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Profound confusiom, equally profound indignation, actually consterna-
tion, have been aroused inm that soctor of ths militants of the Itslian
Communist Party which has to some degree kept up the habit of reading the
party pross by the article by Amendola "Hypothsses om Reunification”
sppoaring in tha 28 Nowvember issus of Rinnecits [5ee Translationa om Intor=
netional Communist Devalopments, No. 685, JPAS: 28,089). Wa wouldn't ha
kble %o gwoar that the Itallan bourgecisle had entirely opposite feelings,
givan the level of its politicians; one can nonethalese be sure that thair
most intellipgent bomses, the Italian industrislists of the "center-left”,
Valletta and his colleapgues, had something to be pleasad about.

Let us state clearly right away that we are surprised neither by the
grticle mor by the surprise of the PCI ifﬂrtitn Comunista Italiano; Italian
Communist Party/ militants, We have pointed out more than once that the
rlatform being enunciated today by Amendola, his proposal to the Party, is
tre view of the future which Togliatti always kept before him, 1s the plat-
Torm which his memorial codified. .

What does Amendolm propose spacifically? A "new party"™ which is
supposed to be the party of the "Italien route to socialism."™ And wvhat should
Guch & party be like? It should be a single party of sll the workers, Tormed
on the basis of a program of rengwal of Italian soclety, "open, without
ideological presuppositions,” “"capable of uniting about a political program
forces of different erigins and inspirations.” It ie obvious thet such a
party cannot be created "on the ideoclogical positions held by the Communist
avant-garde, "

From what facts does Amendola start to justify the urgency of such a
propesal? From the declaration that "neither of the two solutions available
to the working elass of the capitalist countries of Western Burope in the
lzst 50 years, the social democratic solution and the Communist solution, has
up to this point shown itself valid for the goal of accomplishing & socialist
transformation of society, & chenge of the system."



This is gquite clearly the essence of the discussion. We should say,

in faet, that It was too clear for a mere ﬁt‘nﬂll. A lost residue of
Togliatti's Jesultlem, thie hmth.euia aet at no réeason for belng:
Arendola would have done better to epenk of a thesis. At least he would howve
been able to pretend to put his discussion into o dialectical scheme; instend,
he gesks an experiméntalist alibi which, if it resembles, on tho one hamd, the
most classic traditions of Bourbon "transformism"; lends iteell; on the other,
to casting 8 shadow of intellectonl dishonesty on this most intimate sort of
confession of & vocation on the part of & mecher of the PCI secretariat.

We shall not gZo into the merit of Amendola®s article. The egualizing
of Communism and sociel democracy in Western Europe, the destructive nature
of the proposal of & single party on the above-indicated boses, the preclam-
ation that what is needed is a party without ideclogy, these are all things
that, in the last analysis, constitute nothing but o pitecus projection imto
the future of & real eitustion already existing within the PCI.

What are, in fact, the cosentinl distinciive characteristics today
between social desocracy and the Communist portics of Western Europe in
rmeneral, and between Italian sociol democracy and the PCI in particular?

Both speial democracy and the Communist parties accept the principle of bourgecls
parlismentary dempocracy; both soclal desocracy and the Communiat parties
consider the dictatorship of the proletariat burled; both soclal demporacy

and the Communist parties are more or less intimately carrying on B dialogus
with the Vatiean; both socinl democrocy and the Comaunict parties recognize

the highly soeisl mature of capitalist private property, but declare

unctuoualy that they are only struggling against monopolies; both social
democracy and the Communist parties are fighting for the full realization

of bourgeois constitutions, Then in what do the differences consist? In

the fact above all that social demccracy turned to revislon even belore the
birth of the Communist party, inserted itsel! imto the governlng mtlvlt-,r aof

the respoctive countries os oze of the prineipal supports of the bourgeclsie,
has had long years of experience in government, and on this basis, has

always upheld the progress but not the ideclogy of Marxism, with all its
consequences. Secondardly, inm the fact that sgelal democracy has, RS 4
consequence renounced having o party organized along class and class avante
garde principles, openly modeling itself on the bourgeois parties, given the
idemtity of objectives which it shares with them.

The Cormunist parties of Western Europe have, om the basis of their
most recent policy, mccepted revisioniss in its most up teo date forma,
Justifying their participation in the povernments of the respective countries
after having conducted and led with success, in the great part of them, the
war of liberation from fascisz. GSecondorily they are distingulshed from
socinl demserncy becanse their orgenizetional structuwre is still pertially
that of revolutionary parties.

Are these fundamental differences? From the historlc polnt of view,
or better, from that of an historian, there is no question. But from the
point of view of possibilities for the future, in substance, if there are



indeed differences, they are purely quantitative, In this sense, Amendola's
proposal to overcome the strident contrast which is caused by the contempor=
aneous existence of a still proletarian structure and & redical-bourreois
policy, which is the situation of the Communist parties of Atlantie Furope,
tends to reduce as well the limits of the quantitetive difference. To get
out of an equivoeal situatien, in short. Consistently with the process eof
social democratization of the PCI which we have been denocuncing for some
time, Amendola's proposals are not unexpected; we maintain that consistently
with the entire policy conducted by Togliattl and by a Central Committee
haunted by maneuverings, those proposals point out with extreme clerity the
inevitable point of arrival of the line of the VII, IX end X Congresses of
the PCI. How should I explain then the reaction of certain leadere of the
FCI to Amendola's proposals;, their base indignation; the discussion which
in the CC followed a report in which Amendola fundamentally reinforced his
positions? How should we Judge all that?

It is obviously necessary sbove all to make the premise that the
majority of Communists registered in the PCI instinctively do not share the
positions of Amendels, and for this reason, today, within the FCI many groups
are Tighting to hold or conquer given positions of power; this state of
mind of the masses of Party members is coming from time to time from these
various groups utlilized as welghts to support their arguments on the scale.

This premise is so much the more necessary because 1t reinforces the
point of departure of every Judgement of ours on these questions: the militants
at the hase of the PCI have nothing to do with what happens at the top of
the party but, ns always, their volee counts for nothing, if not for purely
instrumental attitudes in the r polemic of the various leaders among
themselves. That presupposed, now shall we judge the fact that Cormrade
Secchia reacted to Amendola's article in the way which it appears from his
article in the issue of Rinnscita for 12 December that he did? At first
glance, Comrade Secchin's article could seem full ol empirical common sense,
which does not cease to be empirieal even wvhén it attempts to substantiate
itself with certain elassical affirmations of prineiple. But an even slightly
less superficial reading, howewver simply it i3 moved by positions of principle,
notes that the true polemie turns on Jjudgments of departure, not on the point
of arrival or destinaticon. What does that mean? That Comrade Secchia does
not share Amendola's judgment on the remote causes which must lead today to
the liquidetion of a party formed on the basls of Marxism=Leninism more than
ofrty years ago; but it also means that he dees share with Amendola the opinion
that the present party must be destroyed. An important aspeet of Seechia's
article is given by his affirmation that "the necessity for the formation of
a single party of the working class and the workers is recognized by all of
us, but (that) it is not a question of an immediate objective, capable of
rapid realization,” as well as from this other affirmation, according to
which "the new party must be the party of the working eclass and of the workers
vho are struggling lor soclalism." Comrade Secchia insists upon the concept
of an avant-garde “party of the working class and the workers, a revolutionary
party,"” mas well 88 he insists upon the fact that in the construction of the



its interests, to the soclalist future of Italian sceiety, even to the
{mmediate needs of the Italimn workers, assailed by the bosses with mn
of fensive of unheard of violence?

There is no room in the PCI, amid so much confusion, for groups ready
to fight intransigently on revolutionary positions, for principles. The
very situation of the party is lerding anyone who wants to conduct any
anonymous or circumspect struggle necessarily to plot with the Trotskyites,
to work like the Trotskyites. To speak and not to speak: to put on one's
mkeup for a double role before the masses who are becoming increasingly
disenchanted with such behavior.

From all this it may be clearly derived that even if there exist
Marxist-Leniniste in the PCI, they have understood only & little about the
effective possibility of a return to the Leninist character of the Party.
Comrade Secchia is ripght when he says that we cannot turn back. It is
true, but in all senses. A party like the FCI cannot turn backward, because
its leaders have turned traitor to the mandate entrusted to them by the class
svant-garde; the party has been brought to a situation in which the only
outcome is that foreseen by Amendola: cutside of all sophism, its transform=
ation into a laborist party. At this point they cannot turn back. And to
go forwvard, it is necessary to change roads.

We know very well that the Amendolian points themselves, the positions
which they are maintaining, are the rellections of the tremendous contre=-
dictione in whiech revisionism is debating. We know well that [rom such
contradictions will issue the new party which will really lend the whole
elass, organizing its event-garde. We also know gquite well that the
confusion, the indignation, the consternation of the members in the face of
Amendola‘'s article are nothing but econfusion, indignation, consternntion at
the state of fearful econfusion in vhich a party no longer fulfilling its
revolutionary function is carrying on its debate. PBut we also know that
those who do not have the revelutionary courage to speak at least as clearly
as the worst revisionists who are propesing to work with alaerity for the
destruction of any form of labor organizetion, those are precisely the ones
who are the object of surprise; of consternation; their silence also arouses
indignation. The postponement of the preparatory conference in Moscow 1s
obviously being exploited to create folts sccomplis: Amendola's action
speaks clearly. And this is the true sense of the Yalta memorial, Just as we
immediately denounced it. Do it fast: this is the pass-word of the destroyers.
Does Comrade Seechia think it is enough to take his time, writing that it
iz necessary to think about it, not to be over-hasty? It was hard, tremendous=-
ly so, for us to leave the Party also, to be kicked out for holding high the
btanner of Leninism and of proletarian internationalism. We did it, becnuse
the revolution is above the party, because a party must serve to lead the
working class and the peasents, with their allies, to reveolution. We believe
in the class, in the people, in socialism. For this we have sbandoned or
were kicked put or are ready to be kicked out of the party. We are working
truly, clearly, in the light of the sun, to bulld that new party which the

working elnss needs. We have won nmo prizes [or as much as we have done and
for as much a5 we shall do. It is pnly ow duty. Anyone who doea his own
revolutionery duty will never ssk an sccounting of anyvone who has undertaken
his duty belatedly. He will hawve done it when he has understood that there

is no other way. MHis work, becauvse it is longer, could alse morally be

more valuable,., With modesty, patience, faith, we shall build, all of us
boneat Comzunists, our true party. And the clarity with vhich we shall

build it will have for the corrupted the park of primitivism and ingesuity,
but for the revoluticnaries, the workers, for all our working people, it

will have the color of eleanliness, of honesty, of falthfulness to prineiples,



