CPML Speculates on China

WHICH THIEVES
WILL WIN OUT?

Hua Kuo-feng, nominal head of the
Party and government in China, recent-
ly delivered a major *“‘Report on the
Work of the Government’’ 1o a session
of the Fifth National Pecople’s Con-
gress. As usual, it was both boring and
revisionist—another by now familiar
attack by the new capitalist rulers of
China on the revolutionary legacy of
Mao Tsetung and on the working class
of China.

What was a bit revealing, however,
was the nakedness with which China’s
new rulers are parading their destruc-
tion of socialism, their abandonment of
basic revolutionary principles. While
they have not yet mustered the courage
to attack Mao Tsetung by name, they
are systematically attacking everything
he siood for. The pace is leaving even
some of their most
bootlickers behind.

For example, Maog’s single greatest

paihbreaking achievement was develop- .

ing the theoretical basis for and prac-
tically leading the Cultural Revolution,
a revolution carried out under the con-
ditions of socialism to bring forward
the masses ol people in a gigantic strug-
gle 1o keep new capitalist rulers from
grabbing ultimate power in China. Mao
was quite clear on the significance of
this revolution. He said that until the
Cularal Revolution, ““We did not find
a form, a method to arouse the broad
masses to expose our dark aspect open-
lv. in an all-around way and from
below.”” And he said that “‘the presen|
CGreat Cultural Revolution is only the
first, there-will inevitably be many more
in the future,”’

But what does Hua Kuo-feng's report
have to say on this? Hua’s attitude
toward the Caltural Revelution is like
that of a target toward a gun—don/t
point it at me! The Report says, “‘First
we recognize both that class struggle
has not yet come to an end and that at
the same time there is no longer any
need for large-scale and turbulent class
strugele waged by the masses, and
therefore we should not try to wage

{ongue-worn

such a struggle in the future.’

Just for fun it is interesting to put this
statement up against one made a year
and a half ago by the **Revolutionary
Workers Headquarters''—better
known as the Mensheviks—Iloyal
defenders of revisionism in China at the
time they split from our Party.

When they were polemicizing against
the report of the RCP Central Commit-
tee which blasted and analyzed the revi-
sionist coup in China and Hua's revi-
sionist leadership, these Mensheviks
wrote, ‘‘The argument that the 1lth
Constitution denies the necessity ftor
another Cultural Revolution is equally
laughable. . . .who would not agree that
‘Political revolutions of this nature will
be carried out many times: in the
future’? This is the line of Mao

Tsetung. And it is the line of the current
Chinese leadership headed by Hua Kuo-
feng.

Who would not agree? The curremt
Chinese leadership **headed™ by Hua
Kuo-feng—that's who. Of course such
“litle  problems and  adjustments™
wauld not bother the Menshevik leaders
today, who were—and arc—tfirmly
sunk in the quicksand of unprincipled
opportunism and revisionism. The Fact
that this hatred and denial of the
Cultural Revolution was in fact the line
of China’s leaders even two years back
was apparent at that time (o genuine
revolutionaries, and was exposed in the
documents of the Revolutionary Com-
munist - Party. Now 1t's just become
openly confessed.

In another part of Hua’s report,
these revisionists once again flagrantly
20 up against Mao’s line. Hua states
that *‘class struggle is no longer the
principal contradiction in our society,”
instead it is the “*modernization’ of
China. Mao, on the other hand, was

Continued on page 12




The Communist Party Marxist-Len-
inist (CPML) which has earned the
disgust of genuine communists and
revolutionary minded people over the
years has recently made some interest-
ing changes in their newspaper The
Call. They have taken some economy
measures, reducing the size of their
paper and removing the red ink from
their newspaper. We warmly hail this

—CPML Gets the Red Out-

move and, though we understand it is
merely a symbolic gesture, we think
that these phony reds should have done
this long ago. We have one further sug-
gestion to offer: a qualitative improve-
ment in The Call and a not altogether
insignificant service to humanity would
be made if they also removed the black
ink from their paper. [ |
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clear: “‘Class struggle is the key link,
everything else hinges on it."” (Of
course it should be pointed out that
Hua and the rest of them are interested
in class struggle—struggle against the
remnants of socialism and working-
class power—as he puls it, againsi
“present refations of production and
superstructure which hamper moder-
nization.'')

Just in case anyone wants to bend
over backwards far ecnough to think
that Hua is only talking about a ¢chang-
¢d situation since Mao's time, he makes
1t clear that this is not so: **Once the
proletariat and the other working peo-
ple have seized state power and
established their political rule,”” he
says, ‘‘economic construction must be
given top priority.’’ In other words
Mao screwed up all the way back at the
time of nationwide victory in 1949 by
making such a “'big deal™ out of class
struggle. How disruptive—making sure
that the capitalist class did not seize
power and that the rule of the working
class and its mastery of all aspects of
society went ahead. Disruptive indeed,
if you are a capitalist rat with backstab-
bing plans, like Hua or Teng.

Something Startling

Of course, disgusting and revisionist
as all this 1s, tt is really just old-hat
routine by now. For two and a half
years, since the coup in China, not a
single week has passed without some
new outrage being committed against
revolution. But something else quite in-

.

teresting has happened in connection -

with this Chinese Congress that merits
comment and continuing attention: in

The Call (newspaper of the Communist
Party Marxist-Leninist or CPML), long
Ffamous for advanced world levels of
shameless flunkeyism toward every-
thing said by the Chinese revisionists,
direct criticism of Hua’s report has ap-
peared! A signed article in the center-
fold of the July 16 Call raises, as the
author puis it, ‘‘some important ques-
tions.”" After quoting Hua, the article
asks, ‘‘...how can ‘large-scale, tur-
bulent class struggle’ be ruled out in the
tuture? What if another group of
capitalist roaders should make inroads
in the Party?™ It even raises a “‘ques-
tion” about the Report’s line on the
relation of modernization and class
struggle: “*How can such changes take
place except through class struggle?*™

Then the article lets it all hang out
there: ‘It -appears that there are still
some questions stemming from this im-
portant meeting that have not vet fully
been resolyved, some compromises made
for the sake of unity. Perhaps the
future will shed more light on these
points.”’

What has happened here? Is the
report delivered by Hua just too openly
revisionist even for The Call 10
swallow? Can it be, to paraphrase the
words of the poet e.c. cummings, that
“*there is some shit they will not eat’?

To put it mildly, that seems quite an
unlikely possibility. Anyone familiar in
the slightest degree with the history of
the CPML Kknows that principle and
politics in command never even dawned
on this group’s leaders. And as tar as
eating revisionist shit, these people have
proven themselves eminently capable of
wolfing it down by the shoveltul and
then regularly regurgitating it for all to
see right on the pages of The Call. They
showed this, for instance, when they
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foudly praised the return to leadership
of Teng Hsiao-ping after having earlier
toudly denounced him, when they even
praised the posthumous rehabifitation
of Mao’s long-denounced enemy (and a
collaborator with Khrushchev), Peng
Teh-huai. One recent high point in fecal

consumption came in the May 14 Cull

when they printed a picture caption say-
g ““Coniroversial opera, Hai Jui
Dismissed From Office, 15> now being

shown again. Chinese are debating
many previously banned cultural

works.” Not anther word of explana-
tion about this ““controversial’” opera
which they well knew was uself a
vicious attack on Mao and the subject
of a counterattack by Mao, initiating
the Cultural Revolution.

No, political principle has never been
the strong suit of the CPML. But they
are not entirely without strong peints.
Take opportunist political speculation,
tor instance. Here the CPML has long
shown a certain limited talent. And
perhaps here we can find some real
clues to the meaning of this very unique
recent article, The CPML is almest cer
tainly smiffing around and smelling a
mounting struggle among the thieves
now in China’s leadership, and is trying
1o mancuver itself into a position to be
backing a winner—whoever it turns oul

“10 be. ¢

There 15 some earlier precedent for
this kind of political speculation in The
Call, though never in such open form as
in the July 16 article. Back in the fall o
1977, in an interview in the CPML jour-
nal **Class Struggle,” CPML Chairman
Michacl Klonsky dropped an interesting
tand uncxplained) passing phrase in an
mterview about a trip to China, ‘‘the
majority of the Poliburo (in

976—R W)Y was controlled by the
‘pang’ group.”’ (The ‘‘gang'’ was
Mago's four close revolutionary com-
rades later overthrown in Hua and
Teng's coup.)

This was guitc an interesting state-

ment hecause it implicated a number of

posi-coup Polithburo leaders as having
been aligned with the *‘zang’ against
Teng. Though a bit more subtle than
the current article, such a statement
clearly gave voice to an attack by Teng
on-his current opponents. (In passing it
must be said that this remark also ac-
cidentally puis the lie to the curreni
revisionist Fable that the gang of 4 had
no support and was completely
isolated.)

Why did Klonsky do this? There are
two possible explanations. Some people
believe that Klonsky is simply an ig-
norant hack who didn't cven digest
what he was regurgitating. True, this is
one aspect of Klonsky. But it must also
be said that in bourgeois poliucking
within a relatively narrow circle, Klon-
sky does have certain skitls. Much more
likely is that he was actually speculating

on Teng's rise relative to his opponents.
It is in this light that we should ex-
amine the current article. Klonsky ap-
pears to once again have his nose to
some shifting political winds. Only a
few months ago, the CPML was
blasting anyone who said there were
divisions in the Chinese leadership, car-
rying on about how the leadership had
never been so united. Now we see
sentences like “*“What if another group’
of capitalist roaders should make in-
roads in the Party?. . Perhaps the
tuture will shed more light on these
points.™
It is clear that all the references to
class strugele™ in the article are given
no political substance, unlike in the
days of Mao; they amount 1o venturing
mto the pure power politics between
various groups of thieves. The article
{which is signed so it can always be
blamed on the author—or alias) is also
so vaguely but carefully worded that it
could be interpreied 1o be backing

hiterally any winner in a possible power

struggle.

While this’ Call article could be based
on no special information from China,
it could also be based on the fact that
Klonsky’s nose is always carctully
planted near the rear end of these revi-
sionists and is occasionally the early
beneficiary of one of their *‘leaks.””
And besides this-article there are other,
more  substantial, indications that,
despite all their claims about creating
“stability and unity,”" the Chinese revi-
sionists are engaged in infighting over a
number ot questions.

There is the question of their current
alignment with the United States versus
the pull toward coming under the wing
of the Soviet Union. There are surely
those in China who are today arguing
tor a switch of sides. Bevond this, there
arc  arguments arising from the
pressures that are coming along with
their  current  capitalist  ““moderni-
sation’  drive—both  the internal
pressures of the failures it s already en-
countering, and the external pressures
coming from their imperialist credirors

Then there s the struggle o
whether 1o come out openly  and
criticize Mao by name, or (o coninuc 1o
simply attack  his  teachings  while
“honorng’ his name. And, ol course,
there are the various factional power
disputes, linked with political questions
like those above.

In the past, under the revolutionary
political line of Mao, there were also
political strugeles in China. Bui they
were waged by pohtically relyving on the
masses ol people and by making the
political questions clear. Now, under
revisionist reign, intrigue is the rule and
things are leti to political speculators
hke the CPMIL..

The CPML appears to believe that
things are soon to break out mto some
open struggle in China and s sure 1o be
speculating on it stll more, In the light
ol this, a unigue sttuation has now
arisen. The Call night actually be in-
teresime to read for the aext lew weeks.





