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It is true that many workers who read our press are wondering about
the reason for the birth of our movement, in oppesition prineipally to the
revisionism of the PCI [Partito Comunisia Italiano; Italian Communist Party]
It 45 not surprising that we often use hard words against our Communist
comrades : we must realize that the working class has strupggzled, has seffared,
kas provided the movement with wvery beautiful moartyr-figures, has, in short,
given all of itself to bring itself to more advanced positions. These
positions of edvoncement were represented by the Communist Party: the eight
million votes were A sure guarantee of the success and esteem of the party
among the masses and a prize for the struggle which had been undergone. The
unity on & class besis secemed to have been achieved by the PCI and marny
comrades, so many workers, mourlshed the hope that in a not too distant
fiture, the vorking elass would eoms to power.

It is here thet things begin not to work any more!

There 1s a lot of talk of crises, of changes, of turning-points:
there is danger of making great econfusion. In the Communist camp as well,
thange has taken place, there has been a turning-point. And to this
ehange, this turning-point, we direct the attention of our comrades,

¥hat is changing in the Communist world? We must make & very unpre-
Judieed snalysis: does the change lavor the working elass or doesn't it7

A few years ago it came into the minds of Khrushchev and his friends
ta take & step tovards deStelinlzatlon: the XX Congress. Did the labor
movement benefit from this operation? Was it necessary? What did it mean?

In the Soviet Union there were undoubtedly internsl difficulties which
nade Khrushchev and his friends start to think that by continuing to proceed
ilong the same route the USSR would not achlewve the third phase of the
historic process foreseen by both Marx and Lenin: that is, the passage from
Socialism to Communism, from the dictetorship of the proletariat to



the stateless soclety. These difficulties were represented above all by

the snoreous buresucrotic aprarstus which, originnting ot the time of Stalin
(in as much ns it hod its function &t theat point) it continued to incrcase
to gigantic preportions and to consolidate iteell. A buresueratie epparatus
never opposed by Fhruchehev, irdeed rather encouraped. The Chinese comrades
in their documants have denounced the nesative sides of this bureoucrecy.

It i3 well understood that 1t brings with it slowvposs and weightinesa in
administration, expense of means and rmoney, abuse of power and, ebcve all,
class strugnle. This 1s precisely the polnt: vhen Hhrushchev had proclaimed
the end of the distatorship of the proletariat in the Soviet Usion, because
epposition of classes had been eliminated, he was not aware, or pretended
not to be ownre theat & pew clasa strupsle hed bepun, still more crude and
dangerous than the preceding one: the strupgle between the bureaucrat claszs
and the proletariat.

Put this elass, although oripimting in part in the old prerevolutions
ary bourgeoisic, adapted apd trancformed during the dictatorship of the pro-
letariat during Stalin's time, was somethirg "within" the system, and thus
pore difficult and more dangerous to combat.

Many center of power hoad been constituted mand reinforced in the hands
of this new clonss, and often indeed hod Decome instruments of personal
power and thus of privilege. GSeveral tises the Soviet press, constrainmed by
the macroscopic seale of the seandal, had been forced in spite of 1tsell, to
denounce this or that director of public odminstraticn who hed sbused his
power for his personal epda. They looked Like sporodic eoses. DBut they were
not, in fact they were occuring with increasing frequency.

Then A sgapesoat was Mound: 5talln and his epllabgrators. The
¥hruchelev proup instead of s=aking a true sell-criticism and conlessing 1is
own errors and iis own impotence, instead of taking the bull by the horns,
prefered to accure the dend.

Stalin kad lived ia a psriod which was cortainly mot tranguil: he hed
brought the revelution to an end, had given the people of the Soviet
Union leadership according te the prineiples of Marx and Lenin, had fousht
Faselsm and Razism, had frustrated the esplonane attempts of international
imperialism, He hod made errors in all this, os sll men whe toke part in
history are destined to do. At his death Comrmunism hod not been realized in
the USSH and many ond important problems remained unsolved. It was necessary
to continue wiih coursge: the route had been laid out.

The Mhrushchey group preferred to abandon that route and open up o
new one, DBut that is the route whieh leads directly to the reatoration of

capitaliam in Russia.

The Khrushchev group had abandoned the revolutionary prineiple which

had gulded the Russinn people to Final victory and to the establishment of
socinliss, There's revisionism for you! That is, the Soviet leaders and



the leaders of the major Communist pariies of Western Europe thousht thaet
there was another route to arrive &t sccialilsm, the so called “democcratic

or legal" road.
Is this concept trua?

If by socislism (we are not speaking of Commundsm) we mean social
democracy, that 18 collaboration between the workers and the capltallisis
to permit these letter to exploit the former better, then yes, this is the
right road. But socialism i3 guite diflerent. GScocialicm is the dictntorship
of the proletariat, the sole form of organized sceiety which we Marxiot-
leninists consider "lepal®”. We maintain that the workers cannobt come to
roser if they have not first taken the irue power, that is economic power,
from those who presently heold it, the capitelists. And even a superficiel
study of human nature brings us to the conclusion that whoever hes the
money doesn't give 1t up easily, so that the scle means to take it is the
use of force, the "illegality" of bourgeols termirology.

It i3 superfluocus to explain why we rather consider revolutionary
methods "legal; that private property is larceny is not something we are
now saying foar the first time. Marx said it a lonz time ago and thio
princivle bas rever been challenged by a Communist or socialist, at loass
up until & short time ago.

Now it secems that things have changed: today's revisionistis are
saylng thet to establish socialism it is sufficient to have the "participation”
of the workers in the povernment of the state: the Saragat socialists have
done it; with the results vwhich we know; the Kennil soelalists are doing it,
and things worsen still more; and now the Communists are trying it too. We
are not putting intentions on trial: the dimlogue between Catholics and
Communists is no longer something merely being bandiled about, but is an
nctuality.

What has impelled the revisionist leaders to concelve such & hazardous
course for the laboring class?

Ideological fatigue, the "false” conviction that the masses were tired
of Tighting, the most flagrant opportunism.

A revolution always involves uncertainties, and amyone who takes his
gzat in a comfortable armchair certainly is going to ask himself some questions
hefore beginning a tiring trip and cne full of uncertainties. This is vhy
the present Itallan Communist leaders are patting the stress of the so-called
"reform of structure" which, specifically, means: houses, schools, publie
assistance: all beautiful things, but thinss which only serve to put the
working class to sleep, to make it forget its role: that of taking over power
to establish the dictatorship of the proletariat; the abolition of classes
and, subseguently, the suppression of the state itself, the supreme and
perfect [orm of true democracy, as we understand it, where man is man and

not the instrument of oppressiocn and exploitation.

This 18 why we openly apd without reservation condemn the revisiomist
policy of Ehrushchev, and that of his successors and friends,



