achieved the communist party
must give up its monopoly control
of the revolutionary transformation
and allow the system to function on
its own. Under the proletarian demo-
cratic system, the effectiveness of
the new system will be accepted or
rejected by the people through an
open democratic process in which
the whole people will be freely
involved through their own political
organisations or otherwise.” (ibid)

Once again, the document is
embroiled in all kinds of logical
contradictions of its own making.

First, on the question of violently
overthrowing the old system and the

role of the vanguard party in this, as
was pointed out in the beginning of
this critique, in drawing some gener-
al conclusions conceming the CRC
document: this document’s position
on the so-called dictatorship of the
party is inescapably linked to a posi-
tion that a violent overthrow, espe-
cially one led by a vanguard party, is
also wrong — elitist and coercive not
only against the bourgeoisie but also

‘against masses of people who may

not, at the start at least, agree with
the vanguard party about the need to
carry out this violent overthrow.
Shouldn’t this question (of whether
or not to overthrow the old system)
be put to a vote of the “whole peo-
ple™? Or perhaps it should be put to
a vote of the “whole people” minus
the old ruling class and those (open-
ly) siding with it? — but then, again,
you would run into the vexing
problem of who would decide, who
would have “the right” to decide,
who exactly should be included and
excluded from the ranks of the
“whole people”. Before long, this
kind of formal democratic preoccu-
pation would overwhelm any
orientation toward overthrowing the
system!

This might seem like a caricature
of the CRC document’s position, but
it is not. It is not accidental that
Khrushchev's line on “the state of
the whole people” was part of a
package that also included “the
peaceful transition to socialism”.
And the parallel also exists with
regard to the line and logic put for-
ward in this CRC document. If this
line and logic is persisted in, it won’t
be long before some version of
“peaceful transition” is also more or
less openly adopted.

Returning to the question of when
and according to what criteria it
should be determined that the party
should no longer play an institution-
alized leading role in the new soci-
ety, we run into another of the by-
now-familiar logical contradictions
in the CRC document. Who is to
determine when “the new political
system starts functioning effective-
ly” and specifically when the con-
solidation of “power in the hands of
the new ruling classes under the
leadership of the proletariat™ has
been sufficiently achieved that the
party must give up this role? Is it the
party that decides this? But that is a
contradiction in itself — how can the
party decide for the masses that
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they no longer need the party’s insti-
tutionalized leading role? Or, if this
is not decided by the party, then by
whom and by what means is"this
decided — do the people voie on it?
But then who decides when it is
time to have such a vote, who orga-
nizes such a vote, sets the rules for
it, etc., etc.? The silliness of these
questions is a reflection of the
underlying idealism of the whole
line set forth in this CRC document.
Turning to the economic aspect, in
no socialist country to date has there
existed anything close to complete
socialization of ownership, certainly
not in the sense spoken of by Marx
in The Critique of the Gotha
Programme (where he conceived of
all ownership being ownership by
society as a whole). And experience
suggests that it is likely to involve a
long period before such complete
socialization can be achieved. In
both the Soviet Union and in China
when they were socialist, the fact
that things had not yet advanced to
the stage where all means of produc-
tion were owned by the whole peo-
ple was identified as a major reason
why commodities and with them the
law of value continued to play a sig-
nificant, if not overall regulating,
role in the economy. In China, col-
lective ownership by groups of peas-
ants was still the most widespread
form of ownership; with the relative-
ly small production teams still the
main economic accounting unit.
Mao, and Chang Chun-chiao follow-
ing him, identified this as a signifi-
cant and long-term contradiction,
very much bound up with the exis-
tence of classes and class struggle
and the continual engendering of the
bourgeoisie under socialism. So, to
say that the party should step down
from its institutionalized vanguard
role when the process of socializa-
tion is completed, without address-
ing crucial questions like this, is
another, more serious, reflection of
the idealism of this CRC document,
The fact is that, exactly because of
profound contradictions such as this
and their reflection in the super-
structure, the party will have to con-
tinue to play the leading role for a
long period ~ in fact throughout the
entire historical period of socialist
trangition, which is marked by such
contradictions. And to actually play
this role in the correct way - in the
correct relationship to the masses —
this leading role must be institution-

alized. As pointed out before, if this
is not the case, then, owing to the
actual contradictions still in force,
some other .group must and will
dominate decision-making, but it
will be bourgeois-cliques of one
kind or another.

- “"What Kind of Party,
‘What Kind of Revolution?

_In opposition to this understand-
ing, the “new orientation” envi-
sioned in this CRC document holds
that, from the time of the seizure of
power, even when it must still play
the vanguard role, the party “must
assert its authority only politically
through the bodies elected by the
people”, and moreover the party
must function as an “open party”
and be “very democratic even allow-
ing factions etc. as a matter of prin-
ciple”. (par. 10.5) And then, once
the functioning of the new political
and economic system has been
developed according to the princi-
ples set forth in this document, the
party “should formally relinquish its
monopoly of power”, and, “Its right
to govern should be strictly based on
the electoral support gained by its
platform just like any other plat-
form.” (par. 10.9)

This is yet more idealism. It is
mere playing at socialist revolution,
if it is even that. This may be an
appropriate party for a socialist soci-
ety existing in some idyllic imagi-
nary world where there is no imperi-
alist encirclement, no soil constantly
giving rise to the bourgeoisie within

- the socialist society itself, no signifi-

cant social distinctions and class

contradictions among the people
themselves, no ideological influence
of the exploiting classes, and so on.
But it is clear that this has nothing to
do with a revolutionary party that
must act as the vanguard of a deter-
mined class struggle, both within the
country and internationally, against a
class enemy that still has a powerful
base internationally and even within
the socialist society itself has some
powerful material conditions operat-
ing in its favour.18

It may sound “very democratic” to fActie,

talk about an “open party” that
allows factions within it “as a matter
of principle”, and so on. But in reali-
ty this is just a recipe for a party
with many different “centres”, none
of which will be capable of repre-
senting the revolutionary interests of \
the proletariat, especially in periods !
of acute class struggle — a party that l
will degenerate into bourgeois fac-
tionalism. All this is indeed “very [
democratic” — it is very bourgeois- l
democratic — the “principle” in-
volved in this is bourgeois prin-
ciple.19 |
It should be recalled how the
experience of the Bolshevik Party, in
leading the October Revolution and
the Soviet state it gave birth to, in-
volved, as a significant aspect,
breaking with the influence of
social-democracy, represented most
prominently by the German Social-
Democratic Party of Kautsky. This
was a process which culminated in a
complete rupture, focused around
World War 1 — a sharp turn in which
the majority of the parties in the
Second International went from
quantity to quality in degenerating

18. The CRC document doesn’t entirely
forget to mention class struggle here. It
says that the system of proletarian
democracy it is advocating “will have to
evolve further” (“Since socialism itself
is a period of revolutionary transforma-
tion”) and that, “The question of such
changes in the political-social-economic

structures will itself be a matter of class -

struggle.” (ibid) But this vague notion of
“class struggle” is part of the CRC docu-
ment’s idealized vision of “socialist
society”, in which the material basis for
the existence, and strength, of the bour-
geoisie is not taken seriously into
account — is not even correctly compre-
hended. This “class struggle” could only
be as imaginary as the “socialism” this
document dreams up. It has nothing to
do with the real, and decisive, class
struggle that must be waged as the key
link thfoughout the socialist transition. It

doesn’t help to talk about “class strug-
gle” and “a period of revolutionary
transformation” in a context where the
nature of this “period of revolutionary
transformation” is distorted and the basis
and centrality of class contradiction and
class struggle throughout this period is
misapprehended and misrepresented.

19. One of the main expressions of bour-
geois principle involved here is treating
ideas, including the lines and “plat-
forms” of political parties, as commodi-
ties that have to find their value in the
“market place of ideas” (and the petite
bourgeoisie is particularly susceptible to
the illusion that in the operation of the
“free market” equality will actually pre-
vail). There is a basic failure to recog-
nize that the essence of the capitalist
market in particular is class domination
and exploitation.



into opportunism, while on the other
hand the Bolsheviks also went from
quantity to quality in breaking with
erroncous tendencies that had long
held considerable sway in the inter-
national socialist movement. One of
the sharpest focuses of this was pre-
cisely the question of the party.

As we know, in order to prepare
for and then lead the October
Revolution, the Bolsheviks, under
Lenin’s leadership, had to fight a
fierce battle to establish and main-
tain the kind of vanguard party nec-
essary for the tasks of proletarian
revolution. And, in the aftermath of
the seizure of power, the Bolsheviks
again had to make another, further
leap in conceptualizing and realiz-
ing a vanguard party that could lead

icant expression of this was the out-
lawing of factions within the Party.
ft'is true that, while this may have
been initially seen as a temporary
measure to deal with an acutely dif-
ficult situation in the wake of the
civil war, it was then given more
general and long-term application.
And this was correct.

| Genuine communist parties, real

the continuing struggle. One signif-+
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vanguards of the proletarian revolu-
tion, need the contention of oppos-
ing views and a vigorous ideological
struggle within their own ranks, but
they also need this to be done
through the unified organizational
structure of the party- and not
through the formation of organized
factions, each with a different plat-
form, set of leaders, and so on. Seri-
ous breaches of discipline and fac-

tional activity within the Bolshev--

iks almost killed the October insur-
rection (Kamenev and Zinoviev,
who disagreed with the insurrec-
tion, or at least with the timing of
the insurrection, publicly revealed
the plans for the insurrection, with
nearly fatal consequences); and,
had factions not been outlawed
when they were (1921), they would
have killed the new Soviet
Republic and obviously prevented
the building of socialism under the
dictatorship of the proletariat.20
With the line that is put forward in
this CRC document on the nature
and role of the party under socia-
lism, how will the proletariat be able
to exercise its leadership — in fact its
all-around dictatorship - in the

superstructure, including such cru-
cial spheres as culture? What kind of
culture; representing which class,
will dominate the stage in this kind
of setup? It is worth recalling that, in
discussing the reasons why the Great
Proletarian Cultural Revolution was
absolutely necessary and most time-
ly, Mao pointed to the fact that, even
after power had been seized and up
until the time of the Cultural
Revolution, culture and education
had overall remained under the dom-
ination of the bourgeoisie (of the
revisionists in particular). It required
a monumental struggle to seize con-
trol of these crucial spheres from the
revisionists and to embark on the
radical transformation of them. It
would be extremely idealist to think
that a proletarian line will dominate
in the sphere of culture - or the
superstructure generally — on the
basis of spontaneity and without the
systematic, all-around leading role
of the party — a single party unified
on the basis of a single line, not one
divided into factions and riddled
with factionalism. In the absence of
such leadership, the superstructure
will in reality be dominated by the

20. While it may be the case that the
counterrevolutionary treachery of
Kamenev and Zinoviev in this politically
(and literally) life-and-death situation
did not result from their involvement in
an organized faction - and, in any case,
this could not have been prevented sim-
ply by the organizational measure of
outlawing factions — still their actions
were of a clearly factional character: act-
ing according to their own line and dis-
cipline in opposition to that of the party.
And, as a matter of fact, the more full-
blown and ongoing existence of factions
will even more fundamentally under-
:mine the unity of will and action of the
party and make it incapable of playing a
vanguard role, of leading the masses in
revolutionary struggle, first to carry out
the seizure of power and establish their
own proletarian dictatorship and then to
carry forward the revolution under this
dictatorship.

In order to examine this question more
fully, it is worth reviewing the specific
circumstances that led to the outlawing
of factions in the Bolshevik Party in
1921. The Bolsheviks confronted the
challenge of rehabilitating a war-ravaged
economy that now faced breakdown, of
re-establishing links with key sectors of
the population (particularly in the coun-
tryside), and of strengthening its organi-
zation in a milieu of social dislocation,
political disaffection (including within
the urban working class) and wavering

among middle strata. The civil war had
been won, yet the fate of the revolution
still hung in the balance. New tasks had
to be faced, major policy adjustments
were called for (the New Economic
Policy was the systematic expression of
that necessity). and new skills, especial-
ly in managing the economy, had to be
developed. Meeting the challenges of the
new situation required a united and reso-
lute party, yet the party itself was, and
could not but be, affected by the strife
and upheaval of the preceding civil war
period. Sharp two-line struggle raged
over the road forward. That was
inevitable. But the successful prosecu-
tion of that struggle was complicated by
the growing problem of factionalism.
Various opposition groupings were
organizing around separate platforms,
forcing the agenda of party discussion
around secondary questions, and putting
adherence to their own platforms above
party discipline. Lenin was concerned
about the real danger of a split in the
party at this crucial time; and he was
concerned that the necessary liberaliza-
tion in economic matters not fan bour-
geois-democratic tendencies in the party.
It was also the case that, where and
when they were in a position to do so,
factional elements sought to implement
their own 1Programs (for example, fol-
lowers of Trotsky tried to carry out their
program of militarizing the trade unions,
a disastrous policy that would feed

demoralization within the trade unions
and distrust towards the party within
society as a whole, exactly at a time
when the need to restore popular confi-
dence in the revolution was at a premi-
um). The influx of many young and
inexperienced members into the party,
alongside many unreconstructed ex-
Mensheviks, Socialist-Revolutionaries,
etc., created fertile ground for factional
orgafiizing within the party.

Left unchecked, factionalism would
make it more difficult to arrive at and
carry out party decisions, would under-
mine party unity and give greater scope
for incorrect policies to take hold; in
short, it would weaken the foundations
of ‘proletarian rule. Further, precisely
because the Bolsheviks were now a
party in power, factionalism took on a
new and threatening dimension. The
internal and external enemies of the rev-
olution could, as they did, speculate on
and take advantage of factional intrigue
and work through groupings close to
power in order to further their aims,
while the proliferation of groups orga-
nized around their own platforms gave
the enemies within the revolution greater
room to manoeuvre and organize.

While the particular circumstances
that led to the outlawing of factions in
the Bolshevik Party in 1921 were ones
of acute crisis for the new proletarian
state and its leading party; and while the

(Footnote continued on next page)
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bourgeoisie, and this, in turn, will

mean that capitalist relations will

become dominant in the economic

base — that cdpitalism will be
" trends, and in which the fundamen-

restored in society as a whole.21

The Bburgeois Electoral Model
vs. Leading the Masses to
Remake the World

Yes, it is true, the party must not
rely on its position of authority, it
must rely on the masses; but that
does not mean it should degenerate

into acting like any old social-demo-

cratic party, tailing the masses and
reducing its role to the framework
and confines of bourgeois-democrat-
ic politicking for votes, abdicating
its responsibility to act as a van-
guard and actually lead the masses
in revolution.

That the CRC document’s vision
of the functioning of the “proletarian
democratic system” is in reality not
qualitatively different from a classi-
cal bourgeois-democratic system
should be clear by now. Its “model”,
where the communist party’s “right
to govern” is “strictly based on the
electoral support gained by its plat-
form just like any other platform”,
would, at best, translate into a situa-
tion where rival power centres, coa-
lesced around different platforms,
would compete for the votes of the
masses. The result of this (again, at
best) would be some sort of “coali-
tion” government, in which “social-
ists” and “communists” of various

kinds would be involved together
with representatives of'various
other, more openly bourgeois and
petit-bourgeois, “democratic”

tal interests of the masses would be
“compromised away” and no radical
transformation of society would be
carried out (and any attempt at this
would be quickly and ruthlessly sup-
pressed by this “coalition” govern-
ment). Hasn’t there been enough -
indeed far too much! - experience,
all over the world, to graphically
illustrate this?22

The notion that somehow this kind
of electoral process will result in the
expression of the “political will” of
the masses can only elicit a cynical
snort of laughter from anyone who
is at all familiar with this kind of
electoral process and who is not suf-
fering from “political amnesia”; it is
a notion that could be believed only
by people who take bourgeois
democracy more seriously than the
bourgeoisie itself does — who have
not learned, or have “unlearned”,
that such democracy, with its elec-
toral process, is an instrument that
serves the exercise of dictatorship by
the bourgeoisie over the masses.
This does not mean that there is no
legitimate role for elections in
socialist society, but such a role
must be based on the recognition
that the formal process of elections
cannot represent the highest or most
essential expression of the “political
will” of the masses; that elections

can only be a subordinate part of the
overall process through which that
“political will” is expressed; that
elections, like everything else in
class society, will be conditioned
and shaped by the fundamental class
relations; and that in socialist society
elections must reflect and serve the
exercise of political power by the
proletariat, with the leading role of
its party.

In contrast to this, the following
characterization of the role of elec-
tions in bourgeois society applies as
well to the (bourgeois) democratic
electoral process the CRC document
envisions for its version of “social-
ist” society and its “proletarian
democratic system”:

“This, very electoral process itself
tends t6' cover over the basic class
relations — and class antagonisms —
in society, and serves to give formal,
institutionalized expression to the
political participation of atomized
individuals in the perpetuation of the
status quo. This process not only.
reduces people to isolated individ-
uals but at the same time reduces
them to a passive position politically
and defines the essence of politics as
such atomized passivity — as each
person, individually, in isolation
from everyone else, giving his/her
approval to this or that option, all of
which options have been formulated
and presented by an active power
standing above these atomized mass-
es of ‘citizens’.” (Avakian, Demo-
cracy, p. 70, emphasis in original)

(Footnote continued from previous page)

existence of factions within a party in
power provides a particularly strong
basis for counterrevolutionary forces,
inside and outside the socialist country,
to weaken and even to overthrow the
socialist state or to subvert it from with-
in and tum it into its opposite; there are
more general principles involved. The
history of the Bolshevik Party illustrates
that, even before the seizure of power,
the Bolsheviks already needed to rupture
more fully with the organizational line
that predominated among the socialist
parties of the Second International, a line
which allowed factions, etc., within the
party. This was a line which flowed from
the increasingly reformist outlook and
program of the majority (and the most
influential) of these parties — a line
which was not oriented toward leading
the masses to overthrow and smash the
existing bourgeois state apparatus and
establish a new, proletarian state. The
outlawing of factions in the Bolshevik
Party in 1921 - and, beyond that, the

establishment of this as a basic organiza-
tional principle of communist parties —
represented the bringing of organization-
al practice and principle more fully into
line with the objective needs of the pro-
letarian revolutionary struggle, both
before and after the seizure of power.

This question of factions within the
party will be returned to later, in dis-
cussing the concluding sections of the
CRC document.

21. In the pamphlet Three Major
Struggles on China’s Philosophical
Front it is noted that Mao warned *that
if we do not build a socialist economy,
our proletarian dictatorship will become
a bourgeois dictatorship, a reactionary,
fascist dictatorship”. (Three Major
Struggles, Peking: FLP, 1973, p. 19)
And, as the other side of this, if the pro-
letariat does not in fact exercise all-
around dictatorship over the bourgeoisie
in the superstructure, including the
spheres of ideology and culture, it will
not be possible to build a socialist econ-

omy and remain on the socialist road.
The line of this CRC document is an
echo of — or actually the “reverse side”
of — the line of Liu Shao-chi and his
philosophical followers who, after the
seizure of nationwide political power in
China, advocated a long period in which
the economy would be of a “synthe-
sized” capitalist-socialist character and
the superstructure would serve both the
socialist and the capitalist sector and
“*also serve the bourgeoisie’”. (ibid p.
16) The CRC document’s line arrives at
the same place “from the other side’ it
would undermine the exercise of all-
around dictatorship by the proletariat in
the superstructure and create a situation
where, in theory, different class forces
would be “sharing power” in the super-
structure; in reality, of course, this “syn-
thesized” superstructure would mean
that the bourgeoisie “synthesized” — “ate
up” — the proletariat and seized control
of the superstructure as a whole and
transformed society in its image ~ back
to capitalism.

Y



Throughout the CRC document
we find many references to the
“political will” of the people or.of
the proletariat. But nowhere in. this
document is there the understanding
— in fact this understanding has been
repudiated — that there is no way of
realizing, and more than that no way
of even determining, the “political
will” of the proletariat and the mass-
es except through the leading role of
the party — through its practice of the
mass line and its application of a
communist ideological and political
line overall.

In fact, as we have seen, the CRC
document consistently poses the
vanguard role of the party against
the conscious activism of the mass-
es. This is unmistakably clear in-its
claim that, once the standing army
has been abolished and replaced by
the arming of the whole people, and
once the party and its “vanguard
role” have been reduced to a matter

of the party competing for electoral

votes on the basis of its platform
(“just like any other platform™), then
“unlike in the hitherto practised
forms of the dictatorship of the pro-
letariat, in the new political struc-
ture, the people wielding the real
power in their own hands, also with
the arms in their hands, will be play-
ing a very active role in the whole
political life of the society, thereby
being the best guarantee against
restoration and also ensuring the
best conditions for seizing back
power if restoration takes place”.
(par. 10.9, emphasis added)

This is a most amazing statement!
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How, for example, could people
familiar with the Great Proletarian
Cultural Revolution argue that the
masses in China were not “playing a
very active role in the whole politic-
al life of the society” — both in
general and specifically in combat-
ing revisionism and capitalism
restoration? If we contrast the
Cultural Revolution with the
recent (bourgeois) “democratic
upsurges” in China, we can say,
without the slightest hesitation,
that the conscious activism, the
class-conscious revolutionary ini-
tiative, of the masses of Chinese
people was expressed “a million
times more” in the Cultural
Revolution. And this has every-
thing to do with the fact that in the
Cultural Revolution the masses
had the leadership of a communist
vanguard, while the recent struggle
has not had that leadership.23 In
this recent struggle there were pos-
itive factors and progressive, even
revolutionary, forces taking part —
there were open expressions .of
respect for Mao and support for
Mao’s line, there were contrasts
explicitly drawn between Mao and
his revolutionary followers on the
one hand and the corrupt revision-
ist rulers of today on the other
hand. But, with all that, in an over-
all sense, the forces and lines that
occupied the leading position with-
in the mass upsurge represented
the interests of the bourgeoisie.
Here it is worth repeating the
following on the role of the
Leninist party and its relation to

the masses, which applies after the
seizure of power and throughout
the socialist transition period as
much as it does to the struggle for
the seizure of power:

“Lenin forged and applied these
principles, by leaping beyond what
had previously been worked out by
Marx or Engels and further by rup-
turing with conventional wisdom
and practice in the Marxist move-
ment, but he did so from the foun-
dation of basic Marxist principle,
by adhering to its basic method-
ology and entirely consistent with
its revolutionary, critical spirit. To
raise in opposition to these princi-
ples the experience of the Paris
Commune, which was defeated — in
part, if only secondarily, because of
the lack of a Leninist-type party —
or the Second International, which
degenerated into an outright instru-
ment of imperialism, is thinking
turned inside-out and facing back-
wards, to put it mildly. To argue
that the degeneration of the Russian
Revolution can be traced to the
very nature and role of the Leninist
party itself is first of all contrary to
the facts and an evasion of the fun-
damental problems besides. Lenin’s
argument in What Is To Be Done? —
that the more highly organized and
centralized the party was, the more
it was a real vanguard organization
of revolutionaries, the greater
would be the role and initiative of
the masses in revolutionary struggle
— was powerfully demonstrated in
the Russian Revolution itself and
has been in all proletarian revolu-

22. Among the debacles suffered by
socialist and communist parties that
have fallen into bourgeois parliamen-
tarism and/or focused their efforts on
involvement in governments of “coali-
tion” with various bourgeois forces,
perhaps the most dramatic and tragic is
the experience of the Indonesian Com-
munist Party in the mid-1960s. This
involved the massacre of hundreds of
thousands of communists (and other
Indonesian people), the decimation of a
powerful communist party, at the hands
of the reactionaries. Leading up to this,
the Indonesian Party had increasingly
made the focus of its work parliamen-
tary and other forms of legal struggle; it
had increasingly relied on its parlia-
mentary successes and its positions in a
coalition government (headed by the
bourgeois nationalist Sukarno); and it
was consequently unprepared for the
counterrevolutionary coup d'etat car-
ried out by the Indonesian military (led

by Suharto) with not only the backing

and back-stage direction but also the

active participation of the U.S. CIA.

(see “Historical Document: Self-

Criticism by the Indonesian Communist

Party, 1966”, in Revolution, No. 55,
< ‘Winter/Spring 1987)

Although the Sukarno government
did not, of course, represent the dicta-
torship of the proletariat, still there is
an analogy between the situation of the
Indonesian Communist Party in that
“nationalist” government and the posi-
tion that a communist party would be
in if it tried to implement the line
advocated by the CRC document on
how a party should operate under the
dictatorship of the proletariat. As
noted, such a party would in effect
find itself in a “coalition” government
in which the party would not be able to
exercise sole leadership - in fact, it
would not really be able to exercise
leadership at all. The party, and the

revolutionary masses generally, would
be extremely vulnerable to a reac-
tionary coup d’etat (and massacres that
would accompany it). Here, once
more, it is crucial to recognize that,
even leaving out the overthrown ruling
class, the “whole people”, under the
conditions of socialist society, means
many different classes — including
newborn bourgeois forces — and “the
arming of the whole people” would in
reality mean the development of many
different armed camps among the peo-
ple, including armed forces effectively
under the command of bourgeois coun-
terrevolutionary leadership.

23. Further, it should be noted that the
great unleashing of the masses in the
GPCR was possible, too, because it
took place under the dictatorship of the
proletariat, while the 1989 events were
suppressed by a bourgeois state, a
bourgeois dictatorship.
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tions. Nowhere has such a revolu-
tion been made without such a
party and nowhere has the lack of
such a party contributed to unleash-
ing the initiative of ‘masses of the
oppressed in conscious revolution-
ary struggle. And,...to argue that a

- vanguard, Leninist party may

degenerate, may turn into an
oppressive apparatus over the mass-
es, and therefore it is better not to
have such a party, only amounts to
arguing that there should be no rev-
olution in the first place; this will
not eliminate the contradictions that

make such a party necessary, the:

material and ideological conditions
that must be transformed, with the
leadership of such a party, in order
to abolish class distinctions and
therewith, finally, the need for a
vanguard party.” (Avakian, For a
Harvest of Dragons, Chicago: RCP
Publications, 1983, p. 84, emphasis
in original)

Democratic Centralism,
Two-Line Struggle and
Keeping the Vanguard on the
Revolutionary Road

The CRC document proceeds with
its discussion of the party, taking up
“the principle of democratic centra-
lism, evolved and implemented by
Lenin” as the organizational princi-
ple for communist parties. (see par.
11.2) The CRC document upholds
democratic centralism, in theory, on
the one hand, but, on the other hand,
proceeds to argue that its implemen-
tation in practice eventually was
turned into an orientation of overem-
phasizing centralism, virtually to the
exclusion of democracy (this was
the case, according to the document,
especially after factions were out-
lawed in the Bolshevik Party and
then this was made into a principle
that has been generally adhered to
by communist parties). Not only was
this given theoretical expression in
the “the whole concept of the mono-
lithic communist Party, propounded
by Stalin and solidified during the
whole Comintern period and after-
wards” ( par. 11.4); but even “Mao’s
attempts to develop the two-line
struggle within the party” as a “step
to re-establish the style of function-

. ing of democratic centralism prac-

tised by Lenin, in a more systematic
manner” did not really bring any
fundamental improvement, because
Mao would not break with the orien-

tation set, first, with the outlawing
of factions and then with the whole
experience of Stalin’s leadership in

the Soyiet Union and the Comintern.

Thus, “in effect the two-line struggle
etc. were only some minor steps at
rectification within the overall
framework established earlier”. (see
par. 11,5) In opposition to this, the
CRC document argues, what is
needed is, “A thorough re-examina-
tion of the concept and role of the
communist party in the historical
process of building socialism and
communism.” (par. 11.7)

We have seen to a considerable
extent already what this CRC docu-
ment’s basic notion is of the concept
and role of the communist party, but
it is worth examining how, under the
title “Demystification of the
Communist Party”, the document
lays out a relativist and pragmatic
line on this question. This begins
with the statement that, “The
Communist Party’s role of being the
vanguard of the proletariat is to be
tested and proved in-the course of
the historical process” and that only
when a communist party “realizes
that it is always subject to the test of
historical reality, can it come down

to the complexities of reality. Then -

only can it realize that no authority
has been bestowed upon it either by
the working class and the people or
by history.” (par. 12.1) The docu-
ment then goes on to discuss “the
qualitative distinction between the
party leading a revolution to seize
power and the party with monopoly
in power™: in the former case “the
party is compelled by the very con-
text to be self-critical and continu-
ausly correct and develop its line
and practice in order to mobilise the
masses for revolution”; while “in the
second case, the pressure of circum-
stances operate in the opposite direc-
tion”, (par. 12.1)

The CRC document has touched
on some real and profound questions
here, and it might seem to be han-
dling them in a correct, dialectical
way. But, unfortunately, once again
this is not the case. First of all, it
must be pointed out that, while a
party that is not in power does face
the necessity to be self-critical and
to apply the mass line and thereby
constantly develop its line and its
ability “to mobilise the masses for
revolution”, this will exert itself as a
compulsion on the party only so
long as it remains a revolutionary

party, only so long as it maintains
an orientation of leading the masses .
to overthrow the old order and carry
forward the revolutionary struggle
toward the goal of communism. In
other words, at any point, the party,
rather than engaging in self-criticism
and critically summing up and
developing its line and practice in a
more revolutionary direction, can do
just the opposite — it can abandon
the revolutionary road and thereby
eliminate the need to be self-critical
and to continually correct and devel-
op its line and practice in order to
mobilize the masses for revolution.

This is hardly a frivolous or minor
point. The CRC document has over-
looked here the very real and power-
ful pulls that are exerted on parties
faced with the task of leading the
struggle for the overthrow of the old
order — pulls to give up on that
struggle and to degenerate into revi-
sionist, reformist parties. Historical
experience indicates that resisting
these pulls and remaining on the
revolutionary road is extremely dif-
ficult and requires arduous struggle.

On the other hand, for parties in
power, while it is true that there is a
real pull in the direction the CRC
document indicates — in the direction
of not systematically applying the
mass line and critically summing up
their line and practice ~ it is not the
case that such parties are almost
bound to degenerate once they come
to power (and especially if they have
a “monopoly in power”, as the CRC
documents puts it). In the one case,
as in the other, what the CRC docu-
ment leaves out of the equation - or,
at a minimum, fails to focus on as
decisive - is precisely the ideo-
logical struggle within the party over
the cardinal questions of line,
including most fundamentally the
question of what is the final goal for
which the party is aiming - and
indeed which must define its very
purposes as a party — and how do
the more immediate objectives and
policies of the party link up with and
serve that final goal?

It is hardly coincidental that the
CRC document downgrades the
importance of two-line struggle
within the party, declaring Mao’s
major contribution on this to be a
limited and flawed contribution. In
fact, in insisting on the decisive
importance of the struggle within the
party:between the two lines of
Marxism and revisionism ~ and the



two roads of socialism and capital-
ism — Mao indicated a key means
for combating the tendency of the
party — in particular a party in power
— to degenerate into a revisionist
party. And an important part of the
basis on which Mao made this con-
tribution was precisely his criticism
of the undialectical notion of a
“monolithic party” (see, for exam-
ple, Mao’s comment that, “To talk
all the time about monolithic unity,
and not to talk about struggle, is not
Marxist-Leninist” — in Mao’s “Talks
at Chengtu”, Mao Tse-tung
Unrehearsed: Talks and Letters:
1956-71, edited by Stuart Schram,
London: Penguin Books, p. 107).
Mao recognized that, objectively,
there would be different tendencies
within the party — reflecting differ-
ent forces, ultimately different class
interests — within society as a
whole, and that the unity of the
party could only be relative and not
absolute, would not be static but
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one line and on that basis play the —
institutionalized — leading role in
socialist society, until the achieve-
ment of communism.24

Mao did not approach the question
of struggle within the party from the
standpeint of bourgeois factionalism
or petit-bourgeois anarchism. Mao
recognized that, in a society marked
by class contradiction and class
struggle, organized factions within
the party would inevitably mean
bourgeois factionalism. Such fac-
tions would disrupt not only the
unity of action of the party but also
its unity of will; they would not
only undermine the party’s ability
to lead the masses but also — and
what is basic in being able to lead
them — to learn from them. Factions
disrupt not only the chain of com-
mand of the party; they also, and
even more fundamentally, disrupt
its chain of knowledge - the flow of
ideas from the masses, through the
basic levels of the party, to the

dynamic, developing through a Pro-y| | party leadership. In short, they dis-

cess of unity-struggle-unity. But
what is essential to grasp — and
what shows the essential difference
between Mao’s line and that of the
CRC document — is that Mao did
not pose the necessity for struggle
within the party against the need for
the party to be firmly united around

rupt the ability of the party to play
its role as the vanguard of the pro-
letariat in its revolutionary struggle,
before and after the seizure of
power.

All this is why Mao, while em-
phasizing the need for and decisive
importance of two-line struggle

within the party, also insisted on the
three principles: -practise Marxism,
not revisionism; unite, don’t split;
be open and aboveboard, don’t
intrigue and conspire. And this is
why Mao insisted-that, while the
Communist Party itself must be
continually revolutionized, at the
same time the Party must exercise
leadership in everything.

Mao’s line is aimed at keeping the
party on the revolutionary road and
strengthening its role as the revolu-
tionary vanguard. In opposition to
this, the CRC document’s line would
reduce the party to a reformist party,
a party mired in relativism, tailing
the masses and tailoring its line to
adapt principle to immediate cir-
cumstances. This is revealed in the
CRC document’s statement that,
“The proletarian class interest itself,
under a given condition, is very
much relative, changing according
to the changing reality, though the
ultimate interest of the working
class, of building communism re-
mains as a long term goal.” (par.
12.1) This is fundamentally wrong:
the proletarian class interest does
not change in the way the CRC doc-
ument argues; particular tactics, or
even strategies, particular policies,
even programs, may change in this
way, but the class interest of the pro-

Werols 24. In a talk, “On Democratic

Centralism”, in 1962, Mao says that
“secret factions™ must be prohibited, but,
“We are not afraid of open opposition
groups, we are only afraid of secret
opposition groups.” (Mao Tse-tung

nrehearsed, p. 183) In reading the
whole passage in which these statements
appear and taking the whole spirit of
Mao’s remarks, it seems clear that he is
stressing a certain basic orientation of
welcoming ideological struggle, if it is
conducted in an open and aboveboard
way; and when he talks about not fearing
opposition groups that are not secret, he
means something different from orga-
nized factions, with their own internal
unity and discipline, operating within the
Communist Party in opposition to the
line and discipline of the Party. Rather, it
seems he is talking about grolps of peo-
ple who will coalesce, less formally, to
put forward a position on particular
questions. Mao stresses that, “All lead-
ing members within the Party must pro-
mote democracy and let people speak
out”, (ibid) At the same time, he stresses
that this must be on the basis that Party
members “observe Party discipline, the
minori% must obey the majority, and the
whole Party should obey the Centre”,
(ibid) In other words, discipline must be
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observed and unity must be preserved —
the discipline and unity of the Party, not
of factions — this is what people must
uphold, even when they may be dissent-
ing from the prevailing Party line or a

particular Party policy. Thus, Mao says:

“as long as they do not break discipline,
as long as they are not carrying on any
secret factional activities, we should
always allow them to speak and even if
they should say the wrong things we
should not punish them. If people say
the wrong things they can be criticized,
but we should use reason to convince
them.”(ibid)

All this is related to another crucial
principle that Mao emphasizes: “Very
often the ideas of the minority will prove
to be cormrect. History abounds with such
instances. In the beginning truth is not in
the hands of the majority of people, but
in the hands of a minority.” (ibid) But,
again, the grasping of the truth and win-
ning people to the truth will not be
served - it will be undermined — by the
existence of factions within the Party.
And for this reason, the practice of the
Chinese Communist Party, under Mao’s
leadership, was to strive, for a situation
in which there was lively, vigorous
debate and ideological struggle through-
out the Party (and in society generally)

"F opvieng...

but not to allow organized factions with-
in the Party (at least not in any full-
blown, institutionalized and “perma-
nent” way).

The basic fact is that organized fac-
tions will lead to factionalism — they will
lead to a situation where those adhering
to these factions put the line and “unity”
of their faction above those of the party.
In certain exceptional cases, when the
leadership of the party has been captured
by opportunist elements who impose a
counterrevolutionary line but it is not
correct to simply and immediately aban-
don the party to such leadership and
attempt to form a new party, it may then
be necessary to organize a revolutionary
faction in order to carry out the fight to
defeat the opportunist line and leader-
ship and re-establish the party on a revo-
utionary basis. But after a certain period
of time, this struggle must be resolved
one way or the other — either in the tri-
umph of the revolutionary line and the re-
establishment of the party on a revolu-
tionary basis or in the complete triumph
of the opportunist leadership and line —
and in the latter case it is then necessary
1o break with such a party and to build a
new party on the basis of revolutionary
principles, of an MM line, ideologically,
politically, and organizationally.
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letariat does not.

The difference here might seem
merely semantic — since the CRC
document does say that “commun-
ism remains as a long term goal” —
bt in separating this long-term goal
from the “proletarian class interest
itself, under a given condition” and
declaring the latter to be “very much
relative”, the CRC document opéns
the door to allowing that anything —
any particular policy, etc. — can be in
the interests of the proletariat, so
long as it is accompanied by some
general statement about the final aim
of communism. The CRC docu-
ment’s formulation on class interest
is a “two-into-one” formulation: it
eclectically combines the class
interest of the proletariat with partic-
ular policies, etc., at any given time.
The correct, dialectical understand-
ing is that the class interest of the
proletariat does not change, but at
any given time it can be expressed in
specific policies, etc., which can and
do change.

The point, once again, is that, in
any given situation and at all times,
everything — all policies, programs,
strategies, tactics — must proceed
with the final aim of communism as
the guiding principle and must
serve — not only in word but in deed
— as a part of the bridge leading
from the present to the communist
future. There is a fundamental
identity between the interests of the
proletariat at any given point and
its overall interests in achieving
communism, and this identity must
be reflected in the unity between
the policies of the party at any
given time and the basic line of
carrying forward the revolutionary
struggle to achieve communism. It
is this unity the CRC document
would break with its eclectics, its
relativism and pragmatism.

Given its overall viewpoint, it is
not surprising that the CRC docu-
ment does not see the need for a
communist party whose principles
of organization are consistent with
and are an expression of the revolu-
tionary aims and ideology of the
proletariat and which enable the
party to play its vanguard role
throughout the long and unprece-
dented struggle against a powerful
and desperate class enemy - an
enemy whose desperation and
determination to defeat the proletar-
ian revolution become all the
greater when it has been overthrown
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and can recognize the threat of its
historical extinction. The party
envisioned in the CRC document is
not so much “demystified” as it is
“de-revolutionized”, And this is
consistent with the non-revolution-
ary, social-democratic notion of
“socialism and communism” that,
unfortunately, characterizes this
CRC document from beginning to
end.

Conclusion:
Rising to the Challenge or
Repudiating Revolution

At this point, the main theses and
arguments of this CRC document
have been dealt with, and the ques-
tion that once again poses itself is:
where ‘will this line lead those who
persist in following it? By the end of
this CRC document, where it
broaches “Some Further Questions”,
the larger implications of its line and
methodology are becoming evident.
In particular there is an orientation
of applying the whole notion of
combating “class reductionism” and
focusing on the “non-class aspects”
of a whole number of significant so-
cial questions. Thus it is clear that a
retreat from-the basic principles and
methods of Marxism-Leninism-
Maoism is underway all along the
line.

And this retreat is expressed not
only in important political positions
but also in terms of major questions
of ideological line. Near the end of
the CRC document, in the course of
a discussion on the proper attitude
toward the mistakes as well as the
contributions of leaders of the inter-
national proletariat, we find the fol-
lowing statement: “Even during the
rich experiences of Chinese revolu-
tion only Mao’s contributions were
counted for the enrichment of
Marxism.” (par. 12.2)

In response to this, it must be
emphasized that it is not a question
of Mao as an individual, or of his
authority as a leader in some ab-
stract — or formal — sense; and it is
not that Mao never made mistakes
or that his mistakes should not be
summed up. The point is that Mao’s
ideological and political line repre-
sents a scientific concentration of
rich experience, both in China and
internationally - it represents the
application of communist theory to
this experience and the develop-
ment of communist ideology to a

new stage. Not to grasp this — or,
more to the point, to retreat from a
recognition of this — in the name of
not one-sidedly focusing on the
contributions of leading authorities,
is once more eclectics. In opposi-
tion to materialist dialectics, it is
idealism and metaphysics which
breaks the link between practice
and theory as a concentration of
practice. It is relativist,-and opens
the flood-gates to the general rela-
tivist argument that one idea is as
good as another. This is another
significant expression of the overall
petit-bourgeois outlook that has
been adopted in this CRC docu-
ment.

What has happened here is some-
thing very similar to what Lenin
describes in “The Collapse of the
Second International”: a major turn
in world events has led to disorien-
tation and near-panic, to the scram-
bling to discard principles which
suddenly seem to be a burden rather
than a boon in carrying out an ori-
entation of bowing to the spontane-
ity of the masses and in particular
bowing to petit-bourgeois preju-
dices and democratic illusions,
trailing in the wake of the bour-
geoisie. Before, “the man in the
street” could perhaps be persuaded,
particularly about the Soviet Union:
“but that is not real communism”.
Now that same “man in the street”
looks at statues of Lenin coming
down in the Soviet Union and is
reinforced in the “spontaneous”
(bourgeois-propagated) view that
“communism was never any good,
even in the land of the first commu-
nist revolution”.

This kind of tailing after back-
ward forces and sentiments is
strongly exhibited again at the end
of the CRC document. In the con-
cluding paragraph we are told:

“When the people of the former
socialist countries put the commun-
ist strategy of monopoly power for
the party during the whole transi-
tional phase of socialism on the
dock of history, communists cannot
remain satisfied with the consola-
tion that this is the result of back-
ward thinking among the people.
On the contrary, these experiences
again and again indicate the
Marxist teaching that the people
alone are the creators of history.”
(par. 142) .

First of all, it is a grand(iose)
exaggeration to say that “the people”
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in these countries have put the prin-
ciple of the institutionalized leading
role of the Communist Party “on the
dock of history”. With regard to
China, for example — and this is
hardly an insignificant example - it
is far from the case that the masses
uniformly hold the position that the
CRC document ascribes to them: it
is clear that there are many who
have a very real sense of the qualita-
tive difference between the
Communist Party of Mao and the
corrupted “Communist Party” under
Deng and who have a deep respect
for the former and nothing but con-
tempt for the latter — and this is
especially so if we are talking about
the masses of workers and peasants.

As for the Soviet Union, while
there are a number of people (older
workers in particular) who have a
general sense that there are signifi-
cant differences between the coun-
try under Stalin’s leadership and the
situation since (and who strongly
prefer the former to the latter, for a
number of reasons), it is safe to say
that in the Soviet Union (and in
other “former socialist countries”
that have been part of the Soviet
bloc) very few people have ever
even heard a systematic presentation
of the Maoist analysis of the process
of capitalist restoration and of the
nature of the ruling classes in the
revisionist countries and of the con-
flicts among various factions within
those ruling classes. It is precisely
this scientific analysis that is
required, but rather than make a
materialist analysis of what has gone
on in these countries — including a
class analysis of the various forces
and lines involved — the CRC docu-
ment makes a philosophical princi-
ple out of worshipping the confusion
and backwardness of sections of the
people in relation to events there:
“these experiences again and again
indicate the Marxist teaching that
the people alone are the creators of
history”.

This is the same thing as if, at the
outbreak of World War 1, when.a

wave of national chauvinism swept -

through Russia, Lenin had heralded
the chauvinist sentiments and dem-
onstrations of masses of Russian
people as a living testament to “the
Marxist teaching that the people
alone are the creators of history”!
In fact, the logic of the CRC docu-
ment here amounts to saying that
whatever the masses — and in par-
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ticular the intermediate or even
backward masses, those most
strongly influenced by the outlook
and propaganda of the bourgeoisie
— think at any given time is an
expression of the real and highest
interests of the masses. This is
closely akin to the revisionist for-
mula Lenin strongly criticized: what
is desirable is whatever is possible,
and what is possible is whatever is
happening at the given time. This is
not an orientation toward or a
method for leading the masses to
break with the shackles — including
very importantly the mental shackles
- of the old order and to create a
new world through revolutionary
struggle. It is a recipe for miserably
tailing the masses and leading them
around in a circle, following their
own back-sides, without ever break-
ing free of those shackles.

Real and profound questions have
been given concentrated expression
in relation to the recent events in the
(former) revisionist countries. The
answer lies in going deeper, making
even firmer one’s grounding in
Marxism-Leninism-Maoism, and on
that basis fearlessly, and with a ruth-
lessly scientific approach, exam-
ining the historical experience of the
international communist movement.
But, once again, in this CRC docu-
ment we see a different response —
outright repudiation of Marxism-
Leninism-Maoism, of “basic con-
cepts we had held aloft so far”.

It is important to recall here
something else Lenin describes in
“The Collapse of the Second Inter-
national”: how such a leap into
opportunism does not come “out of

nowhere” but is the explosion of
certain erroneous tendencies that
had been developing over a longer
period’ (Lenin uses the analogy of a
boil that finally bursts). To take one

. important aspect of this, the line that

runs through the CRC document is
related to the tailing after nation-
alism that has for some time charac-
terized the CRC'’s line, in particular
its expression in the notion of *“an
ensemble of new-democratic revolu-
tions”, carried out separately by
each nation within (what is now)
India — that this represents the road
and the content of the new-demo-
cratic revolution in India.25

The authors of this CRC docu-
ment say that the CRC, in formulat-
ing its line on the national question,
“faced this problem” of “class
reductionism”, yet, “Even though
we resolved the problem of
counterposing the class struggle
with national struggle, we had not
yet grasped the non-class aspects of
the national .question because of our
own class-reductionist approach.”
(par 13.2) But now they “realise the
gravity of the setback suffered by
the communist movement due to
the lack of a correct dialectical
understanding between class and
non-class aspects involved in devel-
oping a political and economic sys-
tem during the transitional phase of
socialism”; and thus they see the
need for a more concerted struggle
against “the concrete manifestations
of this class-reductionist approach”
(ibid), in order to be in a position to
more_systematically apply their
newfound outlook and methodology
to the national question and a num-

25. While the national question in India
is complex and requires careful study, it
can be said that the CRC's line departs
from the basic Leninist understanding
of the national question in the imperial-
ist epoch as part of the world proletari-
an revolution, and the Leninist orienta-
tion of upholding the right of self-deter-

\mination for oppressed nations but at

the same time — particularly with regard
to nations within a single state — striv-
ing to carry out a unified revolutionary
struggle and to establish a single, uni-
fied revolutionary state over the largest
possible territory on the basis of equali-
ty among nations (including, once
again, the right of self-determination).
The CRC line goes beyond upholding
the right of self-determination in such
circumstances and actually promotes
separation, even to the point of insist-
ing on separate revolutionary move-

ments, separate new-democratic revolu-
tions, for each of the oppressed nations.
If such a line were actually put into
practice, the result would be that the
proletariat in the Indian state — which
can and must be united, through the
vanguard role of a single multi-national
party, to play the leading role in one
overall new-democratic revolution -
would instead be split along national
lines and in fact would be subordinated
to non-proletarian class forces and pro-
grams within each separate nation. Here
we see once more an illustration of the
fact that the position of the CRC aban-
dons the stand — the“outlook and inter-
ests — of the proletariat and takes up a
petit-bourgeois stand, in this case tail-
ing boprgeois (and other exploiting
class) forces among these oppressed
nations within the Indian state.
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ber of other important questions.
In other words, there are connec-
tions between the-erroneous posi-

tions of the CRC on a number of °

questions. There are, no doubt, a
number of important elements in-
volved in the CRC’s motion back-
wards, and analyzing all the roots
and development of this is beyond

the scope of this paper. But clearly .

in the process of adopting an erro-
neous position on the relation
between the national question and
the overall new-democratic revolu-
tion in India — as well as on other
key questions — the CRC began to
move away from the class stand-
point of the proletariat and to take
up the class standpoint of the petite
bourgeoisie, including in tailing var-
ious nationalist forces among the
oppressed nations in India. This
petit-bourgeois standpoint, with its
tendency to resist any strong central-
ized ruling force — regardless of
whether that force represents the
proletariat or reactionary classes —
contributed, in turn, to the repudia-
tion of “the traditional Marxist-
Leninist interpretation” of the histo-
rical experience of the dictatorship of
the .proletariat (“from Lenin
onwards”), with its necessarily strong
central state apparatus and institution-
alized leading role of the vanguard
communist party. And, in turn, this
leap to repudiate the principles of
MLM on such a decisive question is

" bound to lead - and is already leading

— to the application of an erroneous
outlook and method and the adoption
of erroneous positions on a whole
number of important questions.

The authors of the CRC document
are themselves actually drawing the
connection between their erroneous
political positions. They themselves
are revealing a decisive point of out-
look and methodology that links
these erroneous positions: the aban-
doning of the class standpoint of the
proletariat and of Marxist class anal-
gzxs - xlndegd th}:[zxrxist materialism in

neral — in the name of opposin
“class reductionism”, FPposing

With this document, “On Prole-
tarian Democracy”, its authors have
retreated into the position that in fact
1t 15 not possible or desirable to
cross the narrow horizon of bour-
geois right —~ even of formal, bour-
geois, democracy. Their answer to
the question - can’t we do better
than that? ~ is No. Despite any dec-
larations, or intentions, on their part

about upholding the final goal of
communism; they have retreated to
the “classical theme” of not only the
undisguised bourgeoisie but bour-
geois socialists singing the same old
tired song — they have-joined the
chorus of those who proclaim, ever
more loudly these days, that we can-
not and must not move beyond the
stage in human history where soci-
ety remains divided into classes and
is marked by social antagonisms.

Whether they intend it or not,
their position would condemn the
masses to a situation where they
could not rise up and overthrow the
old order, could not exercise dicta-
torship over the exploiting classes
and could not carry forward the rev-
olution under this dictatorship
toward the final goal of commu-
nism. It would leave the masses
under the domination of an econom-
ic system of capitalist exploitation
and a corresponding bourgeois polit-
ical system where, as Marx put it,
they have the opportunity to choose,
every so many years, which set of
exploiters will rule over and oppress
them. That is the logic of repudiat-
ing the historical experience of the
dictatorship of the proletariat in
socialist society and the actual
lessons communists must draw from
it, and replacing this with demands
for an illusory democracy that is
impossible and undesirable under
the conditions of socialism, and is
unnecessary — and in a profound
sense impossible as well — with the
achievement of communist society,
worldwide.

It is not my intent or purpose here
to attempt to examine all the links
between the complete full-blown
opportunist line represented by this
CRC document on the dictatorship of
the proletariat and other erroneous
tendencies that have characterized the
CRC. My focus has been on expos-
ing this full-blown opportunist line
itself, which represents a concentra-
tion of an incorrect outlook, method,
and political line. As expressed in the
beginning of this critique of the CRC
document, it is my hope that this cri-
tique will contribute to the comrades
of the CRC themselves undertaking a
thorough criticism and repudiation of
this document, and in the process re-
examining other positions taken by
the CRC to see where and in what
ways these positions have shared at
least aspects of this incorrect outlook,
method, and political line. (]

Viewpoint:

This will be the last issue of Mass
Line. The reasons leading to this
sudden death are clear from the
accompanying press release. Two
issues are involved in these deci-
sions. The attempt to resolve the
inherent contradiction between the
existing all-India structure of the
CRC,CPI(ML) and the tasks of lead-
ing national liberation struggles by
dissolving the “all-India structure”
of the party, transforming existing
State units into national parties and
forming a coordination committee is
one of them. The other is the way
this has been done: through a deci-
sion of the all-India leading commit-
tee without any political preparation
or consultation with the rank and file
and the ideological views underlying
all this. This method is not only
undemocratic. It calls into question
the claims of trying to fight against
“social fascism” and reveals the aim
of throwing the party rank and file
into confusion and demoralisation.
The new jargon on “Marxist-
Leninist fundamentalism” congceals
this aim which in essence tries to
liquidate the organization and its
ideological basis. By accepting these
views raised by its erstwhile
Secretary, the Leading Committee
has endorsed them.

Those involved in publishing
Mass. Line are quite aware that an
all-India journal like Mass Line can
play an important role despite the
limitations imposed by its language
of publication. We are also confident
that a sizable section of our readers
and friends will provide us with the
necessary support to continue publi-
cation. But, in the: final analysis, the
defeat of this li;;luidationism can
anly be accomplished by building up
revolutionary Marxist-Leninist par-
ties in the nations. Parties which
boldly take up the historical task of
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New Democratic revolution through
leading the national liberation strug-
gle and thus contribute in resolving
the crisis faced by the international
communist movement. Right now
this calls for a total concentration of
efforts in the nations. Because the
bitter fact is that those sections
determined to take up this orienta-
tion are at present unable to divide
their attention in order to simultane-
ously carry out the all-India tasks
which are inevitable for waging suc-
cessful national liberation struggle
under proletarian leadership.

This handicapped situation is not
of their making. It is the result of the
revisionist line and practice devel-
oped by the leadership of the erst-
while CRC,CPI(ML), particularly
over the past four years. And it is
not at all surprising that it chose to
fully expose its liquidationist
designs, in a manner deliberately
aimed at demoralising and wrecking
the party, at a time when the struggle
against this revisionism had sharply
emerged and gained partial success.
It is true that the recent turn of
events in the former socialist coun-
tries and the howling glee of the
bourgeoisie over the “collapse of
communism” have enabled the
wreckers to overcome their fear of
exposure and finally come out with
their banner of opposing *“Marxist-
Leninist fundamentalism”. But this
apparent burst of confidence is actu-
ally a desperate attempt to run for
cover preening pompous sermons on
the mysteriously growing “gap”
between the brilliant theoretical
leaps of the leadership and failure of
the rank and file to “translate these
ideas into practice” can hardly serve
to hide this undignified retreat. As
the outcome of the recently held
Kerala State Conference proved, the
major section of the rank and file

were getting rather weary of such
idealist acrobatics and confirmed in
their suspicion that it was leading
them away from the revolutionary
orientation adopted at the 2nd all-
India Conference held in 1987. We
must not lose sight of this significant
lesson taught by the “backward”
rank and file because it points out
the real strengths and weaknesses,
the potential for overcoming the pre-
sent crisis, in the midst of the confu-
sion and demoralization.

The liquidationist line promoted
by the leadership and accepted by
the majority within the leading com-
mittee of the erstwhile CRC,
CPI(ML) has focused its attack on
“Marxist-Leninist fundamentalism”.
What is meant by this is “the belief
in some of the fundamentals such as
class struggle, proletarian dictator-
ship etc., as inviolable”. The argu-
ment is that they must be “rede-
fined” in the light of contemporary
developments. But there is
redefinition and redefinition; to
develop and enrich basic principles
of Marxist theory and to define
away these revolutionary principles
as the revisionists have done. The
whole course of development of the
international communist movement
since Marx shows the redefining and
refining of these principles in close
relation to the practical movement
aimed at transforming the world.
Some of these efforts have stood the

.test of time. Some have proved to be

erroneous or imperfect. And each
momentous turn of history, such as
the ongoing collapse of the social
fascist system, calls for a re-exami-
nation of concepts and development
of fresh ideas and practice. But such
wrns of history have also produced
fresh breeds of deserters from the
proletarian camp, all in the name of
“redefinition”. And so one must be

clear about the trend, the direction
concealed by the usage of this inno-
cent word. The liquidationist line
adopted by the leadership of the
erstwhile CRC,CPI(ML) has made it
clear that it essentially negates all
the advances achieved by the inter-
national communist movement,
mainly under the leadership of Lenin
and Mao. Though paying lip service
to their contributions, when it
attacks “fundamentalism™ and talks
about redefinition it is attacking “...
a typical, common, universal out-
look that dominated the whole com-
munist movement after Marx, caus-
ing the degeneration of scientific
Marxism into Marxist fundamental-
ism”. (From K. Venu'’s resignation
letter)

Can there be a “scientific”
Marxism which denies the very prin-
ciples which separate this philoso-
phy/political thought from others?
Can there be a “scientific” Marxism
which remains within the confines
of abstract thought and refuses to be
tested and enriched through practice
grounded in the specific reality of
one’s society? The answeris a clear
No. The denial of Marxist principles
and links with practice is clear from
the whole thrust of the argument
against a new bogey “fundamental-
ism” and the accompanying vague
call for “conceptual and organiza-
tional restructuring” of the party in
order to tackle the “most important

-immediate task” of fighting against

“social fascism”, This idea is yet to
be spelt out. But the thoughts lurk-
ing behind it tend to see social fas-
cism as a product of the vanguard
role of the communist party. The
historical .conditions which have
made this role necessary and the
practical pfoblems of waging revo-
lution against a ruthless enemy are
far removed from these speculations
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on a “fight against social fascism”.
Mass Line does not support this
view. It firmly believes that the con-
temporary crisis of the international
communist movement can only be
resolved by those who defend the
gains of communism in the face of
the bourgeois onslaught and strive to
advance the revolutionary proletari-
an struggle by basing themselves on
and developing Marxism from the
heights already scaled by Mao
Tsetung. As our readers are aware,
Mass Line has consistently followed
this orientation upheld by the 2nd
Conference of the CRC,CPI(ML). It
has never flagged in defending com-
munism and has continuously publi-
cized the ongoing efforts to regroup
the international communist move-
ment from a Maoist perspective
through the Revolutionary Interna-

‘ tionalist Movement. In keeping with

this orientation it has brought to its
readers information about the views
and practice of other revolutionary
parties, within India as well as
abroad. But it has also not shied
away from breaking with the dead
traditions of Marxist-Leninist jour-
nalism in India, in content and form.
Nor has it hesitated to criticize dog-
mas and point out weaknesses in
Marxist theory and practice revealed
by contemporary developments or
open its pages to differing views.
We do not believe that this was the
result of some unique qualities
shared by those involved in publish-
ing this journal. It emerged from,
and in turn enriched, a revolutionary
orientation.

The decisions imposed by the now
dissolved leading committee have
put us in an awkward position. It
reminds one of Mao’s teachings on
practising Marxism, being open and
above-board and uniting with the
many. The corollary was that those
practising revisionism inevitably
take to underhanded methods and
cause splits. Mass Line was in a
phase of reorganization. In light of
the dismal state of affairs in the
organization, the editor had already
proposed resignation to the com-
mittee and a request to be reas-
signed to organizational work. But
that could not mean the end of
Mass Line. While differing with
some of his assessments and plans
the rest of those involved in pub-
lishing Mass Line had supported
this proposal and gone ahead with
future plans. These included the

publication of a “Theoretical
Supplement” and the opening up of
a broad debate on the questions of
-proletarian democracy involving a
wide range of pdlitical views.
Active efforts were going on to
solicit articles for the Supplement,
secure regular columnists and
widen the distribution of the journal
through a subscription drive. Each

“one of these steps were taken with

the full knowledge and at least par-
tial involvement of the leadership
which was already involved in the
conspiracy to wreck the party, not
to speak of Mass Line.

More than a conspiracy which
chose a method of operation’intend-
ed to cause the maximum damage
to the party and put its rank-and file
and organs in the most awkward
situation, what is revealed is a total-
ly contemptuous attitude towards
the masses and the continuation of
an irresponsible attitude towards
this journal. This irresponsible atti-
tude has continuously hampered the
publishing of Mass Line in terms of
getting timely information and sup-
port. It has also defeated some of
the initiatives taken by Mass Line
to interact with various progressive
trends, particularly those related to
women’s and Dalit issues. If Mass
Line has managed to survive and
maintain a certain standard, despite
reduction in pages and missed
issues, the credit undoubtedly goes
to a small group of dedicated well
wishers and our readers. It is to
them that we apologize for being
unable to continue publication.
Particularly to those who had
recently subscribed expressing con-
fidence in our-ability to fulfill
promises. Our insistence on refund-
ing the balance due to all sub-
scribers has been graciously accept-
ed by the now dissolved leading
committee. This will be completed
by November though we will have
to request subscribers from abroad
to forfeit it for obvious reasons.

It is painful to be forced to say
good-bye at a time when there is so
much to do and each weapon
counts. We are stepping back, but
with rage and determination to

- spring back into battle. And we are

confident that we will be back with
you in the future to man positions
standing on a truly solid, revolution-
ary foundation. Till then, good-bye.

’ O

-

On

The following is a draft document
published in December 1990,
written under the leadership of K.
Venu, secretary of the now dis-
solved All-India Leading Commit-
tee of the Ceniral Reorganization
Committee , Communist Party of
India (Marxist-Leninist). —
AWTW
1. Introduction

1.1. The recent wave of democratic
upsurges in former socialist coun-

tries such as China, the Soviet Union *

and those in East Europe have raised
many questions and challenges in
front of the communists all over the
world. The repercussions of these
developments are not confined to the
communist movement, rather they
have shaken up the whole political
realm at the global level. Commun-
ists, non-communists, and anti-com-
munists, none can stand aloof.
Questions are raised from various
corners and answers are given from
different angles. The communists
have to grasp the depth of these prob-
lems and find out appropriate
answers. It is with such an approach
that this study is conducted.

1.2. The Marxist-Leninists in gener-
al all over the world have welcomed
the recent wave of revolts and demo-
cratic upsurges against the social-fas-
cist regimes of the former socialist
countries. The Marxist-Leninists had
already evaluated that the social sys-
tem in these former socialist countries
had degenerated into capitalism.
Hence these upsurges are understood
by them as an expression of the
severe crisis faced by this particular
form of capitalism. While hailing the
people’s struggles, Marxist-Leninist
forces have cautioned them that bour-
geois democracy or an unconcealed
capitalism is not the solution. They
have been called upon to continue the
struggle for genuine communism.
Mao’s attempts leading to the lessons
of the Cultural Revolution have been
hailed as an alternative model to rely
on and develop. »

1.3. From the angle of the tradi-
tional Marxist-Leninist interpretation
of capitalist restoration in the former
socialist countries, this interpretation
is sufficient. The capitalist roaders in
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the ruling communist parties of these
countries transformed the budding
socialist economy into a capitalist
one by promoting, instead of restrict-
ing, bourgeois right and relying on
material incentives for promoting
production. The resultant bureau-
cratic capitalism has led to the pre-
sent crisis in all these countries. This
explanation is basically correct in
relation to the economic aspect of
capitalist restoration. But it is not suf-
ficient to answer the principal politi-
cal issue raised by the masses in
these countries. Their major demand
is the dismantling of the existing
political system which ensures the
monopoly of the communist party.
The Marxist-Leninists have correctly
pointed out that these parties are not
communist and that the political sys-
tem there represents the dictatorship
of a new bourgeoisie, social fascism.
But so far as the masses of these
countries are concerned, there is no

difference between the essential
structures of this social fascist politi-
cal system and those which existed
earlier when they were socialist.

‘Even in China, where the Cultural

Revolution gave rise to a new politi-

cal situation, the state structure under,

Deng is not essentially different from
the one which existed previously. The
distinction is mainly in content, in
who leads the State, Marxist-
Leninists or revisionists. But the peo-
ple are not able to see any qualitative
difference in the structures of the
political system, even though they
can recognize the changes in their
living conditions. That is why a mere
call to re-establish socialism and a
genuine dictatorship of the proletariat
will not be sufficient.

1.4. Revisionists under the leader-
ship of Gorbachev attribute the
responsibility for the whole crisis of
their bureaucratic capitalism to _the
deviations committed by Stalin.

Using the cover of Stalin’s mistakes
they justify the basic changes openly
implemented by Gorbachev. Gor-
bachev is actually trying to resolve
the internal crisis faced by bureau-
cratic capitalism by fully and openly
introducing Western capitalist meth-
ods both at the economic and politi-
cal level. This is intensifying the
contradiction, within the ruling party
and the political system of the Soviet
Union, between the old bureaucratic
bourgeoisie well entrenched in the
system and the new bourgeoisie
under the leadership of Gorbachev
who want to dismantle the decadent
bureaucratic system. Up till now
Gorbachev has been able to cleverly
manoeuvre and keep his lead in the
process, though the mounting nation-
al struggles in-different nationalities
are bound to destroy the centralized
imperialist system headed by him.
1.5. The intemal restructuring ini-
tiated by Gorbachev’s perestroika is

CRC Press Release

The Central Reorganisation Committee,
Communist Party of India (Marxist-
Leninist) had correctly identified the
deep-rooted dogmatism existing in the
Marxist-Leninist movement in India and
had initiated a determined slrug%le
against it during the last decade. The
established old concepts existing within
the Marxist-Leninist movement on the
New Democratic Revolution in India
had become the biggest hurdle in grasp-
ing the reality. This was thoroughly
smashed by the CRC,CPI(ML) by fol-
lowirﬁ the method of carrying out a cor-
rect Marxist analysis of concrete reality.
The CRC,CPI(ML) came to the under-
standing that India is an ensemble of dif-
ferent nationalities having their own his-
tory and identity. In order to understand
the concrete reality of India we must rec-
ognize these nationalities as historically
formed socio-economic formations. By
adopting this approach the CRC,CPI(ML)
succeeded in recognizing the concrete
reality of India. It came to the political
conclusion that the establishment of the
independent, sovereign existence of the
nationalities is the historical task to be
taken up today. This cannot be fulfilled
without smashing the existing Indian
state,

Along with this, the CRC,CPI(ML)
also paid attention to developing a cor-
rect understanding of the developing and
changing world situation. It rejected the

Reprinted from Mass Line , Octoher-November 1991

dogmatist approach of viewing the post
second world war by sticking to Lenin’s
views and developed a new understand-
ing on the dynamics of the contemporary
world and on the revolution and world
war.

To arrive at the new positions the
CRC,CPI(ML) had to wage a continuous
struggle during the last ten years against
the dogmatist style of thinking. It has
had 1o wage a determined struggle along
these lines to draw the correct lessons
from the unfolding incidents in the for-
mer socialist countries.

It has come to the conclusion that’

answers to the new challenges thrown up
by these developments [cannot{ be
obtained from the established positions
of the Marxist-Leninist movement on
capitalist restoration in the former
socialist countries. These events have
raised questions about some basic
Marxist principles which were consid-

ered as sacrosanct. The necessity of -

redefining these principles has come up.
As an initial outcome of this search on
the part of the CRC,CPI(ML) the docu-
ment “On Proletarian Democracy” was
published.

Comrade K. Venu, Secretary of the
CRC,CPI(ML), has continuously taken
the initiative in advancing these posi-
tions. Some sections within the organisa-
tion did try to grasp them, but practice
has revealed that as a whole it is still

within the confines of the fundamentalist
framework. As a result no significant
breakthrough could be achieved in trans-
lating these ideas into practice. In the
light of this situation, the secretary came
to the conclusion that the task of reor-
ganising the Communist movement on a
new basis is not possible within the
framework of the existing organisation.
After considering ideological, political
and organisational aspects, he proposed
his resignation from the secretaryship
and membership of the leading commit-
tee, so that he would be able™o play a
better role in developing the movement
on a new basis. After a thorough discus-
sion the All-India Leading Committee
has upheld his views and accepted his
resignation. Along with this the AILC
has decided to dissolve the all-India
structure of the party, keeping in mind
the long-standing demand to resolve the
contradiction between this structure and
the tasks of leading national liberation
struggles. With this the CRC,CPI(ML)’
ceases to exist as an all-India party. Its
existing State units will be reorganizing
themselves as national parties. It is also
decided to form a ceordinating commit-
tee in order to facilitate the exchange of
experiences and views emerging from
the national liberation struggles and give
them a commén orientation.
Central Reorganisation Committee, Communist
Party of India, (Marxist-Leninist)
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extended to the international arena,
leading to the collusion between the
two imperialist blocs led by the U.S..
and the Soviet Union. This is_ac-
companied by a process of realign-
ment of economic and political
forces at the global level. Along
with his Tealization about the weak-
ness of the bureaucratic system within
the country, Gorbachev was also real-
izing the weakness of the social-impe-
rialist neocolonial system, mainly
maintained through manipulations at
the state to state level, as compared to
the dominant neocolonial structures
system headed by the US. Hence the
initiative by Gorbachev for collusion,
envisaging a process of gradual
absorption of Soviet social imperial-
ism within this neocolonial . structure.
For the time being contention for con-
trol over the resources of the world
will continue at a lower level.

1.6. The struggle between the
bureaucrat bourgeoisie and the new
bourgeoisie in the former socialist
countries has not been completed,
even though the new bourgeoisie has
won decisive victories in the East
European countries. Though Gor-
bachev, representing the new bour-
geoisie of the Soviet Union, is in the
lead, the powerful bureaucrat bour-
geoisie within the party and the
army have not yet accepted their
defeat. The possibility of a coup by
them cannot be ruled out. But that
cannot stem the present tide of full-
fledged and open capitalist .restora-
tion which has already reached the
final stage in these countries. In
China, the bureaucrat bourgeoisie
have been successful in holding on
to power after brutally suppressing
the people’s revolt against the
social-fascist system and defeating
the new bourgeoisie within the party
and the army, at least temporarily.
But the social fascists in China will
not be able to continue for long as
the people’s revolt is mounting. This
may even take new dimensions,
because of the powerful influence of
the Cultural Revolution led by Mao,
which was already manifésted in the
previous people’s upsurge there. The
bureaucrat bourgeoisie of Albania,
Vietnam, North Korea, and Cuba are
also holding on to their guns even
though the people’s unrest is deve-
loping there also. The overthrow of
the social fascists in these countries
is also not far off. -

1.7. The so-called communist par-
ties which have been overthrown in

the former socialist countries are
disintegrating. Some are even dis-
appearing. The remaining forces and
sections are getting polarized along
the above-mentioned lines of sup-
porting either the bureaucrat bour-
geoisie or the new bourgeoisie. The
same polarization is being extended
to the revisionist parties of other
countries also. In India, the Com-
munist Party of India (CPI) is offi-
cially supporting the new bourgeois
line of Gorbachev, though other ele-
ments are also there as a minor
force. On the other hand, the Com-
munist Party of India (Marxist) has
officially opposed the latest posi-
tions of Gorbachev while generally
supporting the bureaucrat bourgeois
sections in the Soviet party as well
as in the Chinese party. But in the
CPI(M) also elements supporting the
Gorbachev line are reported to be
active. Some degenerated Marxist-
Leninist forces at the international

‘level as well as in India are also get-

ting polarized along these lines.

1.8. The bourgeoisie and the anti-
communist forces all over the world
have been utilizing these develop-
ments to propagate that communism
is dead. Even though Marxist-
Leninist forces were propagating
that it was not socialism, but social
fascism which was existing in all
these former socialist countries, the
fact is that people were not fully
convinced or were not accepting this
view as such. So the bourgeoisie
have been successful in projecting
the overthrow or the crisis of social
fascism as the defeat of socialism
and communism. Of course, the
bourgeoisie is realizing that the cri-
sis faced by state monopoly cap-
italism and social fascism is going to
engulf them also. But they have
been able to cover it up, because of
the setback suffered by the commu-
nist movement. Under these circum-
stances, even among people who are
generally in favour of socialism,
doubts and apprehensions about the
viability of socialism have atready
started raising their heads.

1.9. In this situation, it is the duty
of the genuine communists to look
back and identify the root cause for
the problem faced by the communist
movement. Without answering the
basic 1ssues raised in front of us, no
communist organization can ad-
vance in its own practice. Such basic
questions, if left unanswered for
long, will demoralize the cadres and

weaken the organization. Therefore,
the resolution of these problems, or
at least attempts at resolution, must
be taken up as an urgent political
task. It is in this spirit that we call
upon all genuine communists to re-
examine the whole history -of the
communist movement and the basic
concepts we have held aloft so far,
S0 as to get a clear picture of the dic-
tatorship of the proletariat as prac-
tised until now.

2. Dictatorship of the Proletariat

2.1. The concept of the dictator-
ship of the proletariat is central to
the Marxian scheme of proletarian
revolution, socialist construction and
the advancement towards commun-
ism. Ever since this concept ‘was put
forward in a clear-cut manner by
Marx and Engels, the entire devel-
opment of the international commu-
nist movement has been inseparably
linked with the practice centred
around this concept. That is why we
have to examine the emergence and
development of this concept and its
practice through its different phases.

2.2. Let us start with the clear-cut
statement made by Marx on this
subject: “As to myself, no credit is
due to me for discovering the exist-
ence of classes in modern society or
the struggle between them. Long
before me bourgeois historians had
described the historical development
of this class struggle and bourgeois
economists the economic anatomy
of the classes. What I did that was
new was to prove: 1) that the exist-
ence of classes is merely linked to
particular historical phases in the
development of production, 2) that
the class struggle necessarily leads
to the dictatorship of the proletariat,
3) that this dictatorship itself only
leads to the transition to the abolit-
ion of all classes and to a classless
society.” -(from the *“Letter to Joseph
Weydemeyer”, Marx Engels Selected
Works (MESW), Moscow: Progress
Publishers, 1973, Vol. I, p. 528)

2.3. Along with such a clari-
fication Marx had summed up the
experience of the European revolu-
tions of 1848-51, deriving this expli-
cit conclusion: “All revolutions per-
fected this machine instead of
smashing it.” (from The Eighteenth
Brumaire of Louis Bonaparte,
MESW, Vol. 1, p. 471) Thus he made
it clear that the proletarian revolut-
ion has to smash the existing state




machine. And after the most valu-
able experiences of the Paris Com-
mune, in the preface of the
Communist Manifesto dated June 24,
1872, Marx and Engels recognized
that the programme of the
Communist Manifesto “has in some
details become out-of-date”, because
“one thing especially was proved by
the Commune, namely, that ‘the
working class cannot simply lay
hold of the ready-made state mach-
inery, and wield it for its own pur-
poses’”. (MESW, Vol. I, p. 99)

3. Marx and the Paris Commune

3.1. The Paris Commune provided
the answer to the most important
question: what is to replace the
smashed state machine? In his first
outline of The Civil War in France,
Marx beautifully expressed his con-
cept of the Commune: “The
Commune - the reabsorption of the
state power by society, as its own
living forces instead of as forces
controlling and subduing it, by the
popular masses themselves, forming
their own force instead of the or-
ganized force of their suppression —
the political form of their social
emancipation, instead of the artifi-
cial force appropriated by their
oppressors (their own force opposed
to and organized against them) of so-
ciety wielded for their oppression by
their enemies. This form was simple
like all great things.” (“On the Paris
Commune”, Moscow, 1976, p. 153)

3.2. In the final version of The
Civil War in France, he observed its
functioning thus: “The Paris Com-
mune was, .of course, to serve as a
model to all the great industrial cen-
tres of France. The Communal
regime once established in Paris and
the secondary centres, the old cen-
tralized government would in the
provinces, too, have to give way to
the self-government of the produc-
ers. In a rough sketch of national
organization, which the Commune
had no time to develop, it states

clearly that the Commune was to be..

the political form of even the small-
est country hamlet, and that in the
rural districts the standing army was
to be replaced by a national militia,
with an extremely short term of ser-
vice.... The few but important func-
tions which still would remain for a
central government were not to be
suppressed, as has been intentionally
misstated, but were to be discharged
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by Communal, and therefore strictly
responsible agents. The unity of the
nation was not to be broken, but on
the contrary, to be organized by the
Communal Constitution, and to
become a reality by the destruction
of the state power-which claimed to
be the embodiment of that unity
independent of, and superior to, the
nation itself, from which it was but a
parasitic excrescence... nothing could
be more foreign to the spirit of the
Commune than to supersede the uni-
versal suffrage by hierarchic investi-
ture. (“On the Paris Commune”,
Moscow, 1976, p. 73)

3.3. How did such a new political
institution come into being? Marx
explains: “The first decree of the
Commune... was the suppression of
the standing army, and the substitu-
tion for it of the armed people. The
Commune was formed of the muni-
cipal councillors, chosen by univ-
ersal suffrage in the various wards of
the town, responsible and revocable
at short terms. The majority of its
members were naturally working
men, or acknowledged representa-
tives of the working class. The.Com-
mune was to be a working, not a
parliamentary body, executive and
legislative at the same time. Instead
of continuing to be the agent of the
central government, the police was
at once stripped of its political
attributes and turned into the re-
sponsible and at all times revocable
agent of the Commune. So were the
officials of all other branches of the
administration.” (Ibid., p. 71)

3.4. Out of all these measures, the
first decree, “suppression of the
standing army and the substitution
for it of the armed people”, is the
crucial act differentiating the
Commune from all the old states.
Lenin declared that this “...consti-
tutes the very essénce of the Com-
mune....” (“The Tasks of the
Proletariat in Our Revolution - A
New Type of State”, Collected
Works (LCW), Vol. 24, p. 68) In his
first outline to The Civil War in

France, Marx wrote: “The people-

had only to organize this militia on a
national scale, to have done away
with the standing armies; the first
economical condition... for all social
improvements, discarding at once...,
this constant danger of government
usurpation of class rule at the same
time the safest guarantee against for-
eign aggression and making in fact
the costly military apparatus impossi-

ble in all other states....” (“On the
Paris Commune”, p. 154) .In other
words, the replacement of the stand-
ing army by the armed people was
considered by Marx as a measure
which would help the people to keep
in check the danger of both internal
usurpation and foreign intervention.
Thus the Communal form of political
system which not only mobilized and
organized the political will of the
working masses but also ensured its
enforcement through an armed force
which truly represented this will -
i.e., the armed people. Marx consid-
ered that “...it affords the rational
medium in which the class struggle
can run through its different phases in
the most rational and humane way.”
(Ibid, p. 156, emphasis added)

3.5. The Paris Commune lasted
only for a few months. Summing up
the reasons for its defeat Marx
pointed out two mistakes. First, the
Communards did not take the of-
fensive against the retreating bour-
geoisie. Second, the Central Com-
mittee surrendered its power too
soon to make way for the Commune.
Later on Engels repeated this point:
“...it was the want of centralization
and authority that cost the Paris
Commune its life. Once you have
won you can do with this authority
what you like... but the fight needs
to have all our force brought togeth-
er in a fist....” (“Letter to Carlo
Terraghi”, “On the Paris Commune”,
p. 292, emphasis added) Thus in
their view, the defeat of the Com-
mune did not lie in its unique struc-
ture — the absence of a standing
army, elective posts, etc. In fact we
can see that they have always upheld
the Commune as the model of the
dictatorship of the proletariat. They
pinpointed the reason for defeat in
the Qentral Committee’s handing
over its power too soon (before win-
ning), i.e., the absence of a central-
ized authority necessary to safe-
guard the Commune. Yet Marx and
Engels never undertook a detailed
re-examination of the Commune
lessons in the light of defeat, and left
many questions unanswered.

4. Lenin and Proletarian
State Power

4.1. After the Paris Commune, the
October Revolution in Russia prov-
ided the fiext historical opportunity
for materializing the concept of the
dictatorship of the proletariat. The
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theoretical and practical experiences
achieved by the Bolshevik Party in
this regard, under the leadership of
Lenin, still remain as the funda-
mental positions of the internatioral
communist movement on this ques-
tion. So let us examine Lenin’s con-
cept as well as the experiences of the
Bolshevik Party in relation to the
realization of the dictatorship of the
proletariat. - :

4.2, It was in the period after the
February Revolution in Russia that
serious discussions on the question
of state and revolution emerged
among the communists. Lenin took
it up and tried to answer various
questions raised from different angles
and formulated the Marxist position

“on the subject. Lenin’s famous book

The State and Revolution, which was
first published in August 1917, was
the result of these attempts.

4.3. Lenin based all his analysis
on the following understanding of
the Marxist position on the state:
“The essence of Marx’s theory of
the state has been mastered only by
those who realize that the dictator-
ship of a single class is necessary
not only for every class society in
general, not only for the proletariat
which has overthrown the bour-
geoisie, but also for the entire Ais-
torical period which separates capi-
talism from °‘classless society’, from
Communism. Bourgeois states are
most varied in form, but their
essence is the same; all these states,
whatever their form, in the final anal-
ysis are inevitably the dictatorship of
the bourgeoisie. The transition from
capitalism to communism is certainly
bound to yield remendous abund-
ance and variety of political forms,
but the essence will inevitably be the
same: the dictatorship of the prole-
tariat.” (LCW, Vol. 25, p. 418)

4.4. During this period leading up
to the October Revolution Lenin was
basing his arguments mainly on the
lessons of the Paris Commune as
evaluated by Marx and Engels.
Lenin evaluated the basic character-
istic of the Paris Commune in this
way: “The Commune... appears to
have replaced the smashed state
machine ‘only’ by fuller democracy:
abolition of the standing army; all
officials to be elected and subject to
recall. But as"a matter of fact this
‘only’ signifies a gigantic replace-
ment of certain institutions by other
institutions of a fundamentally dif-
ferent type. This is exactly a case of

‘quantity being.transformed into
quality’: democracy, introduced as
fully and consistently-as is at all

-.conceivable, is transformed from

bourgeois into proletarian democra-
cy; from the state — a special force
for the suppression of a particular
class — into something which is no
longer the state proper.” (Ibid, p.
424) Lenin pointed out that while
the Commune retained the represen-
tative institutions, it could overcome
the parliamentarism of bourgeois
democracy by abolishing the divi-
sion of labour betweeri the legisla-
tive and the executive. (Ibid, p. 429)
4.5. Lenin defined the nature of
democracy during the transition
period thus: “Democracy for the vast
majority of the people and suppres-
sion by force, i.e., exclusion from
democracy, of the exploiters and
oppressors of the people — this is the
change democracy undergoes during
the transition from capitalism to

.communism.” (Ibid., p. 467) Further,

he explained the relation between
democracy and the state. “Demo-
cracy is a form of state, one of its
varieties. Consequently, like every
state, it represents, on the one hand,
the organized, systematic use of
force against persons; but, on the
other hand, it signifies the formal
recognition of equality of citizens,
the equal right of all to determine
the structure of, and to administer,
the state. This, in turn, results in the
fact that, at a certain stage in the
development of democracy, it first
welds together the class that wages a
revolutionary struggle against capi-
talism — the proletariat, and enables it
to crush, smash to atoms, wipe off the
face of the earth the bourgeois, even
the republican-bourgeois, state ma-
chine, the standing army, the police
and the bureaucracy and to substi-
tute for them a more democratic state
machine, but a state machine never-
theless, in the shape of armed work-
ers who proceed to form a militia
involving the entire population. Here
‘quantity turns into quality’; such a
degree of democracy implies over-
stepping the boundaries of bourgeois
society and beginning its socialist

‘ reorganization.” (Ibid, p. 477)

4.6. Lenin stressed the point, fol-
lowing Engels, that “the abolition of
the state means also the abolition of
democracy: that the withering away
of the state means the withering
away of democracy.” (Ibid, p. 460)
Lenin linked this withering away of

democracy with its advance. He
said, “Communism alone is capable
of providing really complete democ-
racy, and the more complete it is, the
sooner it will become unnecessary
and wither away on its own accord.”
(Ibid, p. 468) - ‘

4.7. “...When there are no classes
(i.e., when there is no distinction be-
tween the members of society as
regards their relation to the social
means of production), only then ‘the
state ceases to exist’, and ‘it be-
comes possible to speak of freedom’.
Only then will a truly complete
democracy become possible and be
realized, a democracy without any
exceptions whatever. And only then
will democracy begin to wither
away... people will gradually
become accustomed to observing the
elementary rules of social inter-
course that have been known for
centuries and repeated for thousands
of years in all copy-book maxims.
They will become accustomed to-
observing them without force, with-
out coercion, without subordination,
without the special apparatus for
coercion called the state.” (Ibid, p.
467) This was how Lenin envisaged
the withering away of the state and
the rise of a new social organization
under communism,

4.8. Like in the case of the Com-
mune, the significance of the Soviet
form of political organization was
seen in the fact that it enabled the
proletariat and the working masses
“to take the organs of state power
directly into their own hands, in
order that they themselves should
constitute these organs of state
power.” (LCW, Vol. 23, p. 326) Lenin
said: “The people need a republic in
order to educate the masses in the
methods of democracy. We need not
only representation along democratic
lines, but the building of the entire
state administration from the bottom
up by the masses themselves, their
effective participation in all of life’s
steps, thejr active role in the adminis-
tration.” (LCW, Vol. 24, p. 181,
emphasis added) Following Marx,
Lenin repeatedly stressed the signifi-
cance of abolishing the standing army
and replacing it with the armed people
as a means of drawing the masses into
the administration of society and to
check the danger of restoration.

5. The Soviets and tﬁe Practice of
the Dictatorship of thie Proletariat

5.1. Lenin put forward the overall



practical programme for the seizure
of power by the working class in his
famous April Theses, with the re-
sounding slogan, “All Power to the
Soviets”. He defined that the new
state will not be a parliamentary
republic, “but a republic of Soviets
of Workers’, Agricultural Labourers’
and Peasants’ Deputies throughout
the country from top to bottom™.
(LCW, Vol. 24, p. 23) Lenin tried to
introduce the major aspects of prole-
tarian state power which had
emerged under the Paris Commune,
except the principle of universal suf-
frage. Though the dissolution of the
standing army was accepted in prin-
ciple, it also could not be put into
practice.

5.2. This overall programme for
seizure of power was implemented
by the second All-Russia Congress
of Soviets of Workers’ and Soldiers’
Deputies held on October 25-26,
1917. The Congress took power into
its own hands and decreed that “all
‘power in the localities shall pass to
the Soviets of Workers’, Soldiers’
and Peasants’ Deputies, which must
guarantee genuine revolutionary
order”. (LCW, Vol. 26, p. 247)
Transfer of the land of the landed
proprietors to the peasant commit-
tees, protection of the rights of the
soldiers by introducing complete
democracy in the army, establish-
ment of worker’s control over pro-
duction, ensuring the convocation of
the Constituent Assembly at the time
appointed, etc., were also decreed.

5.3. The political system which
was being developed in this way
was centred around the Soviets.as
the organs of political power. The
system of proportional representa-
tion along with the right to recall
was adopted. An important crisis in
the system surfaced in relation to the
promised convocation of the Con-
stituent Assembly. This was a
demand and promise upheld by the
communists before and after the rev-
olution. The Constituent Assembly
which was elected immediately after
the revolution was still representing
the pre-revolutionary situation. So it
was not prepared to accept the new
authority of the Soviets and its
Central Executive Committee.

5.4. Under such circumstances, the
Bolsheviks decided to withdraw
their delegation from the Constituent
Assembly. It was justifiable in the
sense that the power of the Soviets
which had emerged through revo-
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lution was really representing the
political will of the vast majority of
the people. And this qualitative
change had to be reflected in the
Constituent Assembly. Finally the
Central Committee of the All-Russia
Soviets dissolved the Constituent
Assembly through a decree. With
this the change over to the new
political system was reaching a sig-
nificant point. At the same time it
was facing new challenges.

5.5. In a major policy declaration
made a few months after the revolu-
tion, Lenin defined that the “social-
ist character of Soviet, i.e., proletar-
ian democracy, as concretely applied
today, lies first in the fact that the
electors are the working and exploit-
ed people; the bourgeoisie is exclud-
ed. Secondly, it lies in the fact that
all bureaucratic formalities and
restrictions of elections are abol-
ished, the people themselves deter-
mine the order and time of elections,
and are completely free to recall any
elected person....” (LCW, Vol. 27, p.
272)

5.6. He defined the other aspect of
the new system. “Dictatorship, how-
ever, is a big word, and big words
should not be thrown about careless-
ly. Dictatorship is iron rule, govern-
ment that is revolutionarily bold,
swift and ruthless in suppressing
both exploiters and hooligans.”
(LCW, Vol. 27, p. 265) In reply to
Kautsky’s charge that the Soviet sys-
tem is dictatorial and not democrat-
ic, Lenin emphasized: “The revolu-
tionary dictatorship of the proletariat
is rule won and maintained by the
use of violence by the proletariat
against the bourgeoisie, rule that is
unrestricted by any laws.” (LCW,
Vol. 28, p. 236) Lenin also refuted
Kautsky’s argument that classes can
only rule, but not govern, by point-
ing out examples from history where
classes not only ruled but also gov-
erned. Here Lenin’s argument was
actually based on the assumption
that the dictatorship of the proletari-
at is a system in which the working
class itself is governing.

5.7. But what was developed as
the new political system was grad-
ually coming under the control of
the Communist Party. Lenin ex-
plained the situation thus: “What
happens is that the Party, shall we
say, absorbs the vanguard of the pro-

letariat, and this vanguard exercises

the dictatorship of the proletariat.
The dictatorship cannot be exercised

or the functions of the government
performed without a foundation such
as the trade unions. These functions,
however, have to be performed
through the medium of special insti-

tutions which are also of a new type,.

namely the Soviets.... The whole is
like an arrangement of cogwheels....
It cannot work without a number of
‘transmission belts’ running from the
vanguard to the mass of the advanced
class, and from the latter to the mass
of the working people.” (LCW, Vol.
32, pp. 20-21)

5.8. Further, Lenin categorically
declared the role of the Communist
Party thus: “After two and a half
years of the Soviet power we came
out in the Communist International
and told the world that the dictator-
ship of the proletariat would not
work except through the Communist
Party.” (LCW, Vol. 32, p. 199) Now
the circle is complete. The practical
programme for establishing the dic-
tatorship of the-proletariat which
started with the attractive slogan,
“All Power to the Soviets”, ended
with the reality that the dictatorship
of the proletariat was exercised
through the Communist Party, where
the Soviets became mere cogwheels
in the machine. Even though
Kautsky’s criticism was coming
from the angle of bourgeois parlia-
mentarism, the fact remains that in
the present-day world situation,
when a qualitatively new political
system as envisaged in a genuine
dictatorship of the proletariat has not
emerged as a historical reality, it is
not the class, but its party that ac-
tually governs.

5.9. The position taken by Lenin
in relation to the party and the dicta-
torship of the proletariat is not very
different from the position Stalin

adopted and implemented. Stalin*

argued that the dictatorship of the
proletariat is “in essence”, the dicta-

torship of the party. And in exer- .

cising this dictatorship, the party
uses the Soviets as mere transition
belts like the trade unions, Youth
League, etc. (Concerning Questions
of Leninism, Collected Works, Vol.
8, pp. 14-39) From this position, the
nature and course of development of
the bureaucratization process and
the emergence of new classes can
easily be traced. Under such a polit-
ical structure, the absence of a con-
scious policy %o restrict bourgeois

- right and the increasing reliance on

material incentive for promoting
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production laid the economic foun-
dation for bureaucratic capitalism.
And when we reach the stage of,
Mao’s finding that under the dicta-
torship of the proletariat the bour-
geoisie emerges within the party
itself, the picture becomes complete.
5.10. Here it is important to note
that Trotsky’s criticism of Stalin did
not answer any of the basic ques-
tions faced by the dictatorship of the
proletariat. His criticism of bureau-
cratization did not lead to any basic
understanding of the problems faced

by the whole political system under

the dictatorship of the proletariat.
Rather he was also upholding the
line of the development of the prod-
uctive forces practised by Stalin.
And as far as the major controversy
between Stalin and Trotsky, that of
building socialism in one country,
Stalin was correct.

6. Criticism by Rosa Luxemburg

6.1. In her unfinished rough draft
on the Russian Revolution written in
prison, Rosa Luxemburg raised
many serious criticisms on many
fundamental questions related to the
October Revolution. She wrote:
“The basic error of the Lenin-
Trotsky theory is that they, too, just
like Kautsky, oppose dictatorship to
democracy. ‘Dictatorship or democ-
racy’ is the way the question is put
by Bolsheviks and Kautsky alike.
The latter naturally decides in favour
of ‘democracy’, that is, of bourgeois
democracy, precisely because he
opposes it to the alternative of the
socialist revolution. Lenin and
Trotsky, on the other hand, decide in
favour of dictatorship in contradis-
tinction to democracy, and thereby
in favour of dictatorship of a handful
of persons, that is, in favour of dic-
tatorship on the bourgeois model.
They are two opposite poles alike be-
ing far removed from a genuine
socialist policy....” (Rosa Luxemburg
Speaks, New York, 1970, p. 393)

6.2. She observed that the model
of the dictatorship of the proletariat
established under the leadership of
Lenin and Trotsky, after the October
Revolution, was actually trying to
eliminate democracy as such, in the
name of “the cumbersome nature of
democratic electoral bodies”. Her
piercing criticism touched on the cen-
tral question raiséd in relationship to
the dictatorship of the proletariat: “To
be sure every democratic institution

has its limits and shortcomings,
things which it donbtless shares with
all other human institutions. But the
remedy which Trotsky and Lenin
have found, the elimination of
democracy as such, is worse than the

‘disease it is supposed to cure: for it

stops up the very living source from
which alone can come the correction
of all the innate shortcomings of
social institutions. That source is the
active, untrammeled energetic politi-
cal life of the broadest masses of the

-people.” (Ibid, p. 387)

6.3. The basic defect of the Soviet
system is exposed by. Rosa in this

‘way: “Freedom only for the suppor-
-ters of the govermment, only for the

members of one party, however
numerous they may be, is no free-
dom at all. Freedom is always and
exclusively freedom for one who
thinks differently. Not because of
any fanatical concept of ‘justice’ but

‘because all that is instructive, whole-

some and purifying in political free-
dom depends on this essential char-
acteristic, and its effectiveness van-
ishes when freedom becomes a spe-
cial privilege.” (Ibid, pp. 389-390)
6.4. Opposing Lenin’s claim that

"the Soviet system of proletarian

democracy is a million times better
than bourgeois democracy, she eval-
uated the situation under the dicta-
torship of the proletariat practised by
the Bolsheviks thus: “In place of the
representative bodies created by
general popular elections, Lenin and
Trotsky have laid down the Soviets
as the only true representation of the
labouring masses. But with the re-
pression of political life in the land
as a whole, life in the Soviets must
also become more and more crip-
pled. Without general elections,
without unrestricted freedom of
press and assembly, without a free
struggle of opinion, life dies out in
every public institution, becomes a
mere semblance of life, in which
only the bureaucracy remains as the
active element. Public life gradually
falls asleep, a few dozen party lead-
ers of inexhaustible energy and
boundless experience direct and
rule.” (Ibid, p. 391)

6.5. Rosa Luxemburg raised seri-
ous criticism on the basic approach
of the Bolshevik leadership: “The
tacit assumption underlying the
Lenin-Trotsky theory of the dictator-
ship is this: that the socialist trans-
formation is something for which a
ready-made formula lies completed

in the pocket of the revolutionary
party, which needs only to be carried
out energetically in practice. This is
unfortunately ~ or perhaps fortunate-
ly — not the case. Far from being a
sum of ready-made prescriptions
which have only to be applied, the
practical realization of socialism as
an economic, social and judicial sys-
tem is something which lies com-
pletely hidden in the mists of the
future, what we possess in our pro-
gramme is nothing but a few main
signposts which indicate the general
direction in which to look for the
necessary measures, and the indica-
tions are mainly negative in charac-
ter at that.” (Ibid, p. 390)

6.6 Rosa Luxemburg had raised
many other criticisms against the
Bolshevik policy on nationalities,
peasant policy, Constituent Assem-
bly, etc. But after coming out of
prison and getting direct information
about the situation in Russia she
withdrew some of the criticisms, and
kept silent on some others. She real-
ized the difficulty in allowing unlim-
ited freedom to the enemies. Even
then some of the observations she
made on basic questions like democ-
racy under the dictatorship of the
proletariat are of far-reaching signif-
icance and relevance, while her posi-
tion on the national question still
remains [word illegible].

7. Mao, New Democratic State
and Cultural Revolution

7.1. Mao’s attempt to evolve a
healthy ideological and political
struggle within the communist party
by developing the two-line struggle
to a higher level helped in creating a
new atmosphere. Also his attempt to
build a New Democratic state with a
broad united front of different classes
under the leadership of the working
class was a departure and develop-
ment conforming to the different situ-
ation in a semi-colonial condition.

_7.2. But in spite of all these major
breakthroughs, it can be seen now
that the New Democratic People’s
Dictatorship established immediate-
ly after the completion of the revo-
lution in China and the dictatorship
of the proletariat which followed did
not mark any significant advance-
ment from the basic framework

-developed by Lenin and Stalin, Since

the New Democratic state was
formed as a united front of different

class forces, some other political par-



ties other than the communist party
were also participating in it. But all
these parties were accepting the lead-
ership and the authority of the com-
munist party. Therefore, in effect, the
situation was not much different from
that in a state with single-party rule.
This is one of the reasons why the
advancement from this state of affairs
to that of the dictatorship of the pro-
letariat went on smoothly.

7.3. So the basic problems faced:
by the Soviet Union under Lenin
and Stalin, namely the lack of a
political system in which the people
can directly participate and assert
their political will, socialization of
the means of production leading to
centralization and the accompanying
bureaucratization of the whole sys-
tem, were all manifested in China
also. Hence, the same process of
capitalist restoration which had
already reached an advanced stage
in the Soviet Union had started in
China also.

7.4. Mao could realize the gravity
of the situation. He initiated inves-
tigations at the theoretical level as
well as attempts at the practical level
to break out of this situation. His
theory on continuing the class strug-
gle under the dictatorship of the pro-
letariat was a major breakthrough in
this direction. (Lenin had already
put forward the position that class
struggle would continue in different
forms throughout the period of the
dictatorship of the proletariat. But he
did not develop it as Mao did, find-
ing out new forms of struggle to deal
with the question.) Mao’s break-
throughs on other theoretical ques-
itions were also profound. He identi-
fied the economic reductionist posi-
-tion of the capitalist roaders, mani-
fested in the form of the theory of
.the productive forces. His emphasis
on the revolution in the super-
structure as well as in the relations
of production, his slogans during the
Cultural Revolution such as “Put
politics in command”, “Take class
struggle as the key link”, “Grasp

revolution, promote production”,.

etc., were all a departure from the
thinking that was dominant in the
communist movement until then.
Actually he was coming closer to
the crux of the problem when he
identified the areas of struggle in the
superstructure, and in the relations
of production. Similarly, he recog-
nized the fact that political power
was not in the hands of the working

- Khrushchev’s Soviet.”
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class and other toiling masses of the
people. Here he identified the crux
of the matter — how to bring political
power into the hands of the people.
7.5. He frankly admitted that there
was no way out, no ready-made
answer to the question. As Mao him-
self pointed out it was actually the
masses who developed the new
forms of struggle, the Cultural
Revolution. It was actually a strug-
gle against the structures of the
bureaucratization existing under the
dictatorship of the proletariat. As it
was a spontaneous outburst of the
masses, the anarchic deviations it
developed were quite natural. But
what had to be done was to system-
atize all these lessons into a new
political system and form of struggle
to be practised under the dictatorship
of the proletariat. But, unfortunately,
we cannot see any such positive de-
velopment during Mao’s lifetime. As
can be seen in Mao’s discussions
with Chang Chun-chiao with regard
to the Shanghai Commune, he had
no new answer 1o the basic question
which confronted them during the
Cultural Revolution. Instead he went
back to the theme of the party’s ulti-
mate authority to safeguard the dic-
tatorship of the proletariat. This was
a reflection of the same old concern
which was haunting the communists
since the bitter lessons of the defeat
of the Paris Commune. Mao’s con-
fusion is evident in the following
~quotation: “In regard to the form of
Soviet political power, as soon as it
materialized, Lenin was elated,
deeming it to be a remarkable crea-
tion by workers, peasants, and sol-
diers, as well as a new form of pro-
letarian dictatorship. Nonetheless,
Lenin had not anticipated then that
although the workers, peasants, and
soldiers could use this form of polit-
ical power it coula®also be used by
the bourgeoisie, and by Khrushchev.
Thus the present Soviet has been
transformed from Lenin’s Soviet to
(Mao
Miscellany, Joint Publications
Research Service, Arlington, VA,
USA, Vol. 2, p. 452, empbhasis
added) Mao’s main point is that
what matters is not the form of the
state structure but which class seizes
power. This shows that Marx's
emphasis on the new form of state
under the dictatorship of the prole-
tariat was almost forgotten.
7.6. The Cultural Revolution
could not break this limitation. On

the contrary it itself revealed the
very same limitation. The Cultural
Revolution was possible only be-
cause of the leadership of Mao and it
developed outside the existing polit-
ical structure. Even though Mao had
pointed out that many more Cultural
Revolutions will be required during
the whole period of socialism, it is
quite clear that they are not going to
continue in the absence of a system
where such Cultural Revolutions are
ensured, and Mao and other socialist
leaders in China could not develop
or envisage such a system. What
they tried was to establish an all-
round dictatorship over the bour-
geoisie, using the same old frame-
work of the dictatorship of the prole-
tariat. Such an approach appeared to
be only more authoritarian, and even
the anti-bureaucratic content of the
Cultural Revolution was misrepre-
sented in this context.

7.7. With all its limitations, the
Cultural Revolution has no doubt
helped Chinese society to take a leap
as far as its political development is
concerned. Even though capitalist
roaders could seize political power,
the political discussions, investiga-
tions and trends that have come up
in the post-Cultural Revolution peri-
od clearly reveal this situation.
Though complete information re-
garding all these developments are
lacking, available information shows
that profound discussions regarding
the problems of socialism and the
dictatorship of the proletariat have
started there. These developments
also reveal both the positive and
negative aspects of the Cultural
Revolution itself, especially the fact
that the whole experiment was limit-
ed within the framework of the old
concept of the dictatorship of the
proletariat which has already been
proved quite inadequate to face the
new problems.

8. Basic Error

8.1. Our review reveals that the
dictatorship of the proletariat prac-
tised so far in the former socialist
countries since the October Revolu-
tion all ended up in the dictatorship
of the party instead of developing
towards a genuine system of the dic-
tatorship of the proletariat, though
there are many positive lessons to be
assimilatéd by the working class. The
whole system which was established
and developed was mainly based on
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the concept and practice of the dicta-
torship of the proletariat put forward

by Lenin. Even Mao could not come.

out of that basic framework. So now
we have to find out where and how
Lenin went wrong.

8.2. As has already been pointed
out, Lenin was fully relying on the
experience of the Paris Commune as
narrated and evaluated by Marx and'
Engels in order to develop the con-
cept and practice of the dictatorship
of the proletariat. That is why when
the workers in Russia evolved a new
form of organization during the 1905
Revolution, the Soviets, Lenin imme-
diately upheld it as a’potential form
of organization corresponding to the
needs of the future proletarian state
structure.

8.3. It was in this background that
Lenin raised the most crucial slogan
of the October Revolution, “All
Power to the Soviets”. In his most
important theoretical work on the
state, The State and Revolution, he
envisaged the Soviets as the main
form of the political organ of the
proletariat and other sections of the
people. A political system function-
ing through the Soviets as the repre-
sentative bodies of the workers,
peasants and soldiers, was envisaged
as something similar to the
Commune of Paris.

8.4. In the political structure of the

Paris Commune, the communist
party was not having any direct role.
But while evaluating the defeat of the
Commune, Marx pointed to the fact
that the Central Committee handed
over power to the Commune too
soon. It means that the Central
Committee should have kept the
political power in its own hands for a
short period sufficient enough to
defeat the enemies and ensure the
functioning of the new proletarian
state. But it is not clear how Marx
would have looked upon the role of
the Commune in relation to this new
central role of the Central Committee
during that transition period. It is also
not clear how such a situation would
have transformed into one where the
party had no central role to play.

8.5. The absence of any mention
of the role of the party in the whole
scheme of the dictatorship of the
proletariat as explained in The State
and Revolution by Lenin is very
conspicuous. It may be due to this
influence of the political structure of
the Paris Commune. But here, unlike
in the Paris Commune, the party was

going to play the crucial role be-
cause by the time of the October
Revolution, a party-had already been
developed as the:vanguard repre-

- senting the class interests of the pro-
" letariat. So this was the ¢rucial theo-

retical question to be resolved dur-
ing that period. Lenin’s total neglect
of this question was a serious lapse
leading to the basic error in develop-
ing the understanding of the dicta-
torship of the proletariat.

8.6. After the seizure of power in
October, the Congress of the Soviets
became the formal authority of the
new political power. But actually the
party was playing the crucial role in
evolving all important policies and
tactics behind the scene. In effect the
party was controlling the Soviets,
though its specific role in the new
state structure was not defined.

8.7. So, under the pressure of cir-
cumstances, in the face of both
external and internal threats, the
party was forced to play the central
role, relegating the Soviets to the
background. And Lenin openly
admitted this situation and justified
it saying that the proletariat can
exercise its dictatorship only
through the party. In order to justify
this new role of the party Lenin even
pointed out the degeneration of the
working class; making it unable to
rule as a class. (LCW, Vol. 32, p. 21)
Moreover, Lenin was not raising this
question as a specific problem of
Russia, but as a universal problem,
thereby making it a principle that
only the party can exercise the dicta-
torship. Hence Lenin had reached a
position just opposite to that of Marx.

8.8. The basic point of departure
for the system of the dictatorship of
the proletariat had already been
identified by Marx while summing
up the lessons of' the Paris
Commune - “the reabsorption of
state power by society as its own liv-

.ing force”. But Lenin did not take up

the questions of translating this con-
cept into practice, and thereby mak-
ing a qualitative break with the hith-
erto existing understanding on polit-
ical power. Even though he was talk-
Ing about Soviet deputies being
revocable agents of power and also
about creating the new state with the
armed people, in practice no con-
crete steps were taken to realize this.
The unavoidable force of circum-
stances may be pointed out as the
factor preventing any advancement
in this direction. But we havé no

evidence to show that Lenin paid
any serious attention to this basic
question itself. He did not under- -
stand the necessity of evolving a
qualitatively new political system
under the dictatorship of the prole-
tariat. On the other hand, his-whole
attempt was to achieve this change
by changing the leadership of the
state, from a bourgeois one into that
of the proletariat through its party.
8.9. Actually the structure of the
new proletarian state envisaged by
Marx and Engels had nothing to do
with the existing structure of the
bourgeois state. This is well reflect-
ed in the above quoted statement of
Marx (reabsorption...) and in
Engels’ statement, “The proletariat
seizes power and... then puts/an end
to itself as proletariat... and thus also
to the state as state.” (Anti-Diihring,
Peking, 1976, p. 362) This is the
point of departure — a state which
itself becomes the guarantee for the
reabsorption of state power by the
society, a state which ceases to be a
state in the traditional sense. How
can the proletariat achieve such a
goal which involves deep internal
contradictions? Two practical steps
taken by the Paris Commune are in
front of us — a political system run
through the revocable agents of
power and the replacement of the
standing army by the armed people.
8.10. But if we are really to
achieve a qualitative break with the
existing understanding of political
power, we have to go deeper into its
dynamics. In a class society, the
dominant class wields political
power claiming to represent the
whole society. This reflects a contra-
diction between the political will of
the ruling class and that of the soci-
ety as a whole. It is to resolve this
contradiction that power is concen-
trated in the state structure and
wielded by the ruling class as its
executive power. So this concen-
tration of the political will of the rul-
ing class in the name of the political
will of the whole society, in the con-
crete form of the state, especially in
its armed might, is characteristic of
the political power so far existing in
class society. The proletariat is aim-
ing at qualitatively breaking with
this structure, It-must initiate a pro-
cess which makes the society as a
whole capable of reabsorbing this
concentrated power. And the
replacement of the standing army by
the armed people. is a concrete initial



step in this direction. But in the
absence of a complete economic,
political, social system which guar-
antees this reabsorption, this alone
will not serve the purpose. In the
whole process, conditions and struc-
tures should be created so that the
(political) will of the whole society
can get expressed and realized
directly without the mediation of a
state. It is only then that the prole-
tariat can achieve its goal of a soci-
ety where the state withers away. If
the proletariat cannot put forward
such an alternative political system,
it cannot make any qualitative break
with the existing bourgeois system.
8.11. It is here that the whole sys-
tem of the dictatorship of the prole-
tariat so far practised, starting from
Lenin and up to Mao, failed. The
whole system revolved around the
idea of seizing and maintaining the
political power through a centralized
" state structure. It not only did not
initiate any process of reabsorption
of power but, on the contrary, led to
“more concentration of power. Of
course, during the Cultural Revolu-
tion, Mao tried to reverse the direc-
tion, but he could not make any qual-
itative advance since he could not
come out of the basic framework
already established. Mao had also not
grasped the importance of a new
political organizational structure.
This is what is reflected in his remark
that the Soviets of Lenin could easily
be transformed into Khrushchev’s,
meaning that the discovery of Soviets
was of no significance.

9. Bourgeois Dictatorship and
Proletarian Democracy

9.1. The reason for such a basic
deviation is to be further investi-
gated. We may get some clue to
understand the problem if we try to
look at how Lenin analyzed bour-
geois democracy and attempted to
replace it with the dictatorship of the
proletariat. It was absolutely correct
on the part of Lenin to evaluate that

all different forms of bourgeois_

states are inevitably the dictatorship
of the bourgeoisie and that all the

different possible forms of transi-.

tional proletarian state are essential-
ly the dictatorship of the proletariat.
But this aspect of dictatorship is
only the essential part, not the whole
of it. A bourgeois democratic state
deals with an important question of
human society, the contradiction
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between individual and society. But
a bourgeois fascist state does not
give room for dealing with that con-
tradiction at the same level, even
though both are essentially dictator-
ships of the bourgeoisie. For the first
time in the history of human society
bourgeois democracy recognizes the
individual as a political entity and
gives him/her a role in the political
system, though formally. The weak-

- ness of this bourgeois democracy is

that it is based on the rule of private
property whereby it ensures the dic-
tatorship of the bourgeoisie. Thus
the equality professed by it becomes
not only formal, but also bogus.

9.2, It is on this basis that Lenin
stressed on the point: “democracy
based on private property or on a
struggle for the abolition of private
property”. Here he is emphasizing
the class-dominant aspect of democ-
racy, the rule of private property. But
by equating bourgeois democracy to
the bourgeois state, he has neglected
the non-class aspect of democracy
reflected in bourgeois democracy.
The recognition of the individual’s
political role in the political system
of a society is actually a historical
advance in dealing with the non-
class contradiction of individual/
society. Bourgeois democracy is
reflecting this non-class aspect also.
It is actually a development in the
forms of social functioning which
was (and is) taking place in the
whole process of social development
in close relation with the develop-
ment of class struggle. Even though
Lenin talks about the formal equality
reflected in bourgeois democracy
and its representative nature, he does
not demarcate between the class-
dominant and non-class aspects of

. democracy. So he comes to the

solution of replacing the dictatorship
of the bourgeoisie-by the dictator-
ship of the proletariat by simply
reversing the dictatorship of the
minority over the majority into a
dictatorship of the majority over the
minority. Hence no qualitative break

with the old structure is required. .

Ultimately, the old structure which
concentrates political power in the
hands of the state leadership leads to
the emergence and strengthening of
a new ruling class from among the
working class and the ranks and
lleadership of its party itself.

9.3. The development of proletari-
an demqcracy will not take place
simply by reversing the dictatorship

of the minority over the majority.
Elimination of private property and
socialization of the means of prod-
uction-are certainly crucial steps for
establishing the system of proletari-

an democracy or the genuine dictat-
orship of the proletariat. But as has
already been seen from the experi-
ence of the former socialist coun-
tries, the mere juridical socialization
of the means of production is not
going to solve this problem. Rather,
that will create concrete conditions
for further centralization of political
power since the whole means of pro-
duction get concentrated into a sin-
gle entity. So the real socialization
of the economy, an essential for pro-
letarian democracy, can be achieved
only through an effective political
system which can ensure genume
democracy by decentralizing the
political power, by ensuring the real-
ization of real power by the people
directly. So the socialization of the
means of production and the devel-
opment of a political system that
ensures proletarian democracy are
essential, complementary aspects of
the socialist system which must be
capable of surviving on its own.

9.4. Bourgeois democracy will be
transcended only by passing through
this transitional phase of proletarian
democracy which will create a new
form for social organization in com-
munism. Here the non-class aspect
of democratic functioning will fur-
ther develop, creating favourable
conditions for the all-round develop-
ment of the individual, though with-
in the contradictory relationship
between individual and society.

9.5. Proletarian democracy is
essentially a dictatorship of the pro-
letariat in the sense that the class
interest of the proletariat, of liberat-
ing itself through emancipating the
whole of humanity, is aimed at and
achieved through this system. And
the economic and political system
envisaged above is ensuring the
attainment of such a goal. Such a
social system can exist and survive
only if the majority of the people
accept it and protect it as their own.
Hence the role of the communist
party in this whole process will be
basically different from that known
and practised so far. The communist
party, representing the genuine inter-
ests of the proletariat as the most
advancedrclass, will certainly play
the vanguard role in leading the
struggle of the people against the
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existing bourgeois reactionary sys-
tem and smashing it, and in creating
and establishing the new proletarian
democratic system. It will also play
a very active political role to ensure
the political system as envisaged by
it — politicizing the people through-
out the period, and mobilizing them
to defend and develop it. But the
survival of this new socialist system
will not depend upon the protective
role of the communist party. Rather
the system will survive only by
passing the test of history.

9.6. In the light of this evaluation
of the basic reason for the grave devi-
ations in the concept and practice of
the dictatorship of the proletariat
from the time of Lenin onwards, we
will have to come to the conclusion
that the whole practice of the dicta-
torship of the proletariat up until now
and the experience of building social-
ism was marked by serious devia-
-tions. As a new social system, emerg-
ing from the old, socialism was
bound to suffer from many blemish-
‘es. But apart from those caused by
icircumstances, the line followed by
|communists from Lenin onwards has
lalso played its part in this. While
upholding the heroic effort to create a
new society and the new things
which emerged through socialism
(things which have played a positive
role in shaping history), as commu-
nists our own task is to focus on our
mistakes and correct them, not justify
them in the name of historical limita-
tions. Examining these mistakes in
the light of Marxism, we can see that
they really reflected deviations from
the proletarian world outiook. But at
the same time we have to identify in
which concrete form it is reflected.
One dominant tendency can be iden-

. tified as that of a class-reductionist

tendency. That is, analyzing society

_only in terms of class and class strug-

gle, thereby neglecting the non-class
aspects in the complex phenomenon
-of society. Lenin’s one-sidedness in
understanding the complexities of the
dictatorship of the proletariat and his
total neglect of the need-to develop a
political system will have to be
attributed to this class-reductionist
approach, which is still very dominant
in the whole communist movement.
9.7. Similarly, another tendency
encouraged by Lenin’s stand on the
Party’s central role in the dictator-
ship of the proletariat is the domin-
ant thinking in the communist move-
ment which considers that the party

determines everything in relation to
social revolution. A one-sided sub-

_jective approach towards the party,

blind faith in the.party, etc., get
strengthened as a result of this ten-
dency. Of course, the conscious van-
guard role of the communist party in
the social revolution is still relevant
and important. But how can a com-

- munist party play this role? Can it be

achieved by imposing an unques-
tionable hegemony over the move-
ment and society? Rather, this van-
guard role can be achieved and
maintained only if the communist
party has’a realistic understanding
and it is capable of constantly
remoulding its style of thinking and
practice in order to make its policies
and programmes conform to the ever-
changing reality. If such a dynamic
and flexible approach is not adopted,
any party will easily degenerate and
will be discarded by the people. After
Mao’s finding that the new bour-
geoisie is emerging within the com-
munist party itself, this question has
become all the more important. '

10. The Need for a New
Orientation

10.1. As no socialist country is
existing, the proletarian forces have
to seize power anew everywhere. The
world situation is favourable for this.
People’s struggles are mounting
everywhere unabatedly. Especially
after the collusion between the two
superpower blocs, who were trying to
intervene into and utilize each and
every anti-imperialist national libera-
tion struggle in their favour, now the
struggles of oppressed peoples and
nations are intensifying more directly
against the whole imperialist system.
The advancement of revolution in
Peru, which is uncompromisingly
fighting against both the imperialist
blocs, is a good example clearly prov-
ing the nature of the revolutionary
potential that is inherent in the pre-
sent-day world situation. Many non-
communist anti-imperialist forces are
also advancing along the path of strug-
gle more directly and forthrightly.

10.2. But if these struggles are to
be guided along the correct path of
advancu_lg towards socialism and
communism, the proletarian forces
are duty-bound to explain to the
people how they envisage the future
of revolution. In the context of all
the new developments in the former
socialist countries, without a proper

programme for preventing capitalist
restoration and the possible degen-
eration of proletarian power into
social fascism, it is practically im-
possible for winning over the
struggling peoples of the world on a
broad basis towards socialism and
communism. That is why putting
forward such a programme with a
new orientation has become all the
more important and urgent.

10.3. The essential aspects of the
new system envisaged under the dic-
tatorship of the proletariat have
already been explained in the previ-
ous two sections. They can be
summed up as follows: A qualita-
tively new understanding of pro-
letarian political power must be the.
starting point. It must reflect Marx’s
concept of the Paris Commune - as
the reabsorption of state power by
the whole society. So the proletarian
state should not be a state like the
bourgeois state or the state under
socialism so far practised by the
communists which concentrated the
whole power in the centralized state
structure. It will have to be a new
political system in which the state
ceases to be a state by starting the
process of reabsorption of state
power by ‘society, through a process
of decentralizing political power,
aiming at reaching a stage when the
(political) will of the whole society
can get expressed and realized
directly without the mediation of the
state. Such a system can be devel-
oped only by achieving the genuine
socialization of the means of pro-
duction, which can again be assured
through a political system which
ensures proletarian democracy. This
socialist system, in which the social-
ized economic base and the proletar-
ian democratic political system are
complementary aspects, must sur-
vive on its own, becoming a social
system acceptable to and practised
by the whole people, under the lead-
ership of the proletariat.

10.4. The crucial question faced
by the proletariat in achieving such a
system will be in relation to evolv-
ing the concrete steps for the transi-
tional phase. The means adopted for
smashing the existing state machin-
ery will be crucial in relation to the
new understanding on political
power. Since the'existing forms of
bourgeois or reactionary political
power are all concentrated in the
state structure centred around the
armed forces, proletarian forces can




smash them only by using force. So
_the revolutionary overthrow of the
existing state will have to be
achieved by a violent revolution.
This will be possible only under the
leadership of a vanguard party of the
proletariat with its people’s army.
The smashing of the existing state
has to be followed by the establish-
ment of the new political system,
again under the leadership of the
vanguard party. Here one of the cru-
cial initial steps will be the arming
of the people, as a part of the pro-
cess of replacing the standing army
with armed people. At present we
will not be able to predict the dura-
tion of this transitional period. But
we can definitely define the criterion
to decide the duration of this transi-
tional phase. The vanguard party of
the proletariat will have to play the
leading role until the new political
system starts functioning effectively,
by completing the process of the
socialization of the means of pro-
duction and then consolidating the
power in the hands of the new ruling
classes under the leadership of the
proletariat. Once this is achieved the
communist party must give up its
monopoly control of the revolution-
ary transformation and allow the sys-
tem to function on its own. Under the
proletarian democratic system, the
effectiveness of the new system will
be accepted or rejected by the people
through an open democratic process
in which the whole people will be
freely involved through their own
political organizations or otherwise.
10.5. During this transitional
phase the role of the party, both in
smashing the state machine and in
establishing a new political struc-
ture, will be crucial and central. But
even:then, after the seizure of power,
the party should not directly wield
the power. Rather it must assert its
authority only politically through the
bodies elected by the people. As the
party plays this crucial role in the
overthrow of the enemy classes, it
will be enjoying tremendous pres-
tige and authority among the people.
During this phase masses will also
be drawn into active political life on
an unprecedented scale. So, even
though the party will be playing the
central role, development of its
political line through line struggle,
etc., must be known to the people. It
means the party will have to function
rather as an open party. The internal
life of the party will also have to be
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very democratic, even allowing fac-
tions, etc., as a matter of principle.

10.6. Organs of power by the peo-
ple will have to be developed by
transforming the united front or other
similar forums which were playing
an active role in mobilizing the mass-
es for waging the war against the ene-
mies into revocable representative
bodies. These bodies must represent
the political will of the majority of
the people who have aligned with the
working class in the struggle against
the enemy classes. Those belonging
to the overthrown enemy classes will
not enjoy the right to be elected to
such bodies of power, and they will
be denied other civic rights also dur-
ing this transitional phase. During the
transitional phase, the attempt must
be to make these bodies the real
organs of power, gradually reducing
the role of the party in the whole pro-
cess of administration.

10.7. While during the pre-revolu-
tionary phase, the role of armed force
is principal, after the seizure of power,
the role of force changes. Mobilization
of the political will of the people
becomes principal while the use of
force follows it. This political mobi-
lization should be carried out mainly
through the political bodies, mass
organizations and other open forums
under the guidance of the party. The
use of force in general will have to be
transformed from the activity of a spe-
cial body into the activity of the armed
people themselves.

10.8. Socialization of the means of
production is to be carried out thor-
oughly during this transitional phase.
As we have already seen, mere juridi-
cal socialization will not solve the
basic problem. The real socialization
is closely linked up with developing
an appropriate political structure to
make the people capable of realizing
the power in their own hands. So. by
developing the socialization process,
both at the economic and political
level, a genuine socialized economy
can be promoted.

10.9. Once the functioning of the
new political and economic system

“develops in this way, the communist

party should formally relinquish its
monopoly of power. Its right to gov-
e should be strictly based on the
electoral support gained by its plat-
form, just like any other platform.
The essential characteristics of the
new political structure will be the
rule through decentralized, revoca-
ble representative bodies, guarantee

of all democratic rights including
universal suffrage, abolition of the
standing army, etc., and its legitima-
cy will be based on the protection
and development of the socialist sys-
tem leading to communism. Since
sotialism itself is a period of revolu-
tionary transformation, this system
itself will have to evolve further.
The question of such changes in the
political-social-economic structure
will itself be a matter of class strug-
gle. And the communist party must
play its vanguard role in leading this
class struggle by politicizing and
mobilizing the masses on the basis
of the correct line. But unlike in the
hitherto practised forms of the dicta-
torship of the proletariat, in the new
political structure, the people wield-
ing the real power in their own hands,
also with the arms in their hands, will
be playing a very active role in the
whole political life of the society,
thereby being the best guarantee
against restoration and also ensuring
the best conditions for seizing back
power if restoration takes place.

11. Role and Functioning of the
Communist Party

11.1. Now, let us see what will be
the role of the party in this new
scheme of things. Lenin defined the
Communist Party as the organized
vanguard of the proletariat to lead
the working class and other sections
of the people in the revolutionary
seizure of political power. We can

see, here also, the influence of the -

lessons of the Paris Commune.

11.2, The principle of democratic
centralism, evolved and implem-
ented by Lenin, is still the most
effective and advanced principle of
functioning for any social organiza-
tion. The iron discipline of the party
envisagéed in this system is necessary
for an organization which wages a
revolutionary war against the supe-
rior enemy forces. As far as the
functioning of this system is con-
cerned, Lenin provided the best
model of dialectically linking up the

‘democratic functioning within the

organization before taking the final
decision, with its implementation in
a centralized manner. If this internal
democracy is not'ensured, the whole
system can easily degenerate into an
authoritarian centralism, and this
usually happens, as the revolution-
ary organizations occasionally face
emergency situations when internal
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' democracy will have to be curtailed.

But if this is not strictly limited to
such special circumstances and

internal democracy is not ensured as

a basic principle, the possibility for

" deviation is very much thefe. And

this is the major weakness of the

~ system of democratic centralism.

11.3. The practice under Lenin

shows that there was a free and live--

ly atmosphere within the organiza-
tion to voice different views and
opinions and to debate over such
differences. In the post-revolution-
ary situation, groups were allowed
to function openly and even to pub-
lish their own materials separately.
But in the context of growing
counter-revolutionary attempts, the
10th Congress of the Party (in 1921)
under Lenin’s guidance decided to
ban such factions and their separate
functioning. Even though it can be

seen as a particular decision in a par- -

ticular context, the approach adopted
in the resolution and the nature of
discussion in the Congress shows that
the decision was arrived at on the
basis of the principle of unity. The

'10th Congress resolution on Party

Unity declared, “The Congress...
hereby declares dissolved and orders

‘the immediate dissolution of all

groups without exception formed on
the basis of one platform or another
(such as the Workers’ Opposition
Group, the Democratic Centralism
Group, etc.). Non-cbservance of this
decision of the Congress shall entail
unconditional and instant expulsion
from the Party.” (LCW, Vol. 32, p.
244) The same resolution explained
the approach towards the question:
“In this question, propaganda should
consist, on the one hand, in a compre-
hensive explanation of the harmful-
ness and danger of factionalism from
the standpoint of Party unity and of
achieving unanimity of will among
the vanguard of the proletariat as the
fundamental condition for the success
of the dictatorship of the proletariat;
and, on the other hand, in an explana-
tion of the peculiar features of the lat-
est tactical devices of the énemies of
the Soviet power.” (Ibid, p. 242)

11.4. Afterwards, the whole con-
cept of the monolithic communist
party, propounded by Stalin and
solidified during the whole Comin-
tern period and afterwards, was cen-
tred around this 10th Congress deci-
sion. And this monolithism naturally
gave rise to an atmosphere where
centralism was always emphasized,

while democracy was belittled or
neglected. Stalin’s.open declaration
that the dictatorship of the proletari-
at is in essence “the dictatorship of
the Party” strengthened this trend.
Any opposition to the-leadership
could be suppressed using the state

-machinery in the name of establishing

this “dictatorship”.

11.5. Mao’s attempts to develop
the two-line struggle within the
party was a step to re-establish the
style of functioning of democratic
centralism practised by Lenin, in a
more systematic manner. He could
also bring forward the question of
correct ideological and political line
as the determining factor in esta-
blishing the correct leadership of the
party. But as Mao did not openly
criticize. the above concepts, in
effect the two-line struggle, etc.,
were only some minor steps at recti-

~fication within the overall frame-
work established earlier.

* 11.6. The sanctification of the
party and the consequent religious
attitude towards it developed on the
basis of the above concepts. The
concepts of revolutionary authority
put forward by Stalin by defining
Leninism and establishing the
authority of Lenin, intensified the
negative effects of this religiosity.
All views of the opponents of the
established authority were consid-
ered not only irrelevant but taboos to
the communists. For example, while
criticizing their ideas, nobody
thought it necessary to examine
whether any ideas put forward by
Kautsky, Rosa Luxemburg, Trotsky,
Bukharin, etc., were correct and
worthwhile for. consideration. Even
though Mao’s style of open two-line
struggle through open debate and
polemics created a new atmosphere,
we can see that even during the
Cultural Revolution the concept of
revolutionary authority emerged in a
more powerful way, again curtailing
the democratic atmosphere. The per-
sonality cult, as the follow-up of tne
concept of revolutionary authority,
assumed dangerous dimensions dur-
ing the Cultural Revolution, espe-
cially at the instance of Lin Piao.
Our own experience .in the
Communist Party of India (Marxist-
Leninist) regarding the conse-
quences of the concept of the revo-
lutionary authority of comrade
Charu Majumdar is a case in point.
11.7. After we have reached the
stage of Mad’s finding that the bour-

geoisie emerging within the com-
munist party is the most important
danger faced by the dictatorship of
the proletariat, it is high time that we
re-examine this whole experience in
relation to the dictatorship of the
proletariat and the party’s role in it,
especially in a context when the
people are rising up in revolt against
the so-called communist parties
which were ruling them in the name
of proletarian dictatorship. No eye-
wash is going.to save the situation.
A thorough re-examination of the
concept and role of the communist
party in the historical process of
building socialism and communism
is the need of the hour. Instead of
making the party the whole centre of
political power, a new organizational
structure and approach for the party
have to be evolved suiting the work-
ing class aim of abolishing classes
themselves. Some possible steps are
suggested here:

12.1. Demystification of the
Communist Party.

The communist party’s role of
being the vanguard of the proletariat
is to be tested and proved in the
course.of the historical process.
Whether it serves the proletarian
class interest or not is also to be
judged by examining whether its
programmes and policies conform to
the changing reality, making it capa-
ble of leading the class struggle of
the working class and other sections
of the people against the exploiting
classes under a given condition. The
proletariat class interest itself, under
a given condition, is very much rela-
tive, changing according to the
changing reality, though the ultimate
interest of the working class, of
building communism, remains as a
long-term goal. Under a given con-
dition, the tasks of a specific revolu-
tion, or its stage, can be defined; but
that itself will be subject to change
and modification, even though the
basic outlook of the proletariat on
that specific revolutionary phase
will remain constant. Only when a
communist party realizes its delicate
position in this way, when it realizes
that it is always subject to the test of
historical reality, can it come down
to the complexities of reality. Then
only can it realize that no authority
has been bestowed upon it either by

the working class and the people or

by history. It can only serve the peo-
ple. Here we may note the qualita-
tive distinction between the party




leading a 1cvolution to seize power
. and the party with monopoly in
power. In the first case, the party is
compelled by the very context to be
self-critical and continuously correct
and develop its line and practice in
order to mobilize the masses for rev-
olution. But in the second case, the
pressure of circumstances operates
in the opposite direction. When this
is coupled with the sanctification of
the party degeneration is not far off.
12.2. Discard the concept of the
Revolutionary Authority
Marxism is an ever developing
philosophy and science. It has got
the potential to assimilate the wealth
of knowledge produced by innumer-
able branches of human investiga-
tion. It is true that the leadership of a
real revolutionary movement can
contribute much more than anybody
else. But if the contributions to
Marxism are limited to such person-
alities of specific periods, then the
development of Marxism will be
much curtailed. During the period of
Stalin’s authority the negative effect
of such a policy was fully manif-
ested. Even during the rich experi-
ence of the Chinese revolution only
Mao’s contributions were counted
for the enrichment of Marxism.
Moreover, as in the case of Stalin,
while we refuse to recognize the
contribution by anybody other than
the authority, generally we also
refuse to recognize any mistake
committed by that authority. Even
the Marxist-Leninist forces, includ-
ing us, tried to defend the mistakes
of Stalin by arguing that his inten-
tions were to serve the proletarian
interest. We were forgetting that
such an argument is thoroughly anti-
Marxist, because Marxism teaches
us 1o evaluate the correctness of any
policy not on the basis of the subjec-
tive intention of its author, but on
. the basis of actual results. The con-
cept of the revolutionary authority
created a kind of blind obedience or
a sort of religiosity among the fol-
lowers. Without smashing this reli-

giosity, Marxism cannot re-establish

its vitality and vigorous scientificity.

12.3. Constant remoulding of the
style of thinking and functioning

On the basis of the above ap-
proach a thorough remoulding of the
style of thinking and functioning is
to be carried out throughout the or-
ganization. We had already started to
tackle the question of remoulding
the style of thinking and functioning,
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and have developed some concepts
and practice also in that direction. We
have to further develop them in-
cluding the above findings also.

13. Some Further Questions

13.1. The above evaluation of the
past experiences and the suggestions
put forward as theoretical and prac-
tical solutions of the crisis faced by

. the communist movement are to be

considered only as beginning steps
in this direction. An important as-
pect totally left out here is the analy-
sis of the philosophical basis for the
deviations committed by the com-
munist movement and the steps for
rectifying them. The question is very
important and vital so far as a gen-
uine communist movement is con-
cerned. Even though there is a con-
sistent philosophical approach
behind our analysis and investi-
gations as an undercurrent, we have
to take up the study of this subject
specifically and thoroughly, which is
not attempted here.

13.2. In our analysis above, we
have already identified one tendency
existing for a long period in the
whole communist movement — that
of class-reductionism. Actually, dur-
ing the past few years, when we
were developing the new line, we
were confronting this problem again
and again. In understanding the
national question itself, we faced
this problem. Even though we
resolved the problem of counterpos-
ing the class struggle with national
struggle, we had not yet grasped the
non-class aspects of the national
question because of our own class-
reductionist approach. While break-
ing with the old mechanical ap-
proach on the woman question and
caste question we had recognized
the non-class aspects involved in
these questions. Still we had not
started a struggle against the class-
reductionist tendency which is well
entrenched in our thinking. So, in
these specific areas also we are fac-

ing serious obstacles, which can be .

overcome only when we really start
a struggle against the concrete mani-
festations of this class-reductionist
approach. Now we are realizing the
importance of the non-class aspect
of the individual-society relation-
ship, in relation with the task of
developing proletarian democracy.
Also we realize the gravity of the
setback suffered by the communist

movement due to the lack of a cor-
rect dialectical understanding be-
tween class and non-class ‘aspects
involved in developing a political

-and economic system during the

transitional phase of socialism. ,,
13.3. In this relation, there is
another important question which
has not yet been taken up for discus-
sion. Marxism is facing a serious
theoretical challenge from the envi-
ronmentalist movement emerging
and developing all over the world.
The crisis of the capitalist mode of
production is getting exposed in the
form of the dark future of the whole
of humanity and this globe itself.
The environmentalists raise the rele-
vant question that socialism could
not produce any alternate model of
production forces other than devel-
oping the production forces already
given by capitalism, and thus show
the way to overcome this crisis.
During the Cultural Revolution,
Mao had answered this question,
even though from a different angle.
He exposed the reactionary nature of
the theory of the productive forces
which was very much dominant in
the whole communist movement,
especially during the period of
socialist construction, and estab-
lished the course of revolutionary
transformation based on the revolu-
tion in production relations. By
emphasising the need to resolve the
contradiction between town and
countryside, he introduced a different
concept of developing the production
forces themselves. Actually this pro-
vided the theoretical basis for an alter-
nate mode of production under social-
ism. During the Cultural Revolution
many breakthroughs at the practical
level also were achieved.-Of course
this is only a beginning. More ques-
tions are to be solved in this area.
13.4. While we have realized the
complex nature of the individual/
society relationship, it demands fur-
ther deepening of our understanding
on the differences and inter-
relationship between the class-indi-
vidual and non-class individual.
Marx had already pointed out this
division between personal and class
individual. Marx said: “...in the
course of historical evolution... there
appears a division within the life of
each individual in so far as it is per-
sonal and in so far as it is deter-
mined by §ome branch of labour and
the conditions pertaining to it.” (The
German Ideology, MESW, Moscow,

Z1/266L NIM OL 'THOM V



A WORLD TO WIN 1992/17

88

Vol. 1, p. 66) But this question was

not taken for consideration afterwards.
It is in relation to this individ-
ual/society contradiction that the ques-
tion of value system comes in. The
Marxist position that there are no eter-
nal values, and that the value system
of different periods are closely linked

with the socio-economic systems of2|

each period has already been proven
beyond doubt. But at the same time,
the role of the complex interrelation-
ship between class individual and non-
class individual in shaping the value
systems of each period is to be studied
further. Moreover, while struggling
against the existing value system, the
revolutionary movement has got the
responsibility to develop new alternate
value systems according to the specif-
ic stages of revolution. The.value sys-
tem is closely linked up-with the
dynamics of the cultural realm which
plays a very important role in the
whole social fabric. But generally this
task of developing the new value sys-

‘tem is neglected while focusing on the

economic and political tasks.

13.5. While we had tried to grasp
the dynamics of capitalist restoration
in the former socialist countries, we
had realized the role of mechanical
materialism which had dominated
over the whole revisionist thinking.
Now we see that in the whole his-
tory of the communist movement,
the dominance of mechanical mater-
ialisin played an important role in
the deviations analyzed above. In
spite of the positive role played by
Lenin and Mao, in defeating the influ-
ence of mechanical materialism, as a
whole it dominated over the move-
ment. The economic reductionism in
the form of the theory of the produc-
tive forces and many other forms, and
class-reductionism reflected in the
neglect of other aspects of social
dynamics, are the major manifesta-
tions of this influence. Even though
Marx and Engels considered settling
accounts with mechanical materialism
as important as settling accounts with
idealism, the communist movement
as a whole has not been able to carry

.forward the task as was needed. Lenin

and Mao could make significant con-
tributions in this direction, but the
state of affairs in the movement as a
whole remained very negative,

13.6. As Lenin correctly pointed
out Marx did not give us a “logic
with a (capital) L”. Even though

Marx’s methodology of materialist

dialectics is well applied in his theo-

retical works, he could not sum it up
in the form of a systematic exposi-
tion. of dialectical logic. Lenin was
referring to this. And Lenin and Mao
contributed in the course of their
attempts™ at the application of
Marxian dialectics, according to the
concrete conditions they faced. Still,
we can see that materialist dialectics
remains at a very preliminary level.
And this backwardness is reflected in
the continuous, repeated experiences
of one-sidedness, inability to grasp
the emerging new phenomena, efc, in

the whole communist movement. Our
own experience shows how late we
were in grasping the actual social
dynamics of our own societies. And
even now we are only at a preliminary
level in achieving this task.

14. Conclusion

14.1. Marx made the following
illuminating, objective observation
about the proletarian revolutions of
the mid-19th century in which he
was a direct and intimate participant:
“...proletarian revolutions like those
of the 19th century criticize them-
selves constantly, interrupt them-
selves continually in their own
course, come back to the apparently
accomplished in order to begin it

-afresh, deride with unmerciful thor-

oughness the inadequacies, weak-
nesses, and paltrinesses of their first
attempts, seem to throw down their
adversary only in order that he may
draw new strength from the earth
and rise again, more gigantic, before
them, recoil ever and anon from the
indefinite prodigiousness of their
own aims, until a situation has been

- created which makes all turning

back impossible....” (The Eighteenth
Brumaire of Louis Bonaparte,
MESW, Vol. 1, p. 401) Marx is talk-
ing about the spontanecous proletari-
an revolutions whereas we are now
discussing the 20th century proletar-
ian revolutions led by the conscious
vanguard of the proletariat, the com-
munist parties. Still, the above
observation gives us a deeper insight
into the method we have to adopt for
evaluating the experiences of the
20th century revolutions. Now, we
realize that these experiences cannot
be analyzed merely at the level of the
subjective weakness of the commu-
nist parties. Rather, they have out-
grown this to the level of the histori-
cal reality of this period. They have to
be understood and evaluated in the

broader, objective canvas of the histo-
ry of the period. The communists of
the 20th century have to be the most
active, vanguard participants in this
process. They have to analyze “with
unmerciful thoroughness the inade-
quacies, weaknesses and paltrinesses”
of their previous attempts. And this
will have to be repeated again and
again, “until a situation has been cre-
ated which makes all turning back
impossible”, because we realize that
the path of making proletarian revolu-
tions for realizing communism is a
very protracted and tortuous one.
14.2. All the subjective and ob-
jective experiences of the whole
communist movement as well as the
whole historical experiences of this
period amply,prove that the histor-
ical materialist approach developed
by Marxism is the only effective tool
in our hands to comprehend the
complexities of social dynamics and
the process of historical develop-
ment. The same tool helps us to
understand the weaknesses of the
communist movement itself. And
this is one of the most important rev-
olutionary qualities of Marxism. The
analysis and attempts at rectification
are to be grasped in this background.
When the people of the former
socialist countries put the commu-
nist strategy of monopoly power for
the party during the whole transi-
tional phase of socialism on the
dock of history, communists cannot
remain satisfied with the consolation
that this is the result of backward
thinking among the people. On the
contrary, these experiences again

and again indicate the Marxist teach-

ing that the people alone are the cre-
ators of history. Communists have to
be humble enough to learn from this
experience without any attempts to
cover up their own weaknesses and
mistakes. Then only can they regain
their vanguard role in the process of
ever advancing historical develop-
ments. Communists have to ruthless-
ly expose and defeat the brand of
Marxism propagated and practised
in the form of sterile, dead dogmas.
Marxism is a dynamic philosophy
and guide to revolutionary practice.
Our urgent historical task is to
regain its vitality and dynamism in
order to carry forward the task of
revolution at all levels. O
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