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Beat Back the Dogmato-
Revisionist Attack on
Mao Tsetung Thought

Comments on Enver Hoxha’s
Imperialism and the Revolution
by J. Werner

Upon first examining Enver Hoxha's new book, Imperialism
and the Revolution, one is tempted to dismiss it as a petty and
shallow hatchet job and refer the reader to the works of Mao
Tsetung, which make clear that most of the charges hurled at Mao
are simply the worst type of blatant misquotations, distortions
and downright lies, and also refer the reader to the many Soviet
criticisms of Mao which, while sharing the same method and most
of the same arguments as Hoxha, at least have the virtue of a more
systematic and well-rounded presentation of the revisionist line.

However, the current situation in the international communist
movement makes such a course impossible to follow, no matter
how tempting. The capture of revolutionary China by the capital-
ist-roaders led by Hua and Teng has led to the capitulation of some
erstwhile Marxist-Leninists and the demoralization of many more.
The eyes of the international movement have focused on Hoxha
and the Party of Labor of Albania in the hopes that amidst the tur-
moil and confusion in the ranks of communists the PLA would con-
tinue to play a leading role in the fight against revisionism. In-
deed, Albania’s initial response to the coup in China, riddled
though it was with eclecticism and contradictory theses, gave
cause for such hope.

But Hoxha and the leadership of the PLA chose a different
course—lending the prestige of the PLA (a prestige that, ironical-
ly, was gained in large degree because Hoxha had united with Mao
and the Great Proletarian Cultural Revolution at a time when it
was under attack from revisionists everywhere) to those who
would retreat from the advances forged in the battle against
modern revisionism in the past two decades and erect a revisionist
political and ideological line based upon sanctifying and raising to
the extreme, errors of revolutionaries since the mid-1930s. And all
this is done in the name of the “purity’”’ of Marxism-Leninism.

Of course this is not the first time in history that revisionism has
posed itself as “orthodox’’ Marxism and tried to paint the genuine
revolutionary communists with the brush of ‘“deviationism,” or
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even fanaticism. Karl Kautsky was the orthodox Marxist of his

day in his battle against Leninism. And, likewise, Trotsky posed
as the “‘proletarian”’ and “pure”’ Marxist as he did his best to
undermine and wreck the world’s first socialist state.

For, contrary to the outlook which permeates the writings of
Enver Hoxha, the world does not advance in a smooth, direct line.
And what is true of the world itself is equally true of Marxism-
Leninism, which is, after all, a science based upon understanding
the contradictions in nature and society and a tool for advancing
society in accordance with the laws of motion of these contradic-
tions—a science which is, and can only be, continually enriched
and deepened in the course of revolutionary practice.

Enver Hoxha makes numerous indictments of Mao Tsetung,
arguments that we will attempt to address one by one, but what
comes through most clearly is Hoxha's complete inability to
understand the living science of dialectics, a bewilderment he was
willing to keep to himself as long as revolutionary China was con-
tinuing to advance and battling enemies that Hoxha recognized as
foes also, but a bewilderment turned to antagonism that he now
seeks to pawn off on the whole of the international communist
movement since the forward advance in China has been temporar-
ily reversed.

In fact, one of the very few relatively accurate characterizations
of Mao’s line given by Hoxha is when he says, ‘‘he [Mao] regards
[revolution] as an endless process which is repeated periodically
throughout the whole period of the existence of mankind on earth,
as a process which goes from defeat to victory, from victory to
defeat, and so on endlessly.”’* Of course, in this passage, Hoxha is
trying to imply that Mao sees no advance in human society but
merely the cyclical repetition of things. But what comes through
much more clearly (since this vulgarization of Mao doesn’t wash
for anyone who has studied any of his writings) is Hoxha's own
view of revolution as an unfortunate if occasionally necessary
disruption that history imposes on society at rare instances, and a
disruption that will cease for all time as soon as the working class
(or condescending saviors having its interests at heart) can seize
power from the old exploiters and begin its ‘‘uninterrupted ad-
vance”’ along wide and straight Nevsky Prospect to some goal
which bears much in common with the religious vision of the
Kingdom of God on earth, where all conflict, struggle and discord
will be replaced by the realm of perfect harmony and stability.

Hoxha wants to attack Marxism-Leninism, Mao Tsetung
Thought and at the same time distinguish himself from modern
revisionism. The result is his embracing not only of a basic revi-
sionist outlook but a wholesale adoption of many time-worn revi-
sionist theses—all thinly covered by a dogmatist veneer. Hence
the label dogmato-revisionist.
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Imperialism and the Revolution covers many topics, and to deal
with all of the errors and distortions of Marxism contained in it
would require a book much longer than Hoxha'’s. The present arti-
¢lo deals almost exclusively with Part II, section III: ‘‘ ‘Mao
Tsotung Thought’—An Anti-Marxist Theory,” and even here, not
overy aspect of Hoxha’s distortions, errors and slander is gone in-
to—although even so, what’s written here is of sufficient length
nnd detail to give more than a taste (in fact more than a bellyful) of
[loxha's counter-revolutionary line!*

I. Hoxha on the Course of the Chinese Revolution

According to Enver Hoxha, the Chinese Communist Party has
been dominated by the revisionist ‘“Mao Tsetung Thought’’ since
1935, the year in which Mao’s leadership was basically established
within the Party. Apparently, the correct line, according to Hoxha,
was represented by the line of Wang Ming, although the name of
this renegade doesn’t appear in his book. Wang Ming was the
leader of the Chinese Communist Party for several years until the
defeat of his line in 1935, and his career in the Party was marked
by two features: first, he was consistently wrong in his political
line, making both right and “left” opportunist deviations; and,
secondly, he enjoyed the confidence and support of the Communist
International and, presumably, Stalin.

Those in the leadership of the Chinese Party who shared Wang
Ming’s line (who called themselves the ‘‘internationalists,” and
sometimes were referred to as the ‘‘28% Bolsheviks’’—a reference
to Wang’s claim that he and his handful of students returned from
Moscow were ‘“100% Bolshevik’’) came to the fore at a crucial
juncture in the Chinese Revolution. They refused to recognize that
the Chinese Revolution had suffered a period of temporary setback
following the defeat of the 1924-27 Revolution, and that, as a
result, a protracted period of strategic defensive was necessary.

Mao had analyzed the concrete conditions in China on the basis
of Marxism-Leninism and also the fundamental theses of Lenin
and Stalin on the Chinese Revolution, and had determined that
while the revolution had been set back, various circumstances ex-
isted that allowed the establishment of rural base areas surround-
ed by the enemy in different parts of China. Closely connected to
this was the question of the peasants, whom Mao correctly stated

*Hoxha tries, like the current revisionist rulers of China, to pin Mao with the
reactionary ‘‘three worlds” strategy. The RCP has dealt with this question in the
article, “‘Three Worlds’ Strategy: Apology for Capitulation,” in Revolution,
November 1978. Nor does this current article address Hoxha’s portrayal of the
current world situation or the increasing convergence between Hoxha's views and
the machinations of the Soviet social-imperialists.
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had to be the main (not leading) force in the revolution during its
democratic stage. Central to building up these base areas was
mobilizing the peasantry under the leadership of the Communist
Party and carrying out the agrarian revolution.

Wang Ming bitterly opposed Mao on these basic theses, as well
as on numerous political and military questions that flowed from
them. Like Hoxha, Wang Ming railed against Mao’s thesis that in
China the cities must be encircled by the countryside. Like Hoxha,
Wang could not understand the ebbs and flows of the revolution
and instead presented a picture of a constantly favorable objective
situation with only the subjective factor being necessary to lead an
immediate successful onslaught on reactionary power. Wang Ming
led the Party in a wrong military, political and ideological line that
led to defeat by Chiang Kai-shek in his Fifth ‘Encirclement and
Suppression Campaign,” a defeat which forced the Red Army to
retreat in the famous Long March. As a result of this “left” oppor-
tunist line, large numbers of the Communist Party and revolu-
tionary army, as well as base areas, were wiped out.

Of course this is well known, and the political summation of
these deviations comprise an important part of the works of Mao
Tsetung. Further, it is on the basis of repudiating this line in par-
ticular that the Chinese Communist Party was able to carry
through successfully the famous Long March and indeed the
Chinese revolution.

But Enver Hoxha, like Wang Ming and the Soviet revisionists,
accuses Mao of “‘nationalism,” of a ‘‘peasant mentality”’ and of op-
portunism because he applied Marxism-Leninism to the concrete
conditions in China and developed an all-around political line
capable of leading that revolution to victory.

Listen to some of the profound arguments Hoxha conjures up
for his attack on Mao:

Mao Tsetung expressed this petty bourgeois theory
[not recognizing the leading role of the proletariat] in his
general thesis that the ‘‘countryside must encircle the
city.” .. .revolutionary villages,”” he wrote, ‘‘can encir-
cle the cities. . . rural work should play the primary role
in the Chinese revolutionary movement and urban work
a secondary role.”” Mao expressed this idea also when he
wrote about the role of the peasantry in the state. He
has said that all other political parties and forces must
submit to the peasantry and its views. ‘. . . Millions of
peasants will rise like a mighty storm, a force so swift
and violent that no power, however great, will be able to
hold it back. . .,” he writes. ‘“They will put to the test
every revolutionary party and group, every revolu-
tionary, so that they either accept their views or reject
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them.” According to Mao, it turns out that the peasan-
try and not the working class should play the hegemonic
role in the revolution.?

Such is the thinking of Enver Hoxha. Where, we will ask, does it
wnay that in every country the main center of the Party’s work must
be in the cities? If one is making revolution in a country in which
the peasantry is 80% of the population, if the revolution has been
driven out of the cities, if the movement is temporarily declining,
and if the possibility exists for forming red political power in the
countryside—as it did in China—how can it be said that it was
wrong to ‘“‘make the main center of the Party’s work’ the rural
aroas, or to develop a strategy of surrounding the cities by the
countryside? In these conditions, to fail to do so could only mean,
an it did, a policy of rash adventurism which quickly led to
capitulation in the face of the enemy, exactly because the ‘‘left”
lino of concentrating in the cities, refusing to ‘“encircle the cities by
the countryside,” meant a line which could not mobilize the forces
for revolution in the concrete conditions of China at the time.

Hoxha's blustering about Mao’s famous quotation from Report
an an Investigation of the Peasant Movement in Hunan where he
ways that the mighty storm of the peasant movement ‘“‘will put to
the test every revolutionary party and group” is also revealing.
"T'his classic work of Mao has also come under attack by revision-
Ints historically, from Chen Tu-hsiu and Wang Ming to the Soviet
ronegades.

What Mao is arguing in his Investigation of the Peasant Move-
ment is not that the proletariat should not lead the peasantry, but
procisely the opposite. He was arguing against the mainly right
Londencies (in form as well as content) within the leadership of the
Party who argued that the peasants’ movement was terrible, or
that it had ‘“‘gone too far.” Those who argued that it ‘‘had gone too
fur” felt that it was endangering the alliance with the national
bourgeoisie (in the form of the Kuomintang), and therefore should
oither be opposed, ignored or at least hemmed in.

When Hoxha quotes Mao saying that ‘‘Every revolutionary par-
Ly and every revolutionary comrade will be put to the test to be ac-
copted or rejected as they decide,” he deliberately omits the im-
mediately following sentences which reveal Mao’s whole purpose
In writing the essay:

There are three alternatives. To march at their head and
lead them? To trail behind them, gesticulating and
criticizing? Or to stand in their way and oppose them?
Every Chinese is free to choose, but events will force
you to make the choice quickly.®
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So it is clear that what Mao is talking about (when you don’t
butcher his quotes, as Hoxha is wont to do throughout his attack)
is not the peasants leading the Party, but precisely the opposite, of
the Party stepping forward and putting itself at the Zead of the
surging torrent of the peasants.

Stalin himself spoke to the same errors that were being commit-
ted by leading members of the CCP:

I know there are Kuomintangists and even Chinese
Communists who do not consider it possible to unleash
revolution in the countryside, since they fear that if the
peasantry were drawn into the revolution it would dis-
rupt the united anti-imperialist front. That is a profound
error, comrades. . . . I think it is high time to break down
that inertness and that ‘‘neutrality’’ toward the peasan-
try.. .4

Enver Hoxha's disdain for the peasantry and his underestima-
tion of their central role in the revolutionary process in countries
like China is linked to his inability to understand the very nature
of these revolutions. It was not Mao, but Lenin and Stalin, who
first expounded the theses that revolutions in the countries of Asia
were bourgeois-democratic revolutions, which had as their goal
two main objectives: the driving out of foreign imperialism and the
defeat of those sections of the capitalist class bound together with
it; and the solving of the land question—the wiping out of the
feudal survivals and the implementation of ““land to the tiller.”

Once again, Stalin was quite clear on this question: “The Comin-
tern was and still is of the opinion that the basis of the revolution
in China in the present period [1927] is the agrarian-peasant
revolution.’’s*

*The same thesis can be found at several points in Stalin’s writings on China, as
well as in Comintern resolutions on the Chinese revolution. See, for example, the
Resolution of the Eighth Executive Committee of the Communist International
[ECCI] Plenum on the Chinese Question (May 1927), which held that:

Agrarian revolution, including confiscation and nationalization of the
land—that is the fundamental internal socio-economic content of the
new stage of the Chinese revolution. . and the communist party
should put itself at the head of this movement and lead it.*

Or, again, the June 1930 ECCI Resolution on the Chinese Question:

The agrarian question lies at the centre of the Chinese revolution. The
revolution develops in the form of peasant wars led by the
proletariat.”

This is not to say, of course, that either Stalin or the Comintern were ‘always cor-
rect in their analysis of, or recommendations for, the Chinese revolution.
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Hoxha charges that:

Mao Tsetung was never able to understand and ex-
plain correctly the close links between the bourgeois-
domocratic revolution and the proletarian revolution.
Contrary to the Marxist-Leninist theory, which has
proved scientifically that there is no Chinese wall bet-
ween the bourgeois-democratic revolution and the
socialist revolution, that these two revolutions do not
have to be divided from each other by a long period of
time, Mao Tsetung asserted: “The transformation of
our revolution into socialist revolution is a matter of the
future. . . As to when the transition will take place. . .it
may take quite a long time. We should not hold forth
about this transition until all the necessary political and
oconomic conditions are present and until it is advan-
tageous and not detrimental to the overwhelming ma-
jority of our people.”’®

By now the astute reader will ask, what exactly did Hoxha leave
oul. with his two sets of three dots (ellipses). The first ... is to
obliterate one sentence in which Mao writes, ‘“‘In the future the
democratic revolution will inevitably be transformed into a
noclalist revolution.” The second . . . wipes out the phrase that ap-
pears in the sentence, ““As to when the transition will take place,
that will depend on the presence of the necessary conditions, and it
may take quite a long time.” (Omitted phrase in italics.)®*

Thus we see that Hoxha omits two critical points of Mao’s: 1)
that the transition to the socialist revolution is inevitable, and 2)
that this transition depends on the ‘‘presence of the necessary con-
ditions.”

Hoxha goes on to state:

Mao Tsetung adhered to this anti-Marxist concept,
which is not for the transformation of the bourgeois-
democratic revolution into socialist revolution, during
the whole period of the revolution, even after liberation.
Thus, in 1940, Mao Tsetung said: ‘“The Chinese revolu-
tion must necessarily pass through. . . the stage of New

*Whether the Albanian translators deliberately cite the Albania'n editiox.l of
Mao's works to prevent the reader from checking Hoxha’s hatchet 'Jobs, against
the original, or whether it is simply a case of taking an extremely irresponsible
course in the light of such an important question, we will leave to tl}e {'eader to
decide. In either case, it makes it virtually impossible for the great majority of the
roaders to refer to the original, especially when the articles in Mao’s Selected

Works are not cited.
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Democracy and then the stage of socialism. Of these,
the first stage will need a relatively long time. .. .’'1®

For the reader’s convenience, the whole of the paragraph Hoxha
‘“‘quotes’’ is reprinted below, from the authorized Chinese transla-
tion and without his handy ellipses:

Without a doubt, the present revolution is the first
step, which will develop into the second step, that of
socialism, at a later date. And China will attain true
happiness only when she enters the socialist era. But to-
day is not yet the time to introduce socialism. The pre-
sent task of the revolution in China is to fight im-
perialism and feudalism, and socialism is out of the
question until this task is completed. The Chinese
revolution cannot avoid taking the two steps, first of
New Democracy and then of socialism. Moreover, the
first step will need quite a long time and cannot be
accomplished overnight. We are not utopians and can-
not divorce ourselves from the actual conditions
confronting us.!!

So once again it is clear, even from the very passages Hoxha
tries to twist and distort to back up his slanders, that Mao is clear
that the new-democratic revolution leads to socialism once the
necessary conditions have been met, which he specifically notes
are the defeat of imperialism and feudalism.

Hoxha is quite correct when he says that ‘“‘no Chinese wall”’
separates the two stages of the revolution, but what he really seeks
to do is in fact negate the fact that there are two distinct stages of
the revolution, which of necessity involve different alignments of
class forces and have different tasks. What Hoxha attempts to do
is mush everything together, to combine two into one, and he
comes up with an amorphous democratic-socialist revolution
whose characteristics are fundamentally the same in imperialist
and oppressed nations alike.

Hoxha'’s line is so eclectic and confused it is impossible to figure
out exactly what he is saying. Is it that the Chinese Revolution
prior to 1949 was (or should have been) a socialist revolution? Is he
parroting the line of some leaders of the Chinese Party (with some
support of the Comintern) who argued that the bourgeois revolu-
tion was transformed into a socialist revolution with the capture of
power in one or two key provinces? Or is it that Mao did not
recognize that the revolution would be transformed into a socialist
revolution with the seizure of power on a nationwide scale? In any
case, we will see that it is Mao, not Hoxha or Wang Ming, who was
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correct.*

Hoxha deliberately confuses the fact that the socialist revolu-
tlon can accomplish democratic tasks (the October Revolution be-
Ing the outstanding example) with the concept of the bourgeois-
democratic revolution itself. It is not surprising that in the earlier
part of his book, in which Hoxha lays down his recipes for revolu-
tion in every country of the world (though, it is true, not specifical-
ly for each country), there is no real understanding of this ques-
tion, and in fact a giant muddle.

This connection [between proletarian revolution in the
West and the struggle in the colonies and dependent
countries—J.W.] has become even clearer and more
natural today, when, with the collapse of the old colonial
system, most of the peoples have taken a big step for-
ward towards independence by creating their own na-
tional states, and when, following this step, they are
aspiring to go further. They want the liquidation of the
neo-colonialist system, of any imperialist dependence
and any exploitation of foreign capital. They want their
complete sovereignty and economic and political in-
dependence. It has now been proved that such aspira-
tions can be realized, such objectives attained only
through the elimination of any foreign domination by

* Of course the other possibility is that Hoxha is deliberately throwing what he
vory well knows is slander at Mao. In any case, it is obvious that the revolution in
Albania was of a two-stage nature, and the PLA, in its official history, seems to
understand this quite well, noting that the Albanian revolution was at first “an
antl-imperialist democratic revolution” which later developed into a socialist
revolution, and explaining that “...in the first stage of the revolution the
strategic objective of the Party was to ensure national independence and the
entablishment of the order of people’s democracy.. .. "*? Further, the Albanian
Party’s line following the liberation of Albania is explained as follows:

Under the new conditions, the Party advanced the slogan of na-
tional unity. Besides the broad masses of the people who had taken an
active part in the war for national liberation, this union should in-
clude also all those who had been deceived by the reactionary
chieftains or had stood aloof but now could make their contribution to
the building of our new society.'®

"T'his would certainly seem to amount to consolidating a stage which is rather far
removed from socialism! Actually, this may have been a correct line for the Com-
munist Party of Albania (as it was called at the time) to take. The point here is not
whether it was correct or incorrect (although the Albanian Party itself admits toa
neries of rightist errors during this period);'* the point is that for Hoxha to have
played a leading role in a revolution which had a clear democratic stage, one which
Hoxha and the Party saw at the time as a stage lasting for a while after power was
seized, and for him then to turn around and accuse Mao of some sort of heresy for
his development of the theory of the new-democratic revolution—this begins to
smack more of deliberate subterfuge than of mere confusion on Hoxha's part.
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and dependence on foreigners and the liquidation of op-
pression and exploitation by local bourgeois and big
landowner rulers.

Hence, the linking and the interlacing of the national-
democratic, anti-imperialist, national liberation revolu-
tion with the socialist revolution, because, by striking at
imperialism and reaction, which are common enemies of
the proletariat and the peoples, these revolutions also
pave the way for great social transformations, assist the
victory of the socialist revolution. And vice-versa, by
striking at the imperialist bourgeoisie, by destroying its
economic and political positions, the socialist revolution
creates favorable conditions for and facilitates the
triumph of liberation movements.'s

Despite Hoxha’s passing reference here to “big landowner
rulers,” what is strikingly missing in this passage, and indeed
Hoxha’s whole book, is any discussion whatsoever of the anti-
feudal character of the revolution in many of the countries of Asia,
Africa and Latin America. For it is the struggle against feudalism,
especially, that gives the democratic revolution a bourgeois
character.

In the above statement, Hoxha deftly combines the socialist
revolution with the bourgeois-democratic revolution by saying
that independence, sovereignty, etc. can only be achieved with the
“elimination of oppression of the local bourgeois and big land-
owner rulers.” Of course, it is true that in the final analysis, real
liberation from imperialism is dependent on the socialist revolu-
tion. Mao made this point many times, including in his famous
statement that “‘only socialism can save China.”” But the fact re-
mains that the socialist revolution and the bourgeois-democratic
revolution are not the same, and in the latter certain bourgeois (i.e.
exploiting) forces can play a positive role.

Ironically, despite the attempts of Hoxha to claim the mantle of
Stalin, it is Stalin, in writing of another renegade, who succinctly
sums up Hoxha’s basic errors on the Chinese revolution:

The basic error of Trotsky (and hence of the opposi-
tion) is that he underestimates the agrarian revolution
in China, does not understand the bourgeois-democratic
character of that revolution, denies the existence of the
preconditions for an agrarian movement in China, em-
bracing many millions, and underestimates the role of
the peasantry in the Chinese revolution.®

Hoxha’s protestations to the contrary, it was precisely Mao who
explained the relationship between the bourgeois-democratic and
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the socialist stage of the revolution. First, Mao built upon the
basic Leninist theses that in the era of imperialism and the prole-
tarian revolution (that is, since the October Revolution in Russia
in 1917) the bourgeois-democratic revolutions in the dependent
countries and colonies were no longer part of the old bourgeois
revolution, but part of the new world proletarian revolution.

Mao stressed again and again that the national bourgeoisie in
China and in countries like it could not lead the bourgeois-
democratic revolution to victory, that because it was bullied by im-
perialism this bourgeoisie had some contradictions with it and
would, from time to time, join the ranks of the revolutionary strug-
gle, but precisely because the national bourgeoisie was a weak and
flabby class economically and politically, because it was still tied
in to a certain extent to the big (comprador) sections of the
bourgeoisie and also to landed property, it would always vacillate
at best and at times capitulate to the forces of imperialism and
domestic reaction.

Because of this it fell to the proletariat to lead the people, first
and foremost the peasantry, in carrying the democratic revolution
through to its completion. Indeed, Mao points out that what made
the Chinese revolution a new (as opposed to old) democratic revolu-
tion was precisely the fact that it was led by the proletariat and its
vanguard, the Communist Party, and that this democratic revolu-
tion would not lead to “‘establishing a capitalist society and a state
under bourgeois dictatorship,”” but rather that ““this revolution ac-
tually serves the purpose of clearing a still wider path for the
development of socialism.’’!?

Mao further explained:

Although the Chinese revolution in this first stage
(with its many sub-stages) is a new type of bourgeois-
democratic revolution and is not yet itself a proletarian-
socialist revolution in its social character, it has long
become a part of the proletarian-socialist world revolu-
tion and is now even a very important part and a great
ally of this world revolution. The first step or stage in
our revolution is definitely not, and cannot be, the
establishment of a capitalist society under the dictator-
ship of the Chinese bourgeoisie, but will result in the
establishment of a new-democratic society under the
joint dictatorship of all the revolutionary classes of
China headed by the Chinese proletariat. The revolution
will then be carried forward to the second stage, in
which a socialist society will be established in China.

This is the fundamental characteristic of the Chinese
revolution of today, of the new revolutionary process of
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the past twenty years (counting from the May 4th
Movement of 1919), and its concrete living essence.'®

Mao constantly emphasizes the real link between the bourgeois-
democratic and the socialist revolutions, that only the completion
of the democratic revolution—i.e., the defeat of imperialism and
feudalism—paves the way for the socialist revolution, that the lat-
ter cannot be accomplished without these preconditions. But
furthermore, Mao affirmed, the leadership of the proletariat and
the Party is what makes it possible to carry the revolution beyond
the democratic stage and into the socialist stage.

It is not surprising that since Hoxha is incapable of understand-
ing (or pretends not to understand) the class nature of the first
stage of the Chinese Revolution, he also attacks the military line of
Mao Tsetung—people’s war—that was based on exactly under-
standing the conditions of the revolution in China. Here is what
Hoxha has to say on this subject in the course of writing a
prescription for the revolution in every country:

In accord with the concrete conditions of a country
and the situations in general, the armed uprising may be
a sudden outburst or a more protracted revolutionary
process, but not an endless one without perspective, as
advocated by Mao Tsetung’s ‘‘theory of protracted peo-
ple’s war”’. If you compare the teachings of Marx,
Engels, Lenin and Stalin on the revolutionary armed in-
surrection with Mao’s theory on ‘“‘people’s war,” the
anti-Marxist, anti-Leninist, anti-scientific character of
this theory becomes clearly apparent. The Marxist-
Leninist teachings on the armed insurrection are based
on the close combination of the struggle in the city with
that in the countryside under the leadership of the work-
ing class and its revolutionary party.

Being opposed to the leading role of the proletariat in
the revolution, the Maoist theory considers the country-
side as the only base of the armed insurrection and
neglects the armed struggle of the working masses in
the town. It preaches that the countryside must keep
the city, which is considered as the stronghold of the
counterrevolutionary bourgeoisie, besieged. This is an
expression of distrust in the working class, the negation
of its hegemonic role.®

Interesting indeed! Hoxha’'s above statement makes clearer his
protestations cited earlier that Mao held that the new-democratic
stage of the revolution would take a ‘long period of time.”

Hoxha'’s claim that Mao called for an endless war ‘‘without per-
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spective’’ is patently ridiculous. What Mao made very clear is that
the war (or actually, in the context of China, a series of three
distinct periods of warfare—first against the KMT, then against
the Japanese, and then against the KMT again) would be the basic
form for carrying out the revolution until it completed its first

nls, specifically the driving out of imperialism and solving the
and question, a very clear ‘‘perspective.”

In Hoxha’s criticism of people’s war the rightist essence of his
"loftiam” begins to come into sharper focus. One would like to ask
Hoxha, what course should the Chinese Revolution have taken
following the defeat of the 1924-27 Revolution—when the counter-
revolution triumphed in the cities and the communists were being
mamsacred? Apparently it was all right to form base areas in the
vountryside as long as it was not being done ‘“‘without
poruﬁect.ive”—which we can only take to mean the perspective of a
qulck victory (a few years)—over the forces of reaction. This line
was, In fact, the line of Wang Ming, who ordered the Red Army to
sa on a continual offensive, preached that the enemy was
{Imintegrating, and predicted a quick victory. The results of this
policy was a giant setback for the Chinese Revolution, the loss of
all the base areas in southern China and the necessity to embark on
the lL.ong March.

One can only assume that, according to Hoxha, if it is not possi-
ble to have a clear perspective of victory immediately on the hori-
aon, It is wrong to carry out armed struggle. If it is not possible to
take the cities quickly, then to maintain red political power in the
vountryside is to desert the working class and lose faith in its
hegemonic role. This is truly mechanical thinking approaching
hitherto almost unknown ‘“‘heights.” For while opportunists dur-
Ing the Chinese Revolution argued along similar lines (above all
the Trotskyites) it was really only Wang Ming, operating safely
from his perch in Moscow, that would repeat such fallacies long
after history had proved him wrong.

Hoxha would have had the Chinese Communist Party dissolve
the Red Army, or failing that, simply wage rash and suicidal at-
tacks on the cities, when the conditions were not ripe for nation-
wide victory, which would have also meant the dissolving of the
Red Army. Does Hoxha really believe that the ‘“hegemony of the

rolotariat”’ would have been better exercised if there had been no

ume areas in the countryside, if the Communist Party under the
blows of the White terror had been reduced to scattered forces con-
ducting illegal and legal work in the cities? Is it really true that
auch a situation would have hastened the development of a new up-
surge in China? Or was it not Mao’s policy of building up revolu-
tlonary base areas which in fact helped prepare through struggle
for the taking of the cities at a later date?

One cannot help but ask Hoxha in passing where in the writings
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of Marx, Engels, Lenin or Stalin, is a clear line presented on how to
wage the armed seizure of power in a country like China? Of
course, there is no such prescription, for unlike Hoxha, the great
leaders of the proletariat were not into speculating on hypothetical
situations that had not yet arrived. Since there had never been a
revolution led by the working class in such a country prior to the
Chinese Revolution, isn’t it really rather silly to tell us to compare
Mao’s writing with the military writings of the earlier Marxist-
Leninist leaders to discover Mao’s mistakes? Actually, when we do
make such a comparison we discover that Mao, more than any of
the previous great teachers, analyzed not only the process of
revolutionary war in China but also made invaluable contributions
to the Marxist line on military affairs generally.?° This is not sur-
prising, since Mao had much greater experience than any of the
previous leaders in waging revolutionary war. Hoxha should also
be reminded of Stalin’s statement on this subject in 1926 that “In
China the armed revolution is fighting the armed counter-
revolution. That is one of the specific features and one of the ad-
vantages of the Chinese Revolution.”’*!

Hoxha’s dogmato-revisionism makes it impossible for him to
correctly understand the relationship between politics and war-
fare. Since in his view opposites cannot be transformed into one
another (more on this later), he cannot understand how the revolu-
tionary war itself was in China the principal means to carry out
broad scale political work among the masses. Mao made this point
clearly in assessing the importance of the Long March:

.. . the Long March is the first of its kind in the annals
of history,. . .it is a manifesto, a propaganda force, a
seeding machine. . . The Long March is a manifesto. It
has proclaimed to the world that the Red Army is an Ar-
my of heroes, while the imperialists and their running
dogs, Chiang Kai-shek and his like, are impotent . . . The
Long March is also a propaganda force. It has announc-
ed to some 200 million people in eleven provinces that
the road of the Red Army is their only road to liberation.
Without the Long March, how could the broad masses
have learned so quickly about the existence of the great
truth which the Red Army embodies? The Long March
is also a seeding-machine. In the eleven provinces it has
sown many seeds which will sprout, leaf, blossom, and
bear fruit, and will yield a harvest in the future.. .. Who
brought the Long March to victory? The Communist
Party. Without the Communist Party, a long march of
this kind would have been inconceivable.??

It can be seen then that the revolutionary war was not simply a

HOXHA'S DOGMATO-REVISIONISM 15

military undertaking but the main form of the class struggle in
(*hina, Those who would have insisted that the revolution had to
he waged along the model of the Russian Revolution—i.e., a long
perlod of preparation, in which the struggle took principally a
political and not military form, followed by insurrection and civil
war -would have condemned the Chinese working class and people
Lo no revolution at all.

Hoxha declares that Mao’s whole line of encircling the cities by
the countryside meant abandoning the hegemony of the pro-
letarint. The truth is that not to have launched the armed struggle
In Lthe countryside would precisely have meant abandoning the
lendorship (hegemony) of the proletariat in the revolution,
mpocifically over the hundreds of millions of Chinese peasants.

"T"he hegemony of the proletariat means above all the leadership
of ilw vanguard political party, the communist party. It does not
menn that the proletariat is necessarily the main force in the
revolution (as Hoxha himself is forced to admit). The leadership of
the proletariat means the rallying of the masses.of the oppressed
{0 Lho banner of the working class, to its program for the revolu-
tlon, In the concrete conditions of China, this meant for the pro-
lotarint through its Party to step to the front of the struggle
ugningt imperialism and feudalism, while at the same time
bullding up the independent political strength of its Communist
Party, which alone could lead the revolution to victory and for-
ward to socialism. With this perspective, to have not embarked
upon the war in the countryside would have meant that the pro-
latariat would not have been leading the peasantry, and the
pomsibility for revolution would have been lost.

Why couldn’t the revolution triumph first in the cities and then
u;ln'uud to the countryside as the revolution did in Russia, for exam-
ple? Because cities were not only considered (as Hoxha puts it) the
stronghold of the counter-revolutionary bourgeoisie, they were in
faet such a stronghold. The cities contained the concentration of
the enemy’s troops, and they were easily reached by the troops of
the imperialist powers, who were able to most effectively aid the
domestic reactionary forces in the cities. The working class was
ulwo concentrated in the cities, but it was not strong enough and
the conditions were not ripe for it to succeed in launching insurrec-
tlons and holding power. Indeed the workers attempted such insur-
roctions, which were drowned in blood.

'To draw an analogy, one can consider the situation in the world
un u whole. Marx and Engels felt, and it was an accepted “princi-
ple’ of Marxism, that revolution would first come in those coun-

trios of Western Europe with the highest development of
capitalism. It was not until Lenin and the October Revolution
came along that the thesis was developed that revolution would
dovolop first at the weak link of the imperialist system. Lenin was
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accused by the “‘orthodox Marxist” Kautsky of abandoning the
proletariat for believing that a proletarian revolution could, in fact,
first be made in the still predominantly peasant society of Russia.
Of course the October Revolution proved Lenin right. Similarly, in
China it was not only the case that it was in the countryside where
the central contradiction that had to be solved to complete the
democratic revolution was concentrated (the land question), but it
was here that the power of the reactionaries was weakest and here
that the proletariat could lead the masses of people in establishing
and holding on to political power.

Hoxha tries to make it sound as if Mao held that in every coun-
try the road to victory lies in surrounding the city by the coun-
tryside. Quite the contrary. Mao held specifically that the model of
the October Revolution, of insurrection in the cities, would be the
road to power in the imperialist countries. Furthermore Mao never
held that in all dependent and colonial countries the revolution
would develop along this path. At first, he was of the opinion that
such a possibility was only true in China for a number of specific
reasons which he analyzed at length (including the fact that China
was not a colony but a semi-colony with various imperialist powers
competing to subjugate it; China’s vastness which allowed
maneuvering room; etc.). However it has been proven conclusively
by the development of the revolutionary struggle, especially in
Asia, that Mao’s line on people’s war, of surrounding the cities
from the countryside, and so on, has a greater applicability than
simply to China. Although the path to power will never be exactly
the same in any two countries, it is clear that, for example, the
armed struggle in Vietnam essentially developed along the lines
first laid out by Mao.

While it is certain that the path of people’s war in which the
countryside surrounds the cities will not be universal for all the
countries of Asia, Africa and Latin America, it is equally certain
that it is the path many peoples have embarked on and will be the
road to victory in many, if not most, such countries. To make a
principle of opposing Mao’s line of people’s war is to oppose the
revolution in the oppressed countries. Hoxha charges that

the peasant class, the petty-bourgeoisie, cannot lead
the proletariat in the revolution. To think and preach
the opposite means to be against Marxism-Leninism.
Herein lies one of the main sources of the anti-Marxist
views of Mao Tsetung, which have had a negative in-
fluence on the whole of the Chinese revolution.??

Of course Hoxha cannot offer any evidence that Mao thought
the peasantry should lead the working class—indeed the whole of
Mao’s writings make his opposite view crystal clear, and this point
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in restated literally dozens of times in Mao’s works. All Hoxha can
do is say that since Mao believed that the concentration of the Par-
{y's work had to be in the countryside, since Mao believed that the
agrarian question was the principal internal contradiction that had
to be solved by the democratic revolution, then for these reasons
Mao must have felt that the peasantry was leading the workers!

Mao stated clearly and correctly that ‘‘in the revolution in semi-
colonial China, the peasant struggle must always fail if it does not
have the leadership of the workers, but the revolution is never
harmed if the peasant struggle outstrips the forces of the
workers.”’2* To argue that the ‘‘leadership’’ of the proletariat re-
(uires that the peasant struggle be abandoned or stifled until the
workers’ movement is in an upsurge is to betray the revolution.

In fact, Mao waged a fierce struggle to make sure that pro-
letarian ideology—Marxism-Leninism—exercised hegemony in the
Party and ceaselessly fought every kind of deviation, bourgeois
and petty-bourgeois, that appeared in its ranks—in both stages of
the revolution. He analyzed the different deviations and showed
their class basis in society (something we will find Hoxha is com-
pletely incapable of when it comes to analyzing the class struggle
under socialism). In hitting at the actual petty-bourgeois deviation
in the Chinese Communist Party (represented especially by Wang
Ming, Hoxha’s apparent hero), Mao makes some points which are
very relevant in discussing Hoxha’s outlook. This passage is worth
quoting at length:

First, mode of thought. Generally speaking, the petty
bourgeoisie, when tackling a problem, thinks in a sub-
jectivist and one-sided way, that is, it starts not from an
objective, complete picture of the relative strength of
classes, but takes its subjective wishes, impressions and
idle fancies for actual conditions, a single aspect for all
the aspects, a part for the whole and a tree for the
woods. Petty-bourgeois intellectuals detached from the
practical processes of production have a tendency
toward doctrinairism, which we have already mention-
ed, because they have only book-learning and lack prac-
tical knowledge. Petty bourgeois associated with pro-
duction have a tendency toward empiricism which we
have also mentioned, for although these people are not
without perceptual knowledge, they suffer from narrow-
ness, indiscipline, isolation and conservatism character-
istic of the small producer.

Secondly, political tendency. Politically the petty
bourgeoisie tend to vacillate between the ‘‘Left”’ and the
Right because of their way of life and their consequent
subjective and one-sided mode of thought. Many typical
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petty-bourgeois revolutionaries long for a quick victory
of the revolution, which will bring about a radical
change in their present status; consequently, impatient
of protracted revolutionary endeavour, they are keenly
interested in ‘“‘Left’”’ revolutionary phrases and slogans
and are apt to become sectarian or adventurist in senti-
ment and action. Such a petty-bourgeois political
tendency, when reflected in the Party, gives rise to the
above-mentioned ‘‘Left”’ mistakes on the questions of
revolutionary tasks, revolutionary bases, tactical direc-
tion and military line.

But under different circumstances, the same or
another group of petty-bourgeois revolutionaries may
express pessimism and despair and, tagging after the
bourgeoisie, entertain Right sentiments and views.
Chen Tu-hsiu-ism in the latter period of the 1924-27
revolution, Chang Kuo-t'acism in the latter period of the
Agrarian Revolution and the expedient of running away
from the enemy in the early period of the Long March
were all reflections of such petty-bourgeois Right ideas
in the Party. And once after the outbreak of the Anti-
Japanese War capitulationism appeared. . .Petty-
bourgeois ideology reveals its bad side under the stress
of changing conditions in vacillation between *‘Left”
and Right, a tendency to go to extremes, wishful think-
ing or opportunism. All this is the ideological reflection
of their economic instability.?®

Thus, we see in this passage that Mao was acutely aware of the
problem of deviations from Marxism-Leninism in the Party and
clearly pointed out their class basis. Elsewhere in the same work
quoted above, for example, he addresses the question of those of
petty-bourgeois origin who ‘“joined the Party organizationally, but
not ideologically or in the full sense, and are often liberals, refor-
mists, anarchists, Blanquists, in a Marxist-Leninist guise and are
therefore incapable of leading to victory not only China’s com-
munist movement of tomorrow but even the new-democratic move-
ment of today.” He stressed the need to ‘‘educate them and strug-
gle against them in a serious but appropriate and patient manner’’
or else such people will “try to mould the Party’s features, the
features of the vanguard of the proletariat, in their own image and
to usurp the leadership in the Party ... "%¢

This, of course, was to be a long-term and serious problem facing
the Chinese Communist Party which contributed in no small
degree to its capture by the capitalist-roaders in the coup of 1976.
It is clear that Mao recognized this problem early on, and devoted
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serious attention to finding the appropriate forms for preserving
the proletarian character of the Party.

It is Hoxha, and not Mao, who puts forward a petty-bourgeois,
not proletarian, line on the Chinese Revolution—precisely the line
Mao summarized above, which in practice can only call for quick
victory and reckless advances at one stage of the struggle, and
when that does not yield an immediate ‘‘prospect’’ for victory, call
for the communists to abandon the leadership of the peasantry,
concentrate their work in the cities, and wait (i.e. capitulate) until
““more favorable conditions” emerge.

Mao, the Comintern, the USSR and Stalin

In his efforts to paint Mao as a narrow nationalist and a Chinese
chauvinist, Hoxha tries to- make a case that Mao disobeyed the
directives of the Comintern over the basic line of the Chinese
revolution, did not regard the Soviet Union as the ‘‘fatherland of
the world proletariat” and had the nerve to criticize Stalin.
Hoxha's views on this subject are a muddle (which we soon find to
be typical for him) of wrong views, half truths and outright lies.

The fact of the matter, again apparent to anyone who has
ntudied Mao’s works, is that Mao and the Chinese Communist Par-
Ly constantly upheld the Soviet Union and Stalin. He repeatedly
roferred to the USSR as the homeland of the international pro-
letariat and trained the Chinese communists and the people in this
spirit. This is beyond question. Mao correctly understood the
vurth-shaking importance of the October Revolution and the im-
portance of the existence of a powerful socialist state in the USSR
in changing the entire political complexion of the globe. Mao
pointed out that the ‘“‘salvoes of the October Revolution brought
Marxism-Leninism to China.”’ And it certainly cannot be said that
statements like the following underestimate the importance of the
Soviet Union to the success of the Chinese Revolution:

China cannot possibly gain her independence without
the assistance of the land of socialism and the interna-
tional proletariat. That is, she cannot do so without the
help of the Soviet Union and the help which the pro-
letariat of Japan, Britain, the United States, France,
Germany, Italy and other countries provide through
their struggles against capitalism. Although no one can
say that the victory of the Chinese revolution must wait
upon the victory of the revolution in all of these coun-
tries, or in one or two of them, there is no doubt that we
cannot win without the added strength of their pro-
letariat. In particular, Soviet assistance is absolutely in-
dispensable for China’s final victory in the War of
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Resistance. Refuse Soviet assistance, and the revolution
will fail.?”

As far as Stalin and the Comintern were concerned, Mao did in
fact agree with the basic line set forth by Stalin on the Chinese
Revolution. We have already seen with regard to the cardinal ques-
tions of the Chinese Revolution—specifically the key role of the
peasantry and the agrarian revolution, the bourgeois-democratic
character of the revolution, the fact that armed revolution directly
confronted the armed counter-revolution—that it is Hoxha and not
Mao who has departed from the basic principles formulated by
Stalin.

What Mao did insist is that the Chinese Revolution could not be
a carbon copy of the Russian revolution, as some dogmatists in-
sisted, and further that the task remained to integrate the basic
principles of Marxism-Leninism with the concrete conditions of
the Chinese Revolution. Furthermore, it is quite clear that Stalin,
and especially the representatives of the Comintern in China, made
numerous and serious mistakes regarding the Chinese Revolution
when they attempted to map out more particularly the direction of
the Chinese Revolution.

This can be seen on several occasions. At the time of the 1924-27
Revolution, the Comintern representatives in China—particularly
Borodin—played a very bad role in the revolution, supporting the
line of ‘““unity above all”’ with the Kuomintang and Chiang Kai-
shek. As Mao was to say, ‘‘Borodin stood just a little to the right
of Chen Tu-hsiu, and was ready to do everything to please the
bourgeoisie, even to the disarming of the workers, which he finally
ordered.”’?® Although it must be said that Borodin went to the
right of many of the actual positions officially held by the Com-
intern, this alone cannot explain his errors. Chiang Kai-shek had
been made an honorary member of the Executive Committee of the
Comintern, a position which he held well into 1927, after his nature
was clear. Furthermore Stalin himself held out unrealistic expecta-
tions that the Wuhan government of the KMT (which he incorrect-
ly characterized as petty-bourgeois) would continue the alliance
with the communists after Chiang deserted the revolution.

It is quite clear that the Comintern gave bad advice to the
Chinese Party, as is openly admitted by everybody except Enver
Hoxha. Borodin himself told Anna Louise Strong in 1939 that “I
was wrong, I did not understand the Chinese Revolution. . . I made
so many mistakes.”” 2°

Even after the massacre of tens of thousands of communists and
workers had begun, the right opportunist leadership, with the sup-
port of Borodin and the other Comintern representatives, and over
the opposition of Mao, ordered the workers to disarm and tried to
stop the peasant movement, all in the hopes of appeasing the so-

HOXHA’'S DOGMATO-REVISIONISM 21

called “‘left wing”’ of the KMT.

Stalin, who we have seen held a generally correct line on the key
role of mobilizing the peasantry, himself made a serious mistake
when in October 1926 he sent a telegram to Shanghai stating that
until Shanghai was captured, the agrarian movement should not
be intensified and urging ‘‘caution and restraint.”” Stalin admitted
that the telegram was a mistake and pointed out that he ‘“‘never
regarded and do not now regard the Comintern as being
Infallible.’’3°

Stalin cancelled the telegram several weeks later and in
November the Comintern resolution correctly emphasized the need
to mobilize the peasantry. But the telegram played a seriously
damaging role, lending the prestige of the CPSU and the Com-
intern to the right wing line being pushed by Chen Tu-shiu and
Borodin.

Stalin made an important statement in regards to the relation-
ship of the Comintern to the Chinese Revolution which should also
help to illustrate Hoxha's wrong views:

Notwithstanding the ideological progress of our Par-
ty, there are still, unfortunately, ‘“‘leaders’ of a sort in it
who sincerely believe that the revolution in China can be
directed, so to speak, by telegraph, on the basis of the
universally recognized general principles of the Com-
intern, disregarding the national peculiarities of China’s
economy, political system, culture, manners and
customs, and traditions. What, in fact, distinguishes
these ‘‘leaders’” from real leaders is that they always
have in their pockets two or three ready-made formulas,
‘“‘suitable’”” for all countries and ‘‘obligatory’’ under all
conditions. The necessity of taking into account the na-
tionally peculiar and nationally specific features of each
country does not exist for them. . ..

They do not understand that the chief task of leader-
ship, now that the Communist Parties have grown and
become mass parties, is to discover, to grasp, the na-
tionally peculiar features of the movement in each coun-
try and skillfully co-ordinate them with the Comintern’s
general principles, in order to facilitate and make feasi-
ble the basic aims of the Communist movement.

Hence the attempts to stereotype the leadership for
all countries. Hence the attempts mechanically to im-
plant certain general formulas, regardless of the con-
crete conditions of the movement in different countries.
Hence the endless conflicts between the formulas and
the revolutionary movement in the different countries,
as the main outcome of the leadership of these pseudo-
leaders.**
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Compare Stalin’s statement with Hoxha's typical jumble:

In this period [since 1935—JW] Mao Tsetung and his
supporters launched a ‘‘theoretical” campaign under
the slogan of the struggle against “dogmatism,”
“ready-made patterns,” ‘‘foreign stereotypes,” etc., and
raised the problem of elaborating a national Marxism,
negating the universal character of Marxism-Leninism.
Instead of Marxism-Leninism he preached the ‘‘Chinese
way’’ of treating problems, and the Chinese
style . . .lively and fresh, pleasant to the ears and eyes
of the Chinese people,” in this way propagating the revi-
sionist thesis that in each country Marxism should have
its individual, specific content.??

Before showing what Mao actually said in the passage Hoxha is
“‘quoting,” it is worth noting that Hoxha completely negates the
struggle against dogmatism that Stalin called for, and simply
ridicules the idea that “foreign stereotypes” or ‘‘ready-made pat-
terns” could be a problem in the Party and the revolutionary
movement. His purpose is clear, in that he wants to impose the
Albanian Party’s own stereotyped line on the entire international
communist movement. As far as the charge that Mao negated the
‘‘universal character of Marxism-Leninism,” once again we will let
Mao speak for himself—and once again from the very paragraph
(and the one that precedes it) which Hoxha is “quoting’”:
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when it is integrated with the specific characteristics of
our country and acquires a definite national form. The
great strength of Marxism-Leninism lies precisely in its
integration with the concrete revolutionary practice of
all countries. For the Chinese Communist Party, it is a
matter of learning to apply the theory of Marxism-
Leninism to the specific circumstances of China. For the
Chinese Communists who are part of the great Chinese
nation, flesh of its flesh and blood of its blood, any talk
about Marxism in isolation from China’s characteristics
is merely Marxism in the abstract, Marxism in a
vacuum. Hence to apply Marxism concretely in China so
that its every manifestation has an indubitably Chinese
character, i.e., to apply Marxism in.the light of China’s
specific characteristics, becomes a problem which it is
urgent for the whole Party to understand and solve.
Foreign stereotypes must be abolished, there must be
less singing of empty, abstract tunes, and dogmatism
must be laid to rest; they must be replaced by the fresh,
lively Chinese style and spirit which the common people
of China love. To separate internationalist content from
national form is the practice of those who do not under-
stand the first thing about internationalism. We, on the
contrary, must link the two closely. In this matter there
are serious errors in our ranks which should be conscien-
tiously overcome.38
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The theory of Marx, Engels, Lenin and Stalin is
universally applicable. We should regard it not as a
dogma, but as a guide to action. Studying it is not mere-
ly a matter of learning terms and phrases but of learning
Marxism-Leninism as the essence of revolution. It is not
just a matter of understanding the general laws derived
by Marx, Engels, Lenin and Stalin from their extensive
study of real life and revolutionary experience, but of
studying their standpoint and method in examining and
solving problems. Our Party’s mastery of Marxism-
Leninism is now rather better than it used to be, but is
still far from being extensive or deep. Ours is the task of
leading a great nation of several hundred million in a
great and unprecedented struggle. For us, therefore, the
spreading and deepening of the study of Marxism-
Leninism present a big problem demanding an early
solution which is possible only through concentrated ef-
fort. ..

...Being Marxists, Communists are interna-
tionalists, but we can put Marxism into practice only

Thus we can see through the disgusting deceit that Enver Hox-
ha is trying to perpetrate, as well as the fact that he himself
understands nothing of this question. Mao is stressing that
Marxism-Leninism is universally applicable because it can and
must be applied to the concrete conditions of each country. Of
course, this is not a new discovery of Mao’s, but a basic principle of
Marxism—although a principle which has not found its way into
Hoxha’s thinking. To argue differently—that the analyses,
sirategy and tactics developed by Marx, Engels, Lenin and Stalin,
or for that matter Mao, forged in the course of their revolutionary
practice, can simply be imposed on any set of circumstances—is
really to “negate’” the real process of integrating Marxism with
the revolutionary movement, as well as being a total liquidation of
the meaning of dialectical materialism. This will only lead to the
defeat of the proletarian party and the surrendering of leadership
in the revolution.

We can also see from Hoxha’s hatchet job the deliberate effort to
misrepresent what Mao is actually saying. Hoxha claims that Mao
In “‘propagating the revisionist thesis that in each country Marx-
Ism should have its individual, specific content.”” But Mao says
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very clearly that the content of Marxism and internationalism ac-
quire a definite ‘‘national form.”’ Is Hoxha incapable of understan-
ding the difference between form and content, or does he choose to
lie just to confuse matters?

Mao, Stalin and Khrushchev

Unfortunately 1927 was not the last time in the history of the
Chinese Revolution that the Comintern gave poor advice to the
Chinese communists. We have already pointed out that the Wang
Ming line, which Hoxha so stubbornly defends long after it has
been proven to be wrong, was to varying degrees supported by the
Comintern and perhaps by Stalin as well. From 1935 onward, dur-
ing the period of the war against Japan, Wang Ming generally pro-
posed a capitulationist line, and once again had the support of the
Comintern in doing so. Wang Ming called for a ‘‘united govern-
ment of national defense” in direct opposition to Mao’s call for a
‘“people’s republic’” and for a united front against Japan. Wang
Ming at this time supported Chiang Kai-shek’s condition for unity
with the Communists—namely that Chiang be given control over
the Red Army. Of course Mao vigorously fought—and
defeated—this.

This same tendency came out in much sharper form in 1945,
following the defeat of Japan. At that time Stalin argued
strenuously that the Chinese Communist Party should cast away
any perspective of completing the bourgeois-democratic revolution
in the near future and should instead fight for a legal role in a
bourgeois republic led by Chiang Kai-shek. In response to the
situation following the defeat of Japan, Mao did, correctly, enter
into negotiations with Chiang, but at the same time he made very
clear that any coalition government that was formed would have
to be on the basis of preserving the independence of the Com-
munist Party, its base areas, and its army. It was in 1945 that Mao
put forward his famous statement ‘‘without a People’s Army the
people have nothing” as a direct rebuke to those who would have
had the People’s Army dissolve and be absorbed unconditionally
into a Chiang government. It should be noted that this policy,
which was being urged on the Chinese Party, was the line that
many of the parties of Western Europe (in France, Italy and
Greece, for example) followed at the time, with the result that any
immediate prospect for revolution was lost.

And in 1946, when the revisionist wind was blowing full force in
many of the communist parties in the world under the cover of the
compromises the Soviet Union was making with the major im-
perialist powers it had been allied with during the war, Mao made a
very salient observation:
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Such compromise does not require the people in the
countries of the capitalist world to follow suit and make
compromises at home. The people in those countries will
continue to wage different struggles in accordance with
their different conditions. The principle of the reac-
tionary forces in dealing with the democratic forces of
the people is definitely to destroy all they can and to
prepare to destroy later whatever they cannot destroy
now. Face to face with this situation, the democratic
forces of the people should likewise apply the same prin-
ciple to the reactionary forces.?

The rest is history. Mao led the Party in waging the civil war
aguinst Chiang Kai-shek (in reality a war of liberation against U.S.
imperialism and its domestic props, represented by Chiang) that
led to nationwide victory in 1949. Up until the very end Stalin
doubted their ability to seize power and continued to deal with
Chiang’s government (including the granting of military aid) as
though it would last for a long time.

Unlike Hoxha, however, Stalin was quick to admit his error in
underestimating the strength of the Chinese Revolution and the
possibility of its victory over the reactionary KMT regime. Stalin
maid straightforwardly that he was glad to have been proven
wrong,

But despite Hoxha’s charge that Mao ‘“‘casts the blame on the
(lomintern and its representatives in China’’ for the defeats and
doviations in the Party,®® in fact Mao put the blame on those
Chinese “Communists’ who insisted on blindly following others
und who attempted to use their support from the Soviets as capital
with which to promote incorrect lines. Again, it is worthwhile to
look at Hoxha's excerpt from Mao and compare it to the actual
toxt. Hoxha notes that Mao said that Stalin made ‘‘a number of
mistakes in connection with China. The ‘Left’ adventurism pur-
sued by Wang Ming in the latter part of the Second Revolutionary
Clvil War period and his Right opportunism in the early days of
the War of Resistance Against Japan can both be traced to
Stalin,’’ 3¢

This quote, along with some other points, is, according to Hox-
ha, an example of Mao’s “‘attack against Stalin. . .intended to
disparage his work and authority, to raise Mao Tsetung’s authori-
ty to the rank of a world leader, a classic of Marxism-Leninism,
who allegedly has always pursued a correct and infallible line!”’3”

In fact the quotes that Hoxha uses are far from an attempt to
“‘disparage” Stalin’s work, but rather taken from a passage of
Mao’s defending Stalin against the attack of the Khrushchevite
revisionists. The paragraph Hoxha quotes (selectively) from ac-
tually reads like this:
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In the Soviet Union, those who once extolled Stalin to
the skies have now in one swoop consigned him to
purgatory. Here in China some people are following
their example. It is the opinion of the Central Commit-
tee that Stalin’s mistakes amounted to only 30 per cent
of the whole and his achievements to 70 per cent, and
that all things considered Stalin was nonetheless a great
Marxist. We wrote ‘‘On the Historical Experience of the
Dictatorship of the Proletariat” on the basis of this
evaluation. This assessment of 30 per cent for mistakes
and 70 per cent for achievements is just about right.
Stalin did a number of wrong things in connection with
China. The “Left”” adventurism pursued by Wang Ming
in the latter part of the Second Revolutionary Civil War
period and his Right opportunism in the early days of
the War of Resistance Against Japan can both be traced
to Stalin. At the time of War of Liberation, Stalin first
enjoined us not to press on with the revolution, main-
taining that if civil war flared up, the Chinese nation
would run the risk of destroying itself. Then when
fighting did erupt, he took us half seriously, half scep-
tically. When we won the war, Stalin suspected that
ours was a victory of the Tito type, and in 1949 and 1950
the pressure on us was very strong indeed. Even so, we
maintain the estimate of 30 percent for his mistakes and
70 per cent for his achievements. This is only fair.?®

Several things are worth noting about this statement. First, it
was written in April of 1956, only months after Khrushchev’s
““secret speech”’ condemning Stalin and at a time when the Alba-
nian Party, including Hoxha, had not yet seen through
Khrushchevite revisionism. Secondly, in outlining Stalin’s errors
in regards to the Chinese revolution, Mao was not telling anybody
anything that wasn’t well known in China. What he was emphasiz-
ing was that despite these errors Stalin had to be upheld as a
“‘great Marxist.”” And he was criticizing those who were following
Khrushchev’s wild and hysterical revisionism.

It is interesting to note that in Hoxha’s book he doesn’t dare
repeat the lie that is found in some of his other statements of the
past several years (and which some of the sects who follow him
have broadcast)—that the Albanian Party initiated the struggle
against modern revisionism. Such a claim is completely at
variance with the facts based on public statements. In a backhand-
ed way, however, Hoxha tries to slip it in the back door by saying
the ties between the Albanian and Chinese Parties became closer
“especially when the Communist Party of China, too, entered into
open conflict with the Khrushchevite revisionists.””*® The follow-
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ing sztaterpent by Mao in November 1956 makes very clear what
Mao’s attitude was toward Stalin and Khrushchevite revisionism:

I would like to say a few words about the Twentieth
Congress of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union. I
think there are two ‘‘swords”’: one is Lenin and the other
Stalin. The sword of Stalin has now been discarded by
the Russians. Gomulka and some people in Hungary
have picked it up to stab at the Soviet Union and oppose
so-called Stalinism. The Communist Parties of many
European countries are also criticizing the Soviet
Union, and their leader is Togliatti. The imperialists
also use this sword to slay people with. Dulles, for in-
stance, has brandished it for some time. This sword has
not been lent out, it has been thrown out. We Chinese
have not thrown it away. First, we protect Stalin, and,
second, we at the same time criticize his mistakes, and
we have written the article “On the Historical Ex-
perience of the Dictatorship of the Proletariat.”’ Unlike
some people who have tried to defame and destroy
tStalin, we are acting in accordance with objective reali-
y.
As for the sword of Lenin, hasn’t it too been discarded
to a certain extent by some Soviet leaders? In my view,
it has been discarded to a considerable extent. Is the Oc-
tober Revolution still valid? Can it still serve as the ex-
ample for all countries? Khrushchov’s report at the
Twentieth Congress of the Communist Party of the
Soviet Union says it is possible to seize state power by
the parliamentary road, that is to say, it is no longer
necessary for all countries to learn from the October
Revolution. Once this gate is opened, by and large
Leninism is thrown away.*®

'Thus we can see clearly that Mao understood the essence of the
Mtalin question and the essence of Khrushchevite revisionism at a
time when, by their own admission, the nature of Khrushchev was
"'not well recognized’’ by the Albanian Party, which ‘“was not yet
tully convinced” of Khrushchev’s revisionism.*! We search in vain
through Hoxha’s Selected Works, looking for anything during this
perlod in the late 1950s which evinces an understanding anywhere
near Mao’s of the meaning of what was happening in the Soviet
Unlon. All that is to be found is the recognition that after the 20th
Congress the imperialists and others (like the Yugoslavians) took
advantage of Khrushchev’s attack on Stalin to attack socialism,
and complaints that the Soviet Union had softened its stand on
Yugoslavia;*? and even here, while it was of course correct to at-
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tack Tito’s blatant revisionism, Hoxha’s concern often has over-
tones more of narrow nationalism than of proletarian interna-
tionalism, with Hoxha expressing the fear of *“. . .intervention by
the Yugoslav army under the pretext of saving socialism in
Albania.”"*® The point is not that this fear was unwarranted—for it
did have some foundation—but that the works from this period
which the Albanian Party has chosen to reprint do not show Hox-
ha making any attempt at an analysis of the general line coming
out of the CPSU’s 20th Congress.

Of course there is at least one work by Hoxha which is referred
to in the notes of his Selected Works but is not printed there. This
is a speech delivered ‘‘at the solemn meeting on the 15th anniver-
sary of the founding of the PLA, on November 8, 1956.”#* This
would appear to be the same, or the same in substance, as ‘‘the ar-
ticle ‘The Party of Labour of Albania Completes its 15th Year’,
written by comrade Enver Hoxha and published in the newspaper
‘Pravda’, on November 8, 1956, *° which, Hoxha notes, ... was
published in full in ‘Pravda’, without any alteration.”* Actually it
is not too surprising that the Albanian Party preferred not to
republish this, for in fact, while attacking Yugoslavia and Titoism,
it gives virtually unqualified endorsement to the 20th Congress!*’

Of course, it is not that everyone has to be absolutely clear on j
every question right from the beginning or else be branded a
renegade. The question is, rather, how can Hoxha justify puffing |
himself up and pretending to be the grand old man in the fight
against Soviet revisionism when the evidence shows that he |

vacillated, betrayed a very partial understanding of what was go-

ing on, and could not offer anything approaching the level of the |
analysis of the revisionist takeover in the USSR which the Chinese |

Communist Party made under Mao’s leadership.

And later, it was by no means a matter of the CPC “too’’ enter- |
ing into open conflict with Soviet revisionism. It was, of course, |
the Chinese Communist Party (under Mao’s leadership, it need

hardly be added) which opened the public conflict over the revi-

sionist theses of the Soviet 20th Congress on April 16, 1960, with

the publication of ‘‘Long Live Leninism!” in the Party’s ]
theoretical journal Red Flag. The Chinese Party continued this at- |
tack at the meeting of the World Federation of Trade Unions in

Peking in June 1960. Later that month, at the Third Congress of
the Rumanian Communist Party in Bucharest, representatives of

various communist parties in attendance there met ““ . . .in order to |
fix the place and date of a meeting of all the parties, at which they |
will discuss, among other things, the disagreements existing be- |
tween the Communist Party of the Soviet Union and the Com-

munist Party of China.”” This quotation describing the purpose of |
the meeting is from Enver Hoxha, writing at the time, and he goes |
on to say: “We must listen not only to what the Soviet comrades ]
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z?g'éul;gti:oais&go Ijvl;at tt}llle Shinese say, and then have our say in the
g . ater that year, when such a meeti ‘
(November 1960 in Moscow), H ’ rore S Slenelo
_ . , Hoxha’s speech there was cl
g‘r(lented toward supportlng‘the analysis and stand of the Chfl?;g
(i])(r;);n:)r}lif] Pg(x;tt)}ll—csupportmg the Chinese rejection of the ‘“new”’
Lhe e ongress, a rejecti i i
Lineses of the 20t COrrecgtr. rejection which the Albanians had
For Hoxha now to present himself as the leader in the fight

I1. The Construction of Socialism in China

It is difficult to give a thorough critique ’ i
the (.ievelopn.xent of socialism, orglack of?t, il(l) %;Ii(r)l};hz;sstiril: ls};iltsi o
of %us book is even more riddled with eclectics cl’lea shot 03
d‘ul.lberate falmfilcations. His basic thesis seem’s to bI; “thast ?111
(fhlnege revolution remained a bourgeois-democratic revoluti ;
nn'(! did not develop into a socialist revolution,’’+? o
I'he heart of Hoxha’s argument is that under Mao’s leadership

tho proletariat * " ot .
ntntgs: shared power” with the national bourgeoisie. He

) The transition from the bourgeois-democratic revolu-
tion to the spcialist revolution can be realized only when
the proletariat resolutely removes the bourgeoisie from
power and expropriates it. As long as the working class
in China shqrgd power with the bourgeoisie, as long as
the bourgeoisie preserved its privileges, the state power
that was established in China, could not be the state
power qf the proletariat, and consequently, the Chinese
revolution could not grow into a socialist revolution.?

When, in 1949, the People’s Liberation Arm i
:;:;ual;ggcigchuomlintt.ang and establishing nati(}),n\?vlil(ciges(ii:g)r;n
revolution was in the main and essentiall :

pleted. Mao held, correctly, that all those secti Peopl
who oppoged feudalism and imperialism, wh‘i)c?v(::rrlz \?&ffiﬁi};xegpt?};:f
¢ept a social order based upon the interests of the working class
and the worker-peasant alliance, should be given rights in tﬁe new
state. In the concrete conditions of China, this meant that sections
of the _ l?ourge_()isie—particularly the middle, or national
guurgeou-l‘le—.whlch fi.t these criteria should be included in the
'Qmoc;'atlc dlctqtorshlp led by the proletariat and were not, at that
tima at lgast, ob]'ects of such a dictatorship. This analysis w:as com-
plotely in keeping with Mao’s basic—and correct—line on the
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nature of the Chinese revolution, its targets, its motive forces, and
its allies, however vacillating.

At the same time, Mao laid out the basic pqlicy of th(.é new
government for the transformation to the socialist revolution in
March 1949, even before nationwide victory was won. Mao clearly
stated that:

After the enemies with guns have been wiped out, there
will still be enemies without guns; they are bound to
struggle desperately against us; we must never regard
these enemies lightly . . .. .

On whom shall we rely in our struggles in the cities?
Some muddle-headed comrades think we should rely not
on the working class but on the masses of the poor.
Some comrades who are even more muddle-headed think
we should rely on the bourgeoisie. ... We must whole-
heartedly rely on the working class, unite with the rest
of the labouring masses, win over the intellectual; and
win over to our side as many as possible of the national
bourgeois elements and their representatives who can
co-operate with us—or neutralize them—so that we can
wage a determined struggle against the 1mper1ahsts, the
Kuomintang and the bureaucrat-capitalist class and
defeat these enemies step by step.®!

This strategy for advancing the revolution was based on t.he con-
crete conditions of China, in which modern industry consisted of
only 10% of the national economy, whi.le agriculture anfi har}-
dicrafts comprised the other 90%. Mao pomted. out that, whl!e.th.ls
situation required the participation of the na.tlo‘nal bourge01.31e in
the economy and a certain role for it even lethln the state itself,
fundamentally the existence of a modern industry en.ab'led the
working class to lead the revolution and carry out socialist con-
struction. He pointed out:

As a result, China has new classes and new political par-
ties—the proletariat and the bourgeoisie, proletarlan
and bourgeois parties. The proletariat apd its party,
because they have been oppressed by manifold enemies,
have become steeled and are qualified to lead tl_le
Chinese people’s revolution. Whoever overlooks or bel_lt-
tles this point will commit Right opportunist
mistakes.??

Mao goes on to say that:

China’s modern industry, though the value of its out-
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put amounts to only about 10 per cent of the total value
of output of the national economy, is extremely concen-
trated; the largest and most important part of the
capital is concentrated in the hands of the imperialists
and their lackeys, the Chinese bureaucrat-capitalists.
The confiscation of this capital and its transfer to the
people’s republic led by the proletariat will enable the
people’s republic to control the economic lifelines of the
country and will enable the state-owned economy to
become the leading sector of the entire national
economy. This sector of the economy is socialist, not
capitalist, in character. Whoever overlooks or belittles
this point will commit Right opportunist mistakes.53

Thus Mao’s orientation of moving the revolution forward to
mocialism was not a mere ‘‘shibboleth,” as Hoxha derisively calls
i, but was based upon the actual realities of China and was backed
up with a clear view of how to begin the process of socialist
transformation of the economy. At the same time, Mao recognized
that this could not be accomplished at one stroke. There still re-
mained the huge agricultural and handicraft sections of the
sconomy, in which capitalists still had some role to play and could
not. immediately be wiped out. He argued that:

In this period all capitalist elements in the cities and
countryside which are not harmful but beneficial to the
national economy should be allowed to exist and ex-
pand. This is not only unavoidable but also economical-
ly necessary. But the existence and expansion of
capitalism in China will not be unrestricted and uncur-
bed as in the capitalist countries. It will be restricted
from several directions—in the scope of its operation
and by tax policy, market prices and labour condi-
tions. . . . The policy of restricting private capitalism is
bound to meet with resistance in varying degrees and
forms from the bourgeoisie, especially from the big
owners of private enterprises, that is, from the big
capitalists. Restriction versus opposition to restriction
will be the main form of class struggle in the new-
democratic state [i.e., during the transition to
socialism—J. W ].54

This is the policy which Hoxha calls giving priority to the develop-
mont of capitalism!

Anticipating that the reader might wonder how he squares his
criticism of Mao in the early years of the People’s Republic with
lLionin’s well-known New Economic Policy in the early years of the
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Soviet Republic after the civil war, Hoxha quotes Lenin, who said:

There is nothing dangerous to the proletarian state in
this so long as the proletariat keeps political power firm-
ly in its hands, so long as it keeps transport and big in-
dustry firmly in its own hands.®®

And Hoxha comments:

In fact, neither in 1949 nor in 1956, when Mao Tsetung
advocated these things, did the proletariat in China
have political power or big industry in its own hands.

Moreover, Lenin considered the NEP as a temporary
measure which was imposed by the concrete conditions
of Russia of that time, devastated by the long civil war,
and not as a universal law of socialist construction. And
the fact is that one year after the proclamation of the
NEP Lenin stressed that the retreat was over, and
launched the slogan to prepare for the offensive against
private capital in the economy. Whereas in Ch%na, the
period of the preservation of capitalist production was
envisaged to last almost eternally. According to Ma}o
Tsetung’s view, the order established after liberation in
China had to be a bourgeois-democratic order, while the
Communist Party of China had to appear to be in power.
Such is “Mao Tsetung thought.”” ¢

The typical Hoxhaite mishmash of distortions and lie§! First pf
all, political power, as well as transport and thg key sections of big
industry, were in the hands of the proletariat immediately follow-

ing liberation in 1949. The proletariat and the Communist I?ar_ty v
played the leading role in the state. As for transport and big in-

dustry in particular not being in the hands of the prgletariat, ap-
parently Hoxha believes that if he fantasizes somethlng and puts
it down on paper, people will accept it uncritically. This may be
true of the sorry ‘‘international” he is trying to form ayo_und
himself, but it will never be accepted by genuine Marxist-Leninists.

It is most amusing that Hoxha chose to emphasize thg worgis
“temporary measure imposed by the concrete conditions in
Russia.” The concrete conditions in China were much lqss
favorable for the immediate expropriation of the entire
bourgeoisie. As we have pointed out, China was far more bgc}{ward
than Russia, it had been wrecked by not a few years of civil war,
but by three decades of war, and had been ravaged apd held in
strangulation and stagnation by imperialism and feudalism. These

were the concrete conditions that led Mao to adopt the policies “

that he did.
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As for Hoxha’s brilliant observation that Lenin did not see the
NEP as a “universal law of socialist construction’’ (as if Mao did)
and his assertion that “‘the preservation of capitalist production
was envisaged by Mao to last almost eternally,” all we can do is re-
mind him of the words Lenin directed against an equally brilliant
polemicist (namely Kautsky), that attributing to an opponent an
obviously stupid position and then refuting it is a method used by
none too clever people—and none too Marxist, either, it might be
added.

'The theory of the new-democratic stage of the revolution in China
will be dealt with more fully below, but already we can see that even
at the earliest stage of the People’s Republic of China, when the em-
phasis was and had to be on consolidating the victory over the im-
perialists, landlords, and the big Chinese capitalists tied
directly to the former, Mao was already taking the necessary steps
to ensure that China’s future would be socialist and not capitalist.
He did this by taking specific socialist measures to ensure that the
leading factor of the economy would be the state-owned socialist
noctor and, more importantly, Mao waged a fierce struggle in the
Party to make clear what the direction of the Chinese revolution
had to be and to prepare the masses for the struggle to come.

As early as 1952 Mao began to sharply criticize the theory of the
"wynthesized economic base’’—a line promoted by Liu Shao-chi
which argued that China’s economy would be an harmonious
amalgam of socialist industry, private industry, and a peasant
oconomy. While Mao did, correctly, point out that all of the
olements of capitalism in town and country could not be done away
with at once, and some features would last a relatively long time,
he made very clear that the transition to the socialist society had
begun and that to try to ‘“‘consolidate’’ the new-democratic order
meant to plunge China onto the capitalist road. Theoretically this
took expression in Mao’s statement of June 1952 that:

With the overthrow of the landlord class and the
bureaucrat-capitalist class, the contradiction between
the working class and the national bourgeoisie has
become the principal contradiction in China; therefore
the national bourgeoisie should no longer be defined as
an intermediate class.®”

Thus Mao clearly pointed out that the national bourgeoisie was a
target of the socialist revolution. Did this mean, then, that all
bourgeois property could be immediately expropriated or that
politically the entire bourgeoisie could be disenfranchised at a
single stroke? No, the realities of the Chinese economy still re-
quired the participation of sections of the bourgeoisie and it was
still necessary to win the masses to carry further the socialist
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revolution—particularly unleashing the poor and lower-middle
peasantry to carry out the collectivization of agriculture, but also
utilizing and winning over the bulk of the intelligentsia, which had
to a large extent been attached to the national bourgeoisie.

Once again, Mao’s own words are much more useful to the reader
than Hoxha’s characterization of them:

Some people think the period of transition is too long
and give way to impatience. This will lead to “Left”
deviationist mistakes. Others have remained where they
were after the victory of the democratic revolution.
They fail to realize there is a change in the character of
the revolution and they go on pushing their “New
Democracy’’ instead of socialist transformation. This
will lead to Right deviationist mistakes. . ..

“Firmly establish the new-democratic social order.”
That’s a harmful formulation. In the transition period
changes are taking place all the time and socialist fac-
tors are emerging every day. How can this “new-
democratic order” be ‘‘firmly established”?...The
period of transition is full of contradictions and strug-
gles. Our present revolutionary struggle is even more
profound than the revolutionary armed struggle of the
past. It is a revolution that will bury the capitalist
system and all other systems of exploitation once and
for all. The idea, ‘‘Firmly establish the new-democratic
social order”’, goes against the realities of our struggle
and hinders the progress of the socialist cause.

“Move from New Democracy towards socialism.”
That’s a vague formulation. Moving towards the goal
and nothing more, moving towards it year in year out
and still moving towards it after a lapse of fifteen years?
Merely moving towards it means that the goal has not
been reached. The formulation sounds plausible but
does not bear scrutiny.®®

The above statement, written in 1953, is further proof of Mao’s
line that the socialist revolution had begun, and directly con-
tradicts Hoxha’s characterization of it. Thus, it can be seen that
Hoxha’s allegation that Mao advocated the establishment of a
““bourgeois-democratic order’” ‘“after liberation in China” is, ouce
again, the opposite of the truth. Mao saw the new-democratic
“order’’ in China after liberation as nothing less than the transi-
tion to socialism, characterized in substance by the rule of the pro-
letariat—which was carried out in alliance with other progressive
forces (as indeed it was, in somewhat different form, in Russia),
most especially the masses of peasants (more on this later). Fur-
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thermore, anyone with any familiarity with the Chinese Revolu-
tlon knows full well that between the years 1952 and 1956 Mao
and the Chinese Communist Party led a struggle on a mammoth
seale in China that resulted in the basic accomplishment of con-
mtructing a socialist economic base.

Chief among these accomplishments was the tremendous strug-
glo in the countryside to transform agriculture from an individual
owner peasant economy into socialist ownership. Mao led the
lmnsuntry in going beyond the primitive ‘‘mutual aid teams’’ that
wd been set up during the Civil War in the base areas after land
reform was carried out and then spread throughout China after the
victory in 1949. “Mutual aid” had elements of the socialist future
within it, but it still did not fundamentally alter the old property
relations, as it left private ownership of land intact. Mao fought to
lend the peasants to form higher-level cooperatives and achieve '
basic collectivization and then quickly to form massive people’s
communes—which represented the basic form of socialist owner-
whip in the countryside for a long period of time, until the develop-
mont of the productive forces and the rise in the socialist con-
mclousness of the peasants could make possible a leap to state-
owned farms with the peasants becoming wage workers.

"To carry out this great battle Mao had to fight tooth and nail
agninst the Rightists in the Party who held that ‘“mechanization
must precede collectivization” and tried to buttress their
arguments by appealing to the experience of the Soviet Union,
whore collectivization did not take place until the early 1930s, Mao
pointed out that to wait on collectivization until after China’s
wouk industrial base could provide the tractors and so forth
nocessary to mechanize agriculture would spell disaster for the
revolution. After land reform was accomplished, polarization
among the peasants developed rapidly, with some acquiring a well-
to-do status and others remaining relatively impoverished. Mao
pointed out that to allow this situation to develop unchecked
would lead to the break-up of the worker-peasant alliance, the
bodrock of the Chinese revolution in both its new-democratic and
nocialist stages (though on a higher basis in the socialist stage).

In the cities, those factories that had been operated on a state
capitalist basis (which, as pointed out earlier, were never the domi-
nant factor in industry in the People’s Republic) or on a joint state-
private basis were converted into state property. It is true that in
many instances the previous owners of these enterprises were
glven a fixed interest on the property seized from them—in fact, a
form of exploitation of the workers’ labor. This was done for
moveral reasons. First, because of the particularities of the long
democratic stage of the Chinese revolution, many members of the
national bourgeoisie had gone along with some of the transforma-
tions that had taken place. Even while setting out to overthrow
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and eliminate the bourgeoisie as a class, Mao saw certain tactical

"advantages in not treating every individual bourgeois as a die-hard
enemy of the revolution. Second, the expertise of the bourgeoisie
was still needed to operate certain factories and so on. This policy
was not much different than Lenin’s well-known policy of “‘brib-
ing”” some of the technicians and managers of the old capitalist
class to function for the Soviet state—a policy which continued
well into the 1930s, and one which represented a necessary com-
promise.5?

The fact that these interest payments continued for several
years following the socialist transformation of industry in China is
used by Hoxha and others to insist that no genuine socialist
transformation ever took place. This, however, is a gross distor-
tion.

Once the nationalization of the means of production previously
in the hands of the national bourgeoisie took place, one could no
longer say they were capitalist enterprises. The factories belonged
to the people as a whole, in the form of state ownership. Production
levels and planning were based on the overall needs of society as
set forth in the state plans, not by the dictates of the market nor
by the need to show a profit. The previous owners could not sell or
otherwise transfer their former holdings, and the small amount of
interest they received on their previous holdings could not be re-
invested as capital. Similarly, even in those plants where the old
owners were retained in one capacity or another, they no longer
had the decisive say about working conditions, work rules and so

forth. The products of the workers’ labor could not be appropriated "

privately. In short, there was no fundamental capitalist relation-
ship in industry.

Of course, the interest paid the capitalists came from the labor of

the working class and can thus be considered a form of exploita-

tion. Similarly, when a socialist country imports capital goods
from the imperialist countries and must pay interest for it (in one
form or another), this represents a form of imperialist exploitation.
But only a dogmatist—and mechanical materialist—would argue |

(as Hoxha has argued) that it is impermissible for a socialist state,

big or small, to allow any loan agreements with the imperialists. ;

This flies directly in the face of the policy of Lenin, who was willing

to enter into a number of such agreements if conditions were right, |

or Stalin, who, as is well known, imported several whole factories
from Western concerns, including Ford Motor Co. (This policy of

Stalin’s is more to be criticized than emulated, but it is the height |

of hypocrisy for Hoxha, here as elsewhere, to make a shoyv of
upholding Stalin against Mao, while conveniently “overlooking”
Stalin’s actual practice whenever it suits his purposes; and

besides, on the general point at issue—the permissibility of loan |

agreements and the like in certain conditions—it is Stalin who is
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right, as opposed to Hoxha.)

‘I'he point of raising this is to focus on the fact that even where
nocialist relations of production have been firmly established,
thore can remain remnants of what actually amount to capitalist
relutions, in this case in the form of interest payments. This whole
(quostion of capitalist elements existing even within socialism is
ono which Mao devoted much attention to solving, as we shall see
later. And it is also a field in which he again carried through
vigorous class struggle against the exploiters.

As is also well known (though Hoxha seems to have
""forgotten’’), the policy of paying interest to the old owners was
nbolished completely during the Cultural Revolution. If this were
nol, the case, why do the present Chinese rulers vilify the ‘“Four”
(and actually Mao) for ‘““mistreating the national bourgeoisie,” and
why do they call for all of their property and interest payments to
he returned to them?—along with rapidly opening up China to im-
perialist exploitation for real and on a grand scale!

Naturally the kind of transformation of the economic base that
was carried out in China in the first years of the People’s Republic
could not take place without fierce struggle in the superstruc-
ture—in the state institutions, in the Party, in educational and
tultural fields, and in the sphere of ideology in general. Mao’s
rrudiction that ‘‘restriction or non-restriction of capitalism’ would
i the main form of the class struggle in the newly created
I'vople’s Republic was borne out. Many of the bourgeois forces
who had gone along with the people’s regime came increasingly to
oppose it as the socialist revolution deepened.

Much of this struggle came to a head during the years of

1956-59, a critical juncture in the class struggle in China. It was
during those years that Mao championed the struggle for the peo-
ple’s communes as well as the other aspects of the Great Leap For-
ward, measures aimed at accelerating the socialist revolution and
constructing new socialist relations of production while pushing
the economy ahead on a socialist basis. It was also at exactly this
time that Soviet revisionism emerged triumphant, marked salient-
ly by Khrushchev’s ““secret speech’’ to the 20th Party Congress of
the CPSU—which was not “‘secret’’ at all but, among other things,
was a signal for revisionists in parties throughout the world (and
China was certainly no exception) to jump out and fight for a revi-
sionist line. At the same time, in a number of countries of Eastern
Kurope, notably Hungary and Poland, counter-revolutionaries had
emerged and created much havoc under the signboard of opposing
"dictatorship’’ and demanding (bourgeois) democracy. This situa-
tion also had its reflection in China, particularly among bourgeois
intellectuals.

It was against this backdrop that Mao launched the “100

Flowers”’ campaign under the slogan of ‘‘Let a hundred flowers
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blossom, let a hundred schools of thought contend.”” While offering |
no real analysis of this movement, Hoxha seizes on the slogan to |

make it seem that Mao’s point was that ‘“‘side by side with pro-
letarian ideology, materialism and atheism, the existence of
bourgeois ideology, idealism and religion, the growth of ‘poisonous
weeds’ alongside ‘fragrant flowers’, etc., must be permitted.”” ¢°
Actually, any real examination of Mao’s writings during this
period makes clear that the purpose of the ‘100 Flowers”’ cam-
paign was exactly the opposite of what Hoxha makes it out to be,

Mao analyzed that in Chinese society there still existed an-
tagonistic classes—the bourgeoisie and the proletariat—and that
the class struggle between these two classes was not about to go
away or be eliminated by decree. Further, he noted that among the
ranks of the people, including the workers and peasants, there
were also many contradictions and that, if not handled correctly,
these also could turn into antagonism and spell disaster for the

revolution. Thus Mao was dealing concretely with the difficult |
situation of handling two types of contradictions—antagonistic

and non-antagonistic—at the same time, categories which were not
mutually exclusive but in fact were closely bound up with each
other and with the possibility of being turned into their opposites.

The contradiction with the intellectuals—who, on the one hand, in |
their great majority, supported the people’s government, yet on the |

other hand were still unremolded and retained the ideology of the

bourgeoisie—was, in the main, a non-antagonistic contradic- |
tion—that is, it had to be solved through debate and struggle and
not through coercion or the stripping away of rights. At the same

time, it was quite obvious that the contradiction between these

unremolded bourgeois intellectuals interpenetrated with the an- |

tagonistic contradiction with the counter-revolutionaries, and that

many of the themes being harped upon by the leading Rightists

outside and inside of the Party were aimed at mobilizing these in-
tellectuals as part of a social base with which to attack the
socialist system.

Mao’s thinking on this subject was also influenced by his sum- |

mation of the experience of the Soviet Union. This involved not on-

ly the rise of Khrushchevite revisionism, but also an analysis of |

the mistakes Stalin had made, especially in the mid and late 1930s,

when, after the basic socialist transformation of industry and |

agriculture had been accomplished, he declared that there were no
longer antagonistic classes in the USSR—nor did he see the
possibility of their arising. The basic question of the class struggle

under socialism will be dealt with a little later in this article, but

even at this early stage of the revolution, when the question of a

new bourgeoisie arising from within the ranks of the Communist |

Party and the state was not principally the question faced by the
Chinese Revolution, Mao’s criticism of these errors of Stalin’s had
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un important influence on the direction he was taking. He recogniz-
wd Lhat to fail to see the difference between the two types of con-
lradictions, to muddle the two together, meant two things—first,
negating the possibility of capitalist restoration and the need to
uxoercise the most vigorous dictatorship against those who would
try to carry it out; and second, failing to understand that the con-
trudictions among the people had to be dealt with in a different
imanner—through debate and struggle—and that not to do so
would lead to transforming non-antagonistic contradictions into
nnlagonistic ones and thus increasing the possibility that large
noclions of the people would be won over by the counter-
revolutionaries and be mobilized as a social force for capitalist
restoration. This problem, not “‘liberalism,” was at the heart of
Muo’s policy of ““let a hundred schools of thought contend.”

With the understanding that the class struggle would continue
under the new socialist system, and recognizing that a major bat-
tlo was brewing because of the convergence of the domestic and in-
(ernational conditions cited earlier, Mao issued the call to ‘‘Let a
hundred flowers blossom, let a hundred schools of thought con-
tend.”’ People were urged to freely air their opinions of the Com-
munist Party, to express what they felt its defects to be, and to
lebate things out on the cultural, educational and scientific fronts.
Al the same time, Mao pointed out that the counter-
revolutionaries (and here Mao was speaking specifically of those
wloments who had been uncovered and identified as such in the
movements of the early '50s to suppress counter-revolutionaries)
rhould not be allowed this kind of freedom of speech and, more im-
portantly, he drew up guidelines to assist the masses in sorting out
"fragrant flowers” from ‘‘poisonous weeds’”:

Literally the two slogans—let a hundred flowers
blossom and let a hundred schools of thought con-
tend—have no class character; the proletariat can turn
them to account, and so can the bourgeoisie or others.
Different classes, strata and social groups each have
their own views on what are fragrant flowers and what
are poisonous weeds. Then, from the point of view of the
masses, what should be the criteria today for
distinguishing fragrant flowers from poisonous weeds?
In their political activities, how should our people judge
whether a person’s words and deeds are right or
wrong? . . . the criteria should be as follows:

(1) Words and deeds should help to unite, and not
divide, the people of all our nationalities.

{2) They should be beneficial, and not harmful, to
socialist transformation and socialist construc-
tion.
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(3) They should help to consolidate, and not under-
mine or weaken, the people’s democratic dictator-
ship.

(4) They should help to consolidate, and not under-
mine or weaken, democratic centralism.

(5) They should help to strengthen, and not shake off
or weaken, the leadership of the Communist Party.

(6) They should be beneficial, and not harmful, to in-
ternational socialist unity and the unity of the
peace-loving people of the world.

Of these six criteria, the most important are the two

about the socialist path and the leadership of the

Party.®*

Mao had no illusions that the bourgeois Rightists would follow

these criteria in the ensuing struggle. Quite the contrary. He fully }

expected them to launch a vicious assault on the leadership of the
Party and on the socialist road, as did their counterparts in

Hungary. He knew that they would leap out and try to mobilize

public opinion for a restoration of capitalism whether or not the

Party ‘“‘allowed’’ them to do so. And by issuing the six criteria (and |

focusing especially on two of these), Mao was laying the best possi-
ble basis for the masses to sort out the flood of various opinions
and political viewpoints that was sure to develop.

In the early weeks of the ‘“hundred flowers”’ campaign during '

the spring of 1957, an all-out assault on the Party was launched by
the Democratic League, a bourgeois political party which had par-
ticipated in the government of the People’s Republic, and by the
newspaper Wen Hui Pao, closely linked to the former and also

representing the political viewpoint of the national bourgeoisie. In

addition, there was a phenomenon of members of the Party joining
in the hysterical attack. The Rightists called for the institution of

a Western-style “democracy,” and demanded that the ‘“Com- |
munist Party get off of the sedan chair.” Posters went up in |

various strongholds of the Rightists, especially the universities,

along the same themes. In addition there were ugly incidents ]

where posters written supporting the Party were torn down, peo-
ple beaten, and so on.

Mao’s policy was to lay back and wait a few weeks, let the
bourgeois Rightists jump out and expose themselves, and let those |
Party members with the same ideas and program rush to their |

defense. But far from seeing some sort of peaceful “‘coexistence”

between the bourgeois line and Marxism-Leninism, Mao led the |
masses of people in launching a fierce counter-attack against the |
bourgeois Rightists. Under the blows of the Party and the masses, 1

the bourgeocis Rightists were forced to beat a hasty retreat, and the
Party’s leadership among the masses was consolidated in the pro-
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@enn, The Western press and the Rightists in China bitterly accus-
#d Mao of having “‘tricked” them by allowing them to come out
wlth their reactionary program and then stomping on it. Mao
pointed out:

The masses could thus clearly distinguish those whose
criticism was well intentioned from those whose so-
called criticism was malevolent, and thus forces could
be mustered to counter-attack when the time was ripe.
Some say this was a covert scheme. We say it was an
overt one. For we made it plain to the enemy before-
hand: only when ghosts and monsters are allowed to
come into the open can they be wiped out; only when
poisonous weeds are allowed to sprout from the soil can
they be uprooted. Don’t the peasants weed several times
a year? Besides, uprooted weeds can be used as manure.
The class enemies will invariably seek opportunities to
assert themselves. They will not resign themselves to
losing state power and being expropriated. However
much the Communist Party warns its enemies in ad-
vance and makes its basic strategy known to them, they
will still launch attacks. Class struggle is an objective
reality, independent of man’s will. That is to say, class
struggle is inevitable. It cannot be avoided even if peo-
ple want to avoid it. The only thing to do is to make the
best of the situation and guide the struggle to victory.s?

And guide the struggle to victory is exactly what Mao did dur-
Ing the ‘““hundred flowers”’ campaign. The masses were aroused
and were not about to tolerate the frantic attacks on the victories
that had been won in the revolution and the socialist transforma-
tlons that had been taking place. The bourgeois Rightists
retreated, but Mao pursued them and refused to let them worm out
of their predicament with a few pious phrases of self-criticism.
'I'hose who had engaged in counter-revolutionary activities (and
there were instances of beatings, even murder, by the bourgeois
Rightists) were arrested and brought to justice. Despite Hoxha’s
atlempts to portray Mao as a liberal who enjoyed having counter-
revolutionaries around, Mao stated very clearly in the midst of the
counter-attack against the bourgeois Rightists that:

Counter-revolutionaries must be eliminated wherever
found. Kill few, but on no account repeal the death
penalty or grant any general pardon. . . .[Plunish those
whom the public identifies as bad elements. At present,
certain functionaries in the judicial and public security
departments are neglecting their duties and allowing




42 THE COMMUNIST

persons who should be arrested and punished to remain
at large; this is wrong. Just as over-punishment is
wrong, so is under-punishment, and these days the
danger lies in the latter.%?

In addition, the bourgeois Rightists outside and inside the Party
who were labeled as such suffered a severe restriction of political
rights. In fact, it was only after Mao died that the rights of these
reactionaries were restored—by Hua Kuo-feng and Teng Hsiao-
ping, following their revisionist coup.

The “hundred flowers’’ campaign continued throughout 1958.
However, after the summer of 1957, the bourgeois Rightists were
no longer on the offensive and the wall posters and newspaper com-
mentary were instead the property of the broad masses, especially
the workers and peasants. Criticisms of the Communist Party con-
tinued to come forward, but of an entirely different character, bas-
ed in fact as well as word on the six criteria of Mao’s. These helped

to steel and strengthen the Communist Party. And the widescale

debate among the people left them with a much better understand-
ing of the line of the Party and the nature of the socialist revolu-
tion and heightened their determination and their ability to carry
it out.

As Mao was to point out, the ‘“hundred flowers”” campaign was
also an important school for the Party itself, as well as for the
masses. Mao pointed out:

Marxists should not be afraid of criticism from any
quarter. Quite the contrary, they need to temper and
develop themselves and win new positions in the teeth
of criticism and in the storm and stress of struggle.
Fighting against wrong ideas is like being vac-
cinated—a man develops greater immunity from disease
as a result of vaccination. Plants raised in hothouses are
unlikely to be hardy. Carrying out the policy of letting a
hundred flowers blossom and a hundred schools of
thought contend will not weaken, but strengthen, the
leading position of Marxism in the ideological field.
What should our policy be towards non-Marxist
ideas? As far as unmistakable counter-revolutionaries
and saboteurs of the socialist cause are concerned, the
matter is easy, we simply deprive them of their freedom
of speech. But incorrect ideas among the people are
quite a different matter. Will it do to ban such ideas and
deny them any opportunity for expression? Certainly
not. It is not only futile but very harmful to use crude
methods in dealing with ideological questions among
the people, with questions about man’s mental world.
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You may ban the expression of wrong ideas, but the
ideas will still be there. On the other hand, if correct
ideas are pampered in hothouses and never exposed to
the elements and immunized against disease, they will
not win out against erroneous ones. Therefore, it is only
by employing the method of discussion, criticism and
reasoning that we can really foster correct ideas and
overcome wrong ones, and that we can really settle
issues.®*

Thus we can clearly see the two aspects of the “hundred flowers”’
campaign which has been so maliciously and fraudulently attacked
by Hoxha and the other dogmato-revisionists (and, for that mat-
ter, by the Khrushchevite revisionists at the time, who also
slandered it as “‘liberalism’’). First, it was an effort to head off and
beat back a counter-revolutionary trend that was developing in
China as a result of socialist transformations and the expropria-
tion of the bourgeoisie in China, and the rise of revisionism interna-
tionally—especially in the Soviet Union but also with the counter-
revolutionary rebellion in Hungary. Second, the “hundred
flowers”’ was a call for a nationwide debate on the ideological front
among the ranks of the people, a debate which could not help but
deepen the influence of Marxism-Leninism in the ranks of the
Chinese proletariat and people.

One might ask, why do the dogmato-revisionists throw such a
tantrum at the “hundred flowers’’ campaign? Of course, the most
obvious answer is that it offers an excellent opportunity for Hoxha
& Co. to rip quotes out of context, turn reality on its head and try
to make it appear that Mao was a common liberal. But beyond
this, the ““hundred flowers” campaign drives Hoxha into a frenzy
because the political understanding that lay behind it strikes so
deeply at the whole mechanical and false view he has of the
development of socialism. According to the view now dominant in
the Albanian party, the masses will come to embrace Marxism and
discard bourgeois ideology not in the course of the fierce struggle
between the two lines and the two roads, not through unleashing a
torrent of debate and struggle, but through a steady, ‘‘uninter-
rupted’’ process of the party educating the masses—a view, as we
shall see, that leads Hoxha to his counter-revolutionary assess-
ment of the Great Proletarian Cultural Revolution.

While a comprehensive analysis of Hoxha’s overall line and the
practice of the Albanian party is beyond the scope of this article, it
is worthwhile to contrast Mao’s point of view in the ‘“‘hundred
flowers”’ campaign with the Albanian party’s attitude toward
class struggle under socialism. For example, the new Albanian
constitution, adopted at the end of 1976, states:
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In the People’s Socialist Republic of Albania there are
no exploiting classes, private property and the exploita-
(tilon of man by man have been liquidated and are forbid-

en,%

But no matter what is written in Albanian legal documents, and no
matter how much Mr. Hoxha may forbid it, antagonistic classes
still exist in Albania as they do and did in China. This provision in
the constitution shows a confusion of legalistic forms with social
reality. At the present point in history, it manifests a deliberate re-
Jection of Marxism.

Because Hoxha does not recognize the existence of antagonistic
classes in socialism after the expropriation of the bourgeoisie (on
which more later), he cannot conceive of how to correctly handle
the various types of contradictions within socialist society and in-
evitably falls into a whole series of “left”’ and right deviations,
which lead, for one thing, to non-antagonistic contradictions
among the masses being turned into antagonistic contradictions
and the basis for socialist transformation being undermined.

Closely linked with Hoxha'’s criticisms of the “hundred flowers’’
campaign and Mao’s alleged ‘liberalism” toward the national
bourgeoisie is Hoxha’s criticism of the policy of the Chinese Com-
munist Party of allowing certain bourgeois political parties to ex-
ist and even to have a certain say in the ruling bodies of the state.
Hoxha quotes Mao: ‘“Which is better in the final analysis, to have
Just one party or several? As we see it now, it’s perhaps better to
have several parties. This has been true in the past and may well
be so for the future; it means long-term coexistence and mutual
Is\}llpelivision.”66 (Words in italics not in the English translation of

ao.

Hoxha goes on to comment:

Mao regarded the participation of bourgeois parties in
the state power and the governing of the country with
the same rights and prerogatives as the Communist
Party of China as necessary. And not only this, but
these parties of the bourgeoisie, which according to him
“were historical,” should wither away only when the
Communist Party of China also withers away, that is,
they will coexist right up till communism.®’

Once again it is most useful to let Mao speak for himself, and
again from the same section from which Hoxha is ‘“quoting”’:

The Communist Party and the democratic parties are
all products of history. What emerges in history disap-
pears in history. Therefore, the Communist Party will
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disappear one day, and so will the democratic parties. Is
this disappearance so unpleasant? In my opinion, it will
be very pleasant. I think it is just fine that one day we
will be able to do away with the Communist Party and
the dictatorship of the proletariat. Our task is to hasten
their extinction. We have spoken about this point many
times.

But at present we cannot do without the proletarian
party and the dictatorship of the proletariat and, what
is more, it is imperative that they should be made still
more powerful. Otherwise, we would not be able to sup-
press the counter-revolutionaries, resist the imperialists
and build socialism, or consolidate it when it is built.
Lenin’s theory on the proletarian party and the dictator-
ship of the proletariat is by no means ‘““outmoded,” as
alleged by certain people.®®

Thus it can be seen that what Mao is saying has little
resemblance to the words that Hoxha tries to put in his mouth. We
assume that when Hoxha says the democratic parties ‘“‘were
historical,’”” he is referring to Mao’s statement that both the Com-
munist Party and the democratic parties ‘‘are all products of
history.” This is an obvious fact just as it is also true that both the
Communist Party and the democratic parties will disappear one
day. Mao does not say that the democratic parties will exist as
long as the Communist Party, that is, until the advent of com-
munism.

The reason for Mao’s policy of the ‘“‘long-term coexistence and
mutual supervision’’ of the Communist Party and the democratic
parties is tied in directly with the actual conditions of the develop-
ment of the Chinese revolution. Because the Chinese revolution
went through a long democratic phase, it was natural and correct
that some of the bourgeois parties who to one degree or another op-
posed imperialism and feudalism and were willing to work
together with the Communist Party should have been allowed to
play a certain role in the new regime. This was not only a question
of trying to unite with certain bourgeois personages at the top of
these parties, but more importantly, a question of uniting with,
winning over and remolding the sections of the people under their
influence—a not insignificant social force.

At the same time, Mao made clear that it was only on the basis
of the leadership of the Communist Party, and of accepting the tran-
sition to socialism, that any kind of cooperation between the Com-
munist Party and the democratic parties could be maintained. The
idea that Hoxha proposes above, that the democratic parties en-
joyed the same rights and prerogatives as the Communist Party, is
absurd. The “right”’ and the ‘‘prerogative” to lead the revolution
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was of course the responsibility of the Communist Party, and it
was only on this basis that the democratic parties played any role
whatsoever.

Mao had no illusions about the role of the democratic parties. He
pointed out that they opposed many of the policies of the Com-
munist Party as well as having a completely different world
outlook. At the same time he pointed out that, ‘“They are in opposi-
tion, and yet not in opposition, often proceeding from being in op-
position to not being in opposition.” ¢® Only this process of pro-
ceeding to being not in opposition could provide the basis for long-
term cooperation, and Mao was willing to hold open that possibili-
ty.

But Mao also prepared for another possibility as well, that the
democratic parties could turn against the revolution. He pointed
out clearly in 1957 at the beginning of the ‘“hundred flowers’ cam-
paign that:

It is the desire as well as the policy of the Communist
Party to exist side by side with the democratic parties
for a long time to come. But whether the democratic par-
ties can long remain in existence depends not merely on
the desire of the Communist Party but on how well they
acquit themselves and on whether they enjoy the trust
of the people.”®

Thus Mao made very clear what the ‘‘historical conditions’’ for
the dissolution and withering away of the bourgeois parties was,
and it was clearly not the same as the conditions for the Com-
munist Party itself. “How well they acquit themselves” could only
have meant whether or not they were willing to continue to accept
the socialist transformations, and “enjoy the trust of the people’”
meant what attitude they took toward the workers and peasants
and whether or not there was still a social base for these parties
that had to be united with and won over.

In fact, the democratic parties largely ceased to exist during the
Cultural Revolution. The form of their participation in the state,
the Political Consultative Conference, became nothing more than a
vestigial organ, with no power and usually no meetings. It was
clear that in Mao’s view and the view of those who made up his
revolutionary headquarters, the historical conditions which had re-
quired cooperation with the democratic parties no longer existed
(except, perhaps, in some limited way in relation to Taiwan).

It should be pointed out that despite Hoxha’s attempt to make
it appear that the existence of several parties is incompatible with
Leninism, there is historical experience of this situation existing in
the Soviet Union as well as in other countries. The October Revolu-
tion, for example, was launched not only by the Bolshevik Party
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(which, of course, was the leading and driving force behind it) but
also with the participation of the Left Socialist Revolutionaries.
Lenin proposed that representatives of that party participate in
the new government (the Council of People’s Commissars) and
wrote of the basis for this type of cooperation. Lenin pointed out
that the Left Socialist Revolutionaries had great influence over the
peasantry and to a certain extent represented those peasants wil-
ling to join the revolution, and thus he held that they had to be
united with during and after the seizure of power. This cooperation
between the Bolsheviks and the Left Socialist Revolutionaries was
short-lived, not because Lenin and the Bolshevik Party adopted a
policy of breaking up the alliance, but because the Left Socialist
Revolutionaries rose up against the new regime, in particular in
opposition to the treaty of Brest-Litovsk. Under these cir-
cumstances, the Bolshevik Party led a vigorous assault on the Left
Socialist Revolutionaries who had become objects of the dictator-
ship of the proletariat. Much of the particular reason why the
members of this party jumped out in opposition to the proletariat
and the socialist regime was the fact that the revolution was on the
defensive, under attack from the imperialists and the reac-
tionaries. Had the situation worked out differently, there is
nothing in Lenin’s writings to suggest that a longer period of
cooperation with the Left Socialist Revolutionaries might not have
been possible.

Lenin even went so far as to say that ‘‘the disenfranchisement of
the bourgeoisie is not a necessary and indispensable feature of the
dictatorship of the proletariat.”” 7* While Lenin’s statement can by
this time be seen to be incorrect (at least if taken to mean over the
entire period of socialism), it would be even more wrong—and in-
deed counter-revolutionary slander—to call him a common liberal
on account of it! The point is that upholding and adhering to the
dictatorship of the proletariat is a principle for communists, but in
carrying it out different tactics may (and will almost certainly) be
necessary for different situations, and even if mistakes are made in
the choice and use of tactics, this is obviously no grounds for the
sort of accusations Hoxha makes (leaving aside the fact that he
has not made the slightest case for Mao’s having made even tac-
tical errors).

Further, while we are on the topic of ‘‘the leading and indivisible
role of the Marxist-Leninist party in the revolution and the con-
struction of socialism,”” 72 it is worth noting that, as the official
Albanian Party history admits, for years after liberation, ‘. . . the
Party remained in a semi-illegal state even after it had become the
leading party in power. . . .the Party program was hidden under
the program of the Democratic Front,. . . Party members preserv-
ed the secrecy of their membership, and. . . the directions of the
CPA [the Communist Party of Albania, as it was called at the time]
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were published as decisions of the Democratic Front...."!"

These policies are brought up in the context of a self-criticism by
the Albanian Party itself, and they illustrate some rather blatant
errors along the line of “‘everything through the united front.”

Even while Mao, on the other hand, was allowing the existence
of the democratic parties and encouraging cooperation with them,
he pointed out that if the revolution were to take a different turn, if
it were to come under assault from the imperialists on a large scale,
for instance, the democratic parties could well turn viciously
against the revolution. He warned sarcastically: “Should
something happen like atom bombs blowing up Peking and
Shanghai, wouldn’t these people change? You can’t be too sure
they wouldn’t. . . . many of them are lying low.” ™

Finally on this point, it is necessary to return more fully to one
theoretical problem in understanding the nature of the Chinese
state during the transition from the democratic revolution to the
socialist revolution—the question of ‘“‘the people’s democratic dic-
tatorship.” At the time Mao first put forward this slogan—of the
joint dictatorship of four classes, the working class, the peasantry,
the urban petty bourgeoisie and the national bourgeoisie—the
Chinese revolution was still in its first, democratic phase. Clearly
all those classes, to greater or lesser degrees, had objective in-
terests in seeing that revolution completed. Furthermore, one of
the particularities of the Chinese revolution was that the long
period of warfare and the existence of base areas meant that, in
fact, two regimes were confronting each other. For instance, in the
Third Revolutionary Civil War (the final war against Chiang Kai-
shek), the base areas of the Communists (with a population of 100
million) confronted the Kuomintang-controlled areas. Naturally
the existence of these base areas meant that it was necessary for
the government to be able to suppress counter-revolutionaries,
carry out the land reform, raise necessary food and clothing for the
People’s Liberation Army, keep the economy going, and so on.
Mao’s policy of a people’s democratic dictatorship was im-
plemented in the base areas during this civil war, and the political
parties, personages and so forth of all of the four classes were
represented in the organs of power. It is quite clear how this was a
correct policy given the tasks of the revolution at that stage.

When the People’s Republic was established in 1949, it involved
the same class forces—basically those forces who sided with the
revolution against imperialism, feudalism and bureaucrat-
capitalism. At the same time, this new government—clearly led by
the working class and its Communist Party and based on the
worker-peasant alliance—had the task of immediately embarking
on the transition to socialism. Thus from the very beginning the
“people’s democratic dictatorship’” had two contradictory
aspects—on the one hand it represented the victory of the
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democratic revolution and as such included representatives of
the national bourgeoisie; on the other hand it was a government
led by the political representatives of the working class that was
determined to lead the revolution on to socialism and to the
ultimate elimination of the bourgeoisie.

In retrospect it is quite clear that the latter aspect—the fact that
the new regime was taking the socialist road—was principal and
what determined its socialist character. By 1956 Mao was refer-
ring to the Chinese state as a ‘‘dictatorship of the proletariat’’ and
the “people’s democratic dictatorship” interchangeably. And
subsequent Chinese literature refers to the establishment of the
dictatorship of the proletariat in 1949—i.e., with the victory of the
democratic revolution on a nationwide scale.

Thus, in retrospect, it is apparent that the regime set up in 1949
was a form of the dictatorship of the proletariat—one which took
into account the nature of Chinese society and the historical condi-
tions which developed through the course of the democratic revolu-
tion.

Lenin had made an important observation in Russia which helps
shed light on this subject. He pointed out that the dictatorship of
the proletariat was, in the conditions of Russia, a special form of
class alliance—specifically the alliance of the working class with
the poor peasantry, who together comprised the majority of the
people. It is not surprising that the form of class alliance necessary
for the proletariat to exercise its rule—its dictatorship—in China
would be different than in the Soviet Union, owing to the different
material conditions and class makeups of the countries and the dif-
ferent paths to power that the revolution had gone through. It is
also apparent that this alliance was not a static thing, that as the
revolution developed into a socialist revolution, the nature of this
alliance would change—hence Mao’s statement in 1953 that the
“lnational bourgeoisie can no longer be defined as an intermediate
class.”

It is also important to note that at the time Mao wrote his major
theoretical works on this subject, there was no historical ex-
perience of the proletariat and its Communist Party in leading the
victory of a democratic revolution and building a new social order
on this basis. There was the experience of the People’s
Democracies formed in Eastern Europe (including in Albania) on
the basis of the victory over the fascists, which were also
distinguished from the dictatorship of the proletariat in the com-
munist literature of the time (and which, incidentally, often includ-
ed several parties in the government). However, for a number of
reasons, this experience could not be summed up by Mao on a
theoretical level at that time, and in any case these situations dif-
fered significantly from that in China. Thus, Mao was really deal-
ing with a new historical situation, which he handled quite cor-
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rectly—and he made new contributions to Marxism-Leninism and
proletarian revolution in so doing.

It is the height of hypocrisy for Enver Hoxha to suggest that,
especially since the achievement of the basic socialist transforma-
tion of ownership in 1956, the regime in China was anything other
than the dictatorship of the proletariat. All of the literature put
out during the Cultural Revolution until the time of the 1976 coup
makes it quite clear that Mao’s line and the line of the revolu-
tionaries who supported him was for the proletariat to exercise dic-
tatorship over the bourgeoisie in all spheres of social life. Further-
more, the entire experience of the Chinese revolution showed that
Mao was leading the Chinese proletariat and masses in ruthlessly
suppressing the bourgeoisie both in the form of the old exploiters
dreaming of a comeback as well as new bourgeois elements
engendered from within socialist society itself. Yet Hoxha is
reduced to repeating the tired and unbelievably puny refrain of the
Trotskyites as to why the Chinese state was not a dictatorship of
the proletariat—the stars on the flag of the People’s Republic!™

Having examined Hoxha's attacks on the course of the Chinese
Revolution up through the basic establishment of a socialist
economy in 1956 and the ‘“‘hundred flowers’’ campaign the next
year, and before going on to his attacks on the Cultural Revolution
and Mao’s line of continuing the revolution under the dictatorship
of the proletariat, it is worthwhile to step back for a moment and
ask why Hoxha bases so much of his critique of Mao on that period
of the Chinese revolution and tries to hinge almost his whole argu-
ment on the fact that, allegedly, Mao ““conciliated”” with the old ex-
ploiters in China.

First, Enver Hoxha likes to remain on what he thinks is firm
ground. After all, analyzing the classes and the class contradic-
tions under socialism is not his forte, and he hopes that a simple ap-
peal to mechanical, dogmatic thinking coupled with a rewriting of
history will win the naive reader to Hoxha’s own reactionary con-
clusions. But more importantly, Hoxha is deliberately trying to
steer the discussion away from where it has to center—the problem
of how to prevent a new bourgeoisie, born out of the very socialist
society, from seizing power and restoring capitalism. For it is ex-
actly around this question that Mao Tsetung made his most vital
and brilliant contributions to Marxism-Leninism and proletarian
revolution, both in theory and practice. Hoxha does not want to,
and cannot, take on Mao’s line directly. He knows that on this front
he will have even more trouble upholding the mistakes of Stalin as
the final word on Marxism. Furthermore, he undoubtedly fears
revealing to the world the truly eclectic and muddled formulations
of the Albanian party on these questions. So he hopes to divert at-
tention from the question of the Cultural Revolution and the line
that lay behind it and instead focus on the old exploiters in Chinese
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lm'lﬁty, wl}o, in fact, played only a secondary role in the restora-
Hon of cgpltalism in China. In trying to carry out the discussion on
thin busis, Hoxha is actually standing on the same footing as the
eurront Chinese revisionist rulers, who were anxious to prove that
the danger of capitalist restoration came from any place other than
themselves. It is only now, with their coup completed and their ef-
:«;:'l.u L()(i{?l?p ml}llch 01;) a Marxist mask at all diminishing daily, that
i und Teng have brought back and hai
unploiter of the old sociefy. hailed most every dreg and

ll I. On Continuing the Revolution
Inder the Dictatorship of the Proletariat

I was in developing the theory and practice of ‘‘continuing the
ravolution under the dictatorship of the proletariat’”’ that Mao
'I'metung made his greatest contribution to and development of the
aelence of Marxism-Leninism. This truth came to be recognized by
all the genuine Marxist-Leninists in the course of the struggle
lrnlnﬂt modern revisionism, and especially in the course of the
{irent Proletarian Cultural Revolutin. In fact, Hoxha and the Alba-
nian Party spoke highly of this contribution of Mao’s. It can be said
that the recognition of this development of Marxism-Leninism by
Mao was, and is, a cardinal point of demarcation between Marxism-
Leninism and revisionism. Thus it comes as no surprise that in his
altompts to dethrone Mao from the position as one of the great
#lumnic Marxist-Leninist teachers and leaders, Hoxha launches an
hyntorical, frenzied assault on the Cultural Revolution, without,
howover, ever trying to confront directly the theoretical teachings
uf Mao and the revolutionaries who fought together with him on
thin question.

- lloxha’s summary of the Cultural Revolution is remarkable for
itn nuperficiality as well as its reactionary line:

The course of events showed that the Great Pro-
letarian Cultural Revolution was neither a revolution,
nor great, nor cultural, and in particular, not in the least
proletarian. It was a palace putsch on an all-China scale
for the liquidation of a handful of reactionaries who had
seized power.

' Of course [!], this Cultural Revolution was a hoax. It
liquidated both the Communist Party of China, and the
mass organizations, and plunged China into new chaos.
This revolution was led by non-Marxist elements [read:
the Four], who have been liquidated through a military
putsch staged by other anti-Marxist and fascist
clements.”®
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Thus we have Hoxha’s basic thesis—far from original—that the;
Cultural Revolution was nothing more nor less than a factional
power struggle manipulated by a handful of leaders at the top of
the Communist Party. What it shows is that he is unable to
understand the dialectical development of socialist society andj
thus is completely at a loss to understand the Cultural Revolution ]
and its world-historic lessons. ]

The Cultural Revolution is hated by Hoxha because it went en-
tirely against his deep-rooted metaphysical world outlook, in which
stability, unity and harmony are the principal characteristics of’
the universe and certainly the highest goals to strive for in earthly |
society. “Chaos’’ is Enver Hoxha'’s favorite epithet to hurl at the]
Cultural Revolution, for the concept of “‘chaos’’—and in fact the]
struggle between opposites, the class struggle, revolution]
itself—goes against the Hoxha vision of the world and of where it
is heading, which, as noted before, has much more in common with:
the religious conception of ‘‘heaven’ than it does with dialectical §
materialism. Before going on with an examination of Hoxha’s!
metaphysical world outlook, which is at the root of his entire at-
tack on Mao, it is useful to examine the particular ‘‘chaos’ he
found so repugnant in China, the Cultural Revolution.

In the Cultural Revolution Mao committed the Ultimate Sin for ]
the dogmato-revisionists—unleashing the revolutionary masses to
struggle against and seize power from the leading capitalist-
roaders within the Party who had usurped portions of Party and |
state power. If we are to take Hoxha at his word, he had no quarrel }
with going after those against whom the Cultural Revolution was }
directed—namely, Liu Shao-chi and Teng Hsiao-ping’s revi-
sionist headquarters (although we will see that his ‘‘opposition” to §
their line is more imaginary than real). But to unleash a torrent of {
mass struggle on an unprecedented scale, to not conduct the strug- ;
gle through the orderly processes of the Party and state, and most }
importantly, to rely directly on the masses—the workers,
peasants, soldiers and students—this was something else again!

Here is what Hoxha writes:

When we saw that this Cultural Revelution was not be-
ing led by the party but was a chaotic outburst follow-
ing a call issued by Mao Tsetung, this did not seem to us
to be a revolutionary stand. It was Mao’s authority in
China that made millions of unorganized youth,
students and pupils, rise to their feet and march on Pek-
ing, on party and state committees, which they dispers-
ed. It was said that these young people represented the
“proletarian ideology”’ in China at that time and would
show the party and the proletarians the ““true’’ road!
...This grave situation stemmed from Mao
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Tsetung’s old anti-Marxist concepts of underestimation
of the leading role of the proletariat and overestimation
of the youth in the revolution. Mao wrote: ‘““What role
did the Chinese young people begin to play since the
‘May 4th Movement’? In a way they began to play a
vanguard role—a fact recognized by everybody in our
country except the ultra-reactionaries. What is a
vanguard role? It means taking the lead....”

Thus the working class was left on the sidelines, and
there were many instances when it opposed the red
guards and even fought them. Our comrades, who were
in China at the time, have seen with their own eyes fac-
tory workers fighting the youth. The party was
disintegrated. It was liquidated, and the communists
and the proletariat were totally disregarded. This was a
very grave situation.””

Imagine that! The Albanian comrades actually saw “with their
own eyes’’ factory workers fighting students! Hoxha's attitude
van only be compared to Adam’s after taking a bite out of the ap-

flo. It’s lucky Hoxha didn’t himself go to China during the
llull.ural Revolution, or he may have seen workers fighting
workers and dropped dead of a heart attack right on the spot. The
truly amazing question, and one we cannot answer at this time, is
how Hoxha could actually have gone through a revolution and still
uttor such inanities.

"'he fact that during the Cultural Revolution Party committees
waro dissolved, the regular functioning of the Party’s chain of com-
mand to a large degree suspended and so on are well known—they
have always been harped upon by the Soviet revisionists as proof
of Mao’s “‘idealism” and ultra-“‘leftism’”’. (Wang Ming’s writings
from Moscow—where he ended his career as an apologist for Soviet
revisionism—again are particularly instructive, and after reading
them one would suggest that his heirs sue Hoxha for plagiarism!)
Ono understands why the Soviets don’t want to talk about what
was the nature of the Party committees that were dissolved, what
line they were following, and so on, but one would hope for a little
better from Enver Hoxha. Instead all we hear is about the form
and not the content of the Party committees. And since people
know very well what the actual content of those Party committees
was and what line they were following, it cannot help but make the
render suspect that, despite Hoxha’s protestations, he considers
the “communists’”’ so rudely “disregarded” to be none other than
the Party bureaucrats aligned with Liu Shao-chi.

The situation Mao was addressing at the start of the Cultural
Revolution in 1966 is quite clear. The revisionist headquarters in
the Party led by Liu Shao-chi had succeeded in usurping power in




54 THE COMMUNIST

many of the key industries, towns and provinces. Teng Hsiao-ping,
in his capacity of General Secretary of the Party, held a ham-
merlock on the chains of command of the Party. Revisionism was
dominant on the cultural and educational fronts. The revisionist
line was being followed by a great many directors of factories and
so on. This situation enabled the bourgeois headquarters to thwart
the revolutionary line of Mao, severely hamper the training of the
masses in Marxism-Leninism, and use a great deal of the organiza-
tional structure of the Party as a weapon to suppress and control
the masses. (That this situation was not a result of Mao’s ‘‘errors”
or “‘liberalism’’ is a matter we will return to shortly.) The strength
of the revisionist headquarters can be seen not only by examining
the documents and policies that were prevalent at the time in the
Chinese Party, but also by their subsequent strength in China
even after being dealt some big defeats in the Cultural Revolution.
For it is above all the old Liu Shao-chi headquarters, to which Teng
is the rightful heir, together with the part of the bureaucracy loyal
to Chou En-lai, that played the central role in the counter-
revolutionary coup of 1976. The intensity with which the
capitalist-roaders in China have attacked all the gains of the
revolution and the speed with which they are restoring the
capitalist system both indicate the real strength of this class. The
notion that it could have been eliminated by merely reshuffling the
make-up of the key bodies of the Party and putting out a directive
or two would be laughable if it weren’t criminal, especially in light
of what has happened in China. Similarly, the program of the cur-
rent revisionist rulers in China makes clear what it was that Mao
and the revolutionary Left were fighting, that it was not simply an
apolitical battle between “factions’’ but a battle between classes
to decide along what line, what road, the bourgeois or the pro-
letarian, China would advance.

It seems that Hoxha's advice to the revolutionaries in China
comes down again to the tired refrain of the opportunists of
Marx’s day on the Paris Commune and Plekhanov’'s comments on
the 1905 Revolution that “‘they should not have taken to arms.” Of
course the question wasn’t whether to take up armed struggle, but
it was a question of whether an actual revolution was called for, a
political uprising directed against the top people in the Party tak-
ing the capitalist road. And, while it had particular features, occur-
ring as it did under the dictatorship of the proletariat, it remains
true that, like any revolution, the Cultural Revolution could only
advance through turbulent struggle. It could not but have counter-
currents within it and involve different sections of the revolu-
tionary masses who brought into the struggle their own prejudices
and limitations and, at times, contradictory outlooks and pro-
grams. And, like any revolution, it could not help but be met by
fierce and stubborn resistance—not only from the targets of the
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rev'olution yvho represented only a very small percentage of
Chinese society and of the Party—but also from among sections of
the masses themselves, including even many workers, who could
be mobilized to one degree or another and at certain junctures as
part qf the social base and the social movement of the reac-
tionaries. This is not simply a feature of the Cultural Revolution, it
is a law of class struggle, of revolution in general. Here it might ,be
helpful to recall Lenin’s famous comment on the Easter Rebellion
gf the .Irlsh people in 1916, directed at those who tried to use

Max‘?nsm” to ridicule, downplay and slander that heroic uprising
as a .putsch” and by so doing ended in objective unity with the
imperialist bourgeoisie.

The term ‘“‘putsch,” in its scientific sense, may be
employed only when the attempt at insurrection has
revegled nothing but a circle of conspirators or stupid
maniacs, and has aroused no sympathy among the
masses. The centuries-old Irish national movement,
having passed through various stages and combinations
of class interest, manifested itself, in particular, in a
mass Irish National Congress in America. .. which
called fpr Irish independence; it also manifested itself in
street flgh.ting conducted by a.section of the urban petty
bou_rge0131e and a section o the workers after a long
period of mass agitation, demonstrations, suppression
of newspapers, etc. Whoever calls such a rebellion a
“putgch” is either a hardened reactionary, or a doc-
trinaire hopelessly incapable of envisaging a social
revolution as a living phenomenon.

.To imagine that social revolution is concetvable
without revolts by small nations in the colonies and in
Europe, without revolutionary outbursts by a section of
the petty bourgeoisie with all its prejudices, without a
movement of the politically non-conscious proletarian
and semi-proletarian masses against oppression by the
le_mdowners, the church, and the monarchy, against na-
tional oppression, etc.—to imagine all this is to
repudiate social revolution. So one army lines up in one
place and says, ‘“We are for socialism”, and another,
somewhere else and says, ‘‘We are for imperialism”’, and
that will be a social revolution! Only those who hold
such a ridiculously pedantic view could vilify the Irish
rebellion by calling it a ‘“‘putsch’’.

' Whoever expects a ‘‘pure’’ social revolution will never
live to see it. Such a person pays lip-service to revolution
without understanding what revolution is.”

e EEE——
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Lenin’s words strike hard at the dogmato-revisionist line of Enver
Hoxha, which leads him to slander the most massive, sustained and
conscious revolutionary upsurge in the history of the world as “‘a
palace putsch on an all-China scale.”

Let us look further at the way Hoxha treats the question of
youth, of the role they can play as an initiating factor in the revolu-
tion. He condemns the Cultural Revolution because “millions of
unorganized youth, students and pupils” rose to their feet and
marched on Peking. The theoretical basis for this “‘error,” accord-
ing to Hoxha, is found in Mao’s famous work “Qrientation of the
Youth Movement,” where Mao has the audacity to say that “ina
way’’ Chinese youth began to play a vanguard role, which he
defines as ‘“‘taking the lead and marching in the forefront of the
revolutionary ranks.”’ 7°

Again, we will have to agree with Mao and not with Hoxha. First
of all, it is a fact, undeniable by anyone with the slightest concern
for historical accuracy, that Chinese youth did “in a way”’ play a
vanguard role in the May 4th Movement in China and subsequent-
ly. It is equally undeniable that this historical experience, of youth
“‘taking the lead,” of “‘marching in the forefront of the revolu-
tionary ranks’ has been repeated numerous times and throughout
history. Today we see this before our very eyes in Iran, where the
youth, including the students and young intellectuals, have stood
in the forefront of that mighty movement, helping to arouse the
broad masses of the Iranian proletariat and people, and sacrificing
their lives in the armed struggle. Indeed, it is difficult to com-
prehend any truly great and profound revolutionary process in
which this wasn’t true to a large degree.

But for Hoxha, the dynamic role of youth—their daring, their
desire to destroy the old world, and so on—is really more of a
liability than an asset, something to be attacked and stifled unless
it can be ““led’”’ (by which he really means controlled) by the work-
ing class and its party. (As with the peasant question, at issue is
not whether or not youth will rise up, but whether to lead or to sti-
fle the initiative of the youth.)

What does it mean for the working class and its party to ‘‘lead”
the youth? According to Hoxha it means that the youth should
trail passively at the rear of the working class, and heaven forbid
the thought that the youth might themselves have a kind of
vanguard, that is leading, role to play in mobilizing and organizing
the broad ranks of the people.

Mao is, of course, quite clear that in an overall sense it is the
working class that must provide leadership in the revolution. In
the companion article to the one Hoxha quotes,* Mao makes quite

“The short article *“The May 4th Movement.” Both the article and the speech
came out on the occasion of the twentieth anniversary of the May 4th Movement,
in 1939.
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clear the basic class relationships:

China’s democratic revolution depends on definite
social forces for its accomplishment. These social forces
are the working class, the peasantry, the intelligentsia
and the progressive section of the bourgeoisie, . . . with
the workers and peasants as the basic revolutionary
forces gnd the workers as the class which leads the
Fevolu.thn. It is impossible to accomplish the anti-
m'lperlahst and anti-feudal democratic revolution
without these basic revolutionary forces and without
the leadership of the working class.??

Butg it is at this point that Mao and Hoxha part company. For
once it is agre:fad upon that there must be the ‘‘leadership of the
worklng'class {and t}lis can only mean, first and foremost, the
leadex:shlp of ?hg working class party and of the working class line,
lt\;Ilgrrlusgl-Leﬁlmsrill), tge question remains, what is the content of

is leadership, what does it seek to accomplish, along what li
does it steer the youth? P § what e

The whole content of Mao’s article, ““The Orientation of the
Youth Movement’’ (as its title implies), which Hoxha ‘‘quotes,” is

exaﬁlly designed to provide leadership, an orientation, for the
youth:

Our young intellectuals and students must go among
the workers and peasants, who make up 90% of the
population, and mobilize and organize them. Without
this main force of workers and peasants, we cannot win
thp f-ight against imperialism and feudalism, we cannot
win it by relying only on the contingent of young in-
tellectuals and students. Therefore, the young intellec-
tqals and students throughout the country must unite
with the broad masses of workers and peasants and

become one with them, and only then can a mighty f
be created.® ghty force

Mao_ noted that “‘In the Chinese democratic revolutionary move-
ment, it was the intellectuals who were the first to awaken.. . . But
the intellectuals will accomplish nothing if they fail to integrate
Fhemselves with the workers and peasants.” %2 Here Mao is mak-
ing clear the correct, dialectical view of the relationship between
the fact that the intellectuals, particularly the students, are often
the first force in a given revolutionary movement to rise in strug-
gle—and play a vital role in helping to ‘“‘mobilize and organize” the
masses of people—and the fact that it is only by integrating with
the workers and peasants that the intellectuals can make a real
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contribution to the revolutionary process. And, as he points out
repeatedly in his writings, it is only by doing so that the youth can
be transformed in their world outlook and become genuine Marx-
1St’ls‘ilis is an example of real leadership. Not Enver Hox}}a’s con-
cept of strait-jacketing the youth movement and having it m:'alr.ch
obediently one step behind the workers. Real Marxxs.t-Lemmst
leadership in the revolution means knowing how to bring to 'the
fore and unleash the factors for revolution and at the same time
provide guidance and a correct orientation for the movement
overall and its particular parts. Real leadershlp does not mean ig-
noring or trying to eliminate the contra<'i1ct10ns bet;yveen (and
hence the different contradictory roles of) different sections of the
masses, but recognizing and utilizing these contradictions to push
the revolution forward. Enver Hoxha’s concept smacks mu.ch more
of the “‘everything at my command, evgrythlng at my dlsposa!
concept of Lin Piao than of the Marxist method of leadership
n by Mao. .

Shg)erly g person hopelessly entangled in the outlook that Lenin
described, of waiting for the two armies to appear r.ef.ld.y-made,
packaged and neatly labeled, would be capable of criticizing Mao
for recognizing and utilizing the fact that very often in the revolu-
tionary struggle youth will play a kind of van'guard‘role. And only
someone who is determined that a revolution will never come
about, or at least who has no conception of what a revolut}on is,
would want to avoid mobilizing sections of the revolutionary
masses and sections of the workers themselves before .the day
when the workers as single, monolithic and unit;e;d whole rise up '(a
day which, in that sense, will never come In reality). For there w1}l
never be a time, as long as there are classes, when worl::ers aren’t
divided into sections holding revolutionary, non-revolutionary a.nfl
even counter-revolutionary sentiments and lines. And these divi-
sions will lead to conflicts (ideological, political and, yes, even
physical conflicts at times) between sections of the workers and
other sections of the revolutionary masses.

It was this understanding that enabled Mao, at .tl}e Qutbreak of
the Cultural Revolution, to rely heavily on the initiative and the
daring of the youth and the students—not as a substitute for the
working class, but to help awaken and mobilize .tl.le wor.kmg clans
in this great battle. Hoxha should jbe faml}lar w1!;h Mao’s
understanding of this, since Mao spelled it out quite succinctly toa
visiting delegation from Albania in 1967:

The ‘‘May 4th”’ Movement was launche(.i by the intellec-
tuals, thereby fully demonstrating their foresight and
awareness. However, we must depend on the masters of
the time, the workers, peasants and soldiers, to serve as
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the main force in carrying through thoroughgoing
revolutions on the order of a real Northern Expedition
or Long March.. . . Although it was the intellectuals and
the broad masses of young students who launched the
criticism of the bourgeois reactionary line, it was,
nonetheless, incumbent upon the masters of the time,
the broad masses of workers, peasants and soldiers, to
serve as the main force in carrying the revolution
through to completion,. . .Intellectuals have always
been quick in altering their perception of things, but,
because of the limitations of their instincts, and because
they lack a thorough revolutionary character, they are
sometimes opportunistic.®?

Thus it is clear that in theory (as well as in practice) Mao regard-
ed the role of the students in China as mainly an initiating one. He
fully recognized their weaknesses—especially their tendencies
toward anarchism, ultra-‘‘leftism,” but also toward conservatism
at times—and their problems in uniting the revolutionary ranks to
carry the struggle through to victory. Without the initial role of the
students, especially the heroic Red Guards, revisionism would have
triumphed much sooner in China and the Cultural Revolution would
never have gotten off the ground; without the fact that the workers
became the main and leading force in the Cultural Revolution, in-
itial victories would have turned to defeat, the great ac-
complishments of the Cultural Revolution would not have been
achieved, and certainly not consolidated, and likewise revisionism
would have triumphed in China many years before it actually did.

Hoxha leaves out the role of the working class in the Cultural
Revolution because it doesn’t fit the fantasy he is trying to pass
off on revolutionaries throughout the world. But who, may we ask,
was the driving force of the January Storm in Shanghai—actually
the first and pace-setting example of the revolutionary masses
‘“dissolving’’ the reactionary Party committees? Everyone with
the least familiarity with the events in China knows that it was
mainly the organizations of the revolutionary workers in
Shanghai, led by Chang Chun-chiao, Yao Wen-yuan and Wang
Hung-wen, all of whom are now vilifed as members of the “‘gang of
four,” that accomplished that momentous uprising. And this scene
was repeated in city after city in China.

When it became clear that sections of the Red Guards were, by
themselves at least, incapable of carrying the revolution further
und their initial role was turning into its opposite, what happened?
Again, it is well known that Mao issued his famous directive ‘‘the
working class must exercise leadership in everything,” and
workers, in their tens of thousands, marched into the universities
and took charge of them. And after marching on to the universities
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they stayed there, uniting with the revolutionary students, teachers
and cadres, and launching the greatest revolutionary changes on the
educational front that the world has ever seen. All these ac-
complishments are undeniable, Enver Hoxha notwithstanding.

Finally, on the leadership of the Party in the Cultural Revolu-
tion. The Cultural Revolution was led by the Party—in the only
form that was appropriate in the concrete conditions prevailing at
the time. It was led by the leading line in the Party and in the Cen-
tral Committee, the line of its Chairman, Mao Tsetung. The
general orientation of the Cultural Revolution was approved by a
bare majority of the Central Committee in 1966, and the task of
leading it was entrusted to the Cultural Revolution Group.** Mao
himself refers to having had to ‘‘bide my time’’ until he was able to
win a majority on the Central Committee to proceed with the
Cultural Revolution. Unlike Hoxha, however, we will not base our
opinion of the Cultural Revolution on whether or not it correspond-
ed to the established practice of conducting struggles within
Leninist parties. We say unequivocally that even—and in fact
especially—if the Cultural Revolution had been opposed by the ma-
jority of the Central Committee—that is, if the Central Committee
had been captured by revisionists—Mao would have had the
responsibility to call on the masses inside and outside the Party to
rebel against the Central Committee.

We would like to ask Enver Hoxha, what should the genuine
communists, the class conscious workers and the revolutionary
masses generally, do when the possibility of the triumph of revi-
sionism is imminent? And what stand should the genuine com-
munists and revolutionary masses take if a revisionist usurpation
of power does, in fact, take place? Would it have been acceptable to
Hoxha if the working class in the Soviet Union had risen up after
Khrushchev’s “secret speech” and overthrown him? Or what if
just prior to his coup the genuine Marxist-Leninists in the Soviet
leadership had mustered a bare majority on the Central Committee
and called for a Cultural Revolution? And what if the majority of
the working class was still unawakened to the imminent danger of
revisionism—would it be permissible for the Party leaders to turn
to the students and initiate a revolutionary struggle, or would it be
better to suppress and stifle them in the name of the ‘“‘hegemony of
the proletariat’’?! There can be no doubt that Hoxha’s whole line
of argument can only lead to one conclusion—that the revolu-
tionaries should not have taken to arms (or, for that matter;
relatively ‘“‘peaceful”’ political struggle).

Of course, Hoxha's arguments are wrapped in the mantle of be-
ing the strongest upholder of Marxism and Leninism, but his ef-
fort to put form (‘Leninist norms”’) above content (which class
these forms serve) really has much more in common with the
typical song and dance run out about ‘“democracy” in the
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bourgeois democratic countries than it does with the revoluti
Lgachmgs of Marx, Engels, Lenin and Stalin. It is againlgllltéopl)lgg
Llce.that Lenin heaped such scorn on—using the letter of Marxism
against the spirit of Marxism!

'At bottom, Hoxha opposes the Cultural Revolution and the line
o‘t Mao Tsetung because he prefers the line of those that the
(,ult;ur.al Revolution ousted! True, he mutters a few things about
opposing Liu Shao-chi and Teng Hsiao-ping, but there is no con-
tent to his criticism of Liu, and as for Teng and Hua’s line, Hoxha
starts and stops with the criticism of the “‘strategy of tile three
wor_ld‘s.” We shall see later that Hoxha’s line on the nature of
:;:zlallsm, of th c}assi struggle under socialism, is in its essentials

same revisionist line prom i i

S et e promoted by Liu and Teng, with a very
, Aptually, Hoxha does a very poor job in covering his own tracks
in hl.s book. rI.‘he very internal logic of it leads the reader to the con-
clusion that it would have been better if Liu Shao-chi’s forces (or
f)‘t‘,her pro-Soviet revisionists) had won out. If Mao Tsetung
I hought,; has been a variant of revisionism since 1935, why
shouldn’t support go to those who were his most consiste;lt op-
ponents? Hoxha claims that the Party as a whole was never Marx-
ist, that none of the various groups in the leadership (at least dur-
ing the.last decade; Wang Ming, of course, is another story) were
rsavolut;lonary. Then why Hoxha's professed concern that the
(:u!tural Revolution “liquidated both the Communist Party of
China, a‘nd the mass organizations”? If it is true that “‘in the
luad.er.shlp of the Communist Party of China there are no Marxist-
l.eninist revolutionaries’ ** then who cares if it is liquidated!

. But Hoxha’s concern about ‘“‘liquidation’ is real, not assumed
lu_ke his statement about ‘‘the mass organizations” being li-
quidated. It is not just that any mass organizations were wiped
out. After all only an imbecile could deny that the Cultural Revolu-
Lson created a whole myriad of new mass organizations—Red
(tuards, rebel worker groups and so on in the early phases—and
later _led to the reconstruction of the trade unions, women’s
organizations and others on the basis of the leadership of the line
of Mao and the Left. Thus it is clear that Hoxha’s real concern is
L!mt the.mass organizations under the domination of the line of Liu
bhao-ch'z——such as the Young Communist League—were defeated
unfd while he supports those organizations, Hoxha condemns wit};
l:h ::tl;:z ;;li .revolutwnary mass organizations brought forward in
, And further, if _the main problem with the Chinese Communist
Party was that it departed from ‘‘Marxism-Leninism” in the
revolution and in the construction of socialism (and by this Hoxha
means d.epartefl from the experience, the ways of doing things, in
the Soviet Union), shouldn’t support go to those in the Chin,ese
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Chﬁ](a)l).cha’s criticism of the Cultural Revolution results from his

ilure to understand the nature.: of soc.lahsm, “hls‘:
?nvzlgapfla}rsical world outloqk, and pra_gmatlsm. 'Intﬁlsli(r)lvgr:) . t?}}:e
planation” for the dramatic and tragic change In the of che
Albanian Party toward Mao and the Qultura}l Rev.olutiu:in,t oxha
inadvertently advertises the pragmatic basis which led to
“re-evaluation” of Mao Tsetung Thought.
Hoxha states:

j ine their [the Chinese’s] previous dubious ac-
iiI:)ri;dagsl vgell as tlllose observed in thg Cult}lral R?vo_lu—
tion, and especially the events foll?wlng this revo .ut?l)ln
up till now, the rises and falls of t}us or that group mth ‘i
leadership, today the group of Lin Piao, t;omorrcl)lvvth ae
of Teng Hsiao-ping, a Hua Kuo-feng, etc.,. . .a A E}s;
things impelled our Party to delve more deeply into t! (:
views and actions of Mao Tsetung and the Commdumsf
Party of China, to get a more thorough knowledge o

“Mao Tsetung thought.”’**

Later he adds:

otic development of the Culturgl.Revol‘utmn
anr{c‘l}:'(tascrle]zf;ults furtherp strengtheped the opinion, still no't;
fully crystallized, that Marxxsr.n-Le')mmsr.n wa}f tnc_>
known and was not being applied in (._‘,hlna, t aM in
essence, the Communist Party .of. China an(%39 ao
Tsetung did not hold Marxist-Leninist views. . .

Thus Hoxha makes clear his basic ou
ming up the question of Mao Tsetung.

It is clear that Hoxha did not like the “results’’ of the 1976 coup

’ i i i Hua and Teng’s policy of capitulation
d'etat in Ching, Do e EU.S. imperialism under the banner

" Hoxha’s own errors and

to and reactionary alliance wit )
of the strategy of the “‘three worlds.

tlook and orientation in sum-
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outlook made it impossible for him to analyze events in China from
the reference point of the class struggle in China and in particular
the struggle between the overall revisionist line of Hua and Teng
and the revolutionary line of Mao and the Four who fought beside
him. Rather than take up the task that history demanded of him, of
leading the defense of the accomplishments of the Chinese revolu-
tion and the contributions of Mao, he chose to proceed from the
“results” of the class struggle in China (defined in the most im-
mediate and narrow way) and work backward to try to find the
basis for them in the line and actions of the Marxist-Leninists
themselves.®®

They lost, therefore they must be wrong. This, in a nutshell, was
Hoxha’s starting point. Since Hoxha does not understand correct-
ly the dynamics of revolution, and especially the laws of the
development of socialism, it is inconceivable to him that revi-
sionism could triumph not primarily because of whatever mistakes
the revolutionaries may have made (for no one would deny that er-
rors of different sorts are inevitable) but because of the relative
strength of the contending classes'*

Unfortunately this has also colored the thinking of some genuine
Marxist-Leninists who, while upholding the contributions of Mao,
still proceed from the premise that since revisionists triumphed,
the reasons for their triumph must lie with the mistakes of the
revolutionaries.

Such a line of reasoning, on Hoxha's part at least, is tantamount
to denying that any real possibility of a capitalist restoration ex-
ists as long as the party remains ‘vigilant,” i.e., ruthlessly
prevents any factions, headquarters or fully developed lines in op-
position to the leadership from emerging within the party. The pro-
blem with this view, and why it runs into such sharp conflict with
the teachings of Mao, is that it separates the question of the strug-
gle in the party from any kind of genuine materialist—and dialec-
tical—analysis of the class struggle under socialism.

As Mao’s analysis of the class struggle under socialism
developed, it came more and more to focus on the question of a
bourgeois headquarters within the communist party itself. Let us
examine Hoxha’s attack on Mao’s views on the existence of two
lines in the party and the bourgeoisie in the party:

Mao Tsetung himself has advocated the need for the ex-
istence of “‘two lines” in the party. According to him,

*The reader might ask, if this is true how can Hoxha so uncritically uphold
Stalin when revisionism triumphed so shortly after his death? Indeed, this is a con-
tradiction in the Albanian line from which they run like the plague. What is most
noteworthy in their writings on this subject is their shallowness and inability to
provide any real explanation of the triumph of revisionism in the Soviet Union.
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phenomenon. Most importantly, Mao developed the theoretical
understanding of the necessity to fight the bourgeois line and the
ropoated efforts of the capitalist-roaders in the Party to establish a
bourgeois headquarters in the Party, usurp power in key areas of
tho Party and state, and prepare for an all-out assault on the pro-
lotarian leadership of the Party and state. Not only did Mao develop
this point in theory, he led the struggle to carry it out, most
wnpecially in the Cultural Revolution. To try to extrapolate from
this that Mao wanted to let the bourgeoisie be, that he was not mak-
ing war upon them, is at complete variance with the facts.*

Marzxist-Leninists have always upheld the philosophical thesis
that “‘freedom is the recognition of necessity.” Man's ability to
transform society or nature depends not primarily upon his will,
but upon his correct understanding of the objective world. For on-
ly in acting in accordance with the laws that govern society and
nature is he able to influence them. To say that Mao advocated the
bourgeois line and the emergence of bourgeois headquarters in the
party simply because he was the first, in an all-round and
mystematic way, to recognize the laws determining their existence,
muakes about as much sense as blaming Louis Pasteur for ad-
vocating the existence of viruses!

To carry this analogy a step further, it is because Pasteur was
able to discover the existence of viruses that he was able to
dovolop the first vaccine; similarly, it is because Mao discovered
the laws operating within socialist society that give rise to the
hourgeois line in the party that he was able to develop the policies,
Lho strategy and tactics, to defeat the bourgeois line and various
hourgeois headquarters, not once but repeatedly.

Hoxha may believe that he has made a brilliant contribution to
Marxism by applying the principle of an ostrich to continuing the
revolution under socialism. But actually all he is creatively apply-
ing is the same outlook as the petty-bourgeois humanitarian who
halioves that by refusing to recognize the division of capitalist
moclety into antagonistic classes he will make that antagonism
disappear.

In presenting his vulgarization of ‘‘Leninist principles” regard-
Ing the party and bandying about Stalin’s quote about the
“muonolithic party of the proletariat,” all Hoxha is doing is further
revealing his own anti-dialectical, metaphysical world view and
hence his own complete lack of understanding of the actual devel-
opment of any Marxist party. Hoxha claims that Leninist princi-
r o8 ‘'do not permit the existence of many lines, of opposing trends
n the communist party.” Brilliant! With one sentence Hoxha

* At the same time, Mao sometimes saw the necessity of, and even advocated,
putting known opportunists in certain positions within the Party for tactical
renanons. This is discussed below.
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wipes out the need to fight revisionism, dogmatism, Trotskyism
and every other conceivable deviation that might arise within the
ranks of the Party.

There is no revisionist ¢trend within the Albanian Party of Labor,
for instance? We don’t believe it! Even if Hoxha were adhering to a
Marxist-Leninist line, instead of himself championing a new revi-
sionist tendency, we still would not believe it. Despite Hoxha's
yammering about ‘Leninist principles,” Lenin and Stalin devoted
a great deal of attention to recognizing, battling against and
defeating all sorts of ‘“‘opposing trends” in the Bolshevik Party.

Actually what Hoxha is doing, in his typical and preferred man-
ner, is combining two into one, as opposed to the dialectical method
of dividing one into two. He takes the question of lines and trends
and confuses them with the related but separate question of fac-
tions. The existence of revisionist lines and trends in a party is not a
matter of anyone granting ‘‘permission.” They are an inevitable
reflection of class forces in society, whose existence is also not
dependent on the “‘permission” of Marxist-Leninists, but on the
material and ideological conditions in society—including remnants
of exploiting class society in the base and superstructure of socialist
society.

A revisionist faction in a party can be broken up, its ringleaders
expelled and so forth, but this will not and cannot mean that revi-
sionist tendencies and revisionist lines do not exist in the party.
Not only do they exist in the party as a whole, they exist in the
thinking of any one individual! The Albanian Party does sommer-
saults around this question, coming up with an eclectic formula-
tion which allows “class struggle” in the party but which denies
the existence of opposing lines. Quite an accomplishment! Ap-
parently Hoxha believes that by liquidating enemy agents,
bourgeois elements and degenerates early on he can prevent the
emergence of an enemy, alien and bourgeois line in the party—as if
the existence of a line were dependent on the access to typewriters!
Again it is Hoxha, not Mao, who is departing from Marxism-
Leninism, which teaches that the question of line, of the struggle
over line—which cannot but presuppose the existence of different
lines—is the soul of the party.

To give a few examples. In the imperialist countries the tenden-
cy toward revisionism—particularly in the form of economism, of
reducing the struggle of the workers to simply acquiring better
conditions for slaves in their slavery—is a pernicious and stubborn
tendency. Lenin laid bare the social basis for this trend in his
brilliant work What Is To Be Done? and in his later writings on im-
perialism. But simply because this tendency has been identified
and genuine Marxist-Leninists have committed themselves to a
ruthless and protracted struggle against it, does not mean that it
is not reflected within the Party as a line opposed to Marxism.

Ay
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Similarly, in many countries where the immediate task of the
working class and the party is to fight for the liberation of the na-
tion, tendencies toward narrow nationalism are a reflection of the
actual class forces arrayed in battle, and the communists in those
countries must wage a fierce struggle against these deviations in-
cluding and especially as they reflect themselves in the party
itself. Again, it is the recognition of the erroneous lines existing in
the party, understanding their class basis and historical roots,
that enables the Marxist-Leninists to combat and defeat them.
The question of “‘permission’ is not the point at all.

Is the existence of two-line struggle in the party incompatible
with the fact that ‘‘the Marxist-Leninist party is the party of the
working class only’’ as Hoxha puts it? °2 Only people incapable of
understanding dialectics find it so.

The communist party is the party of the working class because it
is guided by Marxism-Leninism—the ideology of the working
class; because the working class is the only class whose interests
lie in the overthrow of capitalism and all forms of exploitation and
oppression and in the realization of communism, and because the
organizational principles of the party, the ‘‘Leninist norms” if you
will, reflect the socialized character of production and
specifically of the proletariat’s role in production. In this sense,
and this sense only, it is correct to understand the communist par-
ty as the party of the working class.

The party, the working class, and Marxism-Leninism do not ap-
pear in a ‘““pure’’ form. This is obvious when looking at the working
class, for example. Only a small percentage of the workers in
capitalist society are conscious of their role as capitalism’s grave-
diggers. Furthermore there is division within the ranks of the pro-
letariat, along political, national, and economic lines—even though
all workers objectively share the same class interest. Thus to talk
of a “pure” proletariat would be the height of absurdity and
would, in fact, negate the very need for the communist party itself.
And it is no less absurd to talk of the “purity”’ of the party and of
Marxism-Leninism when examining the actual, concrete existence
of any particular party, or the line of any particular party. To do so
would exactly negate the need to carry out struggle in the party.
This is why Mao correctly ridicules the concept of ‘‘monolithic uni-
ty’’ of the party and of the international communist movement
(‘“some people seem to think that...the Party is not subject to
analysis, that is to say, it is monolithic and uniform....").%3

Let us examine the quote from Stalin that Hoxha hopes will
frighten his readers away from examining this subject critically,
from the standpoint of dialectics: ‘“The communist party is the
monolithic party of the proletariat, and not a party of a bloc of dif-
ferent elements of different classes.”

The above quotation is correct in one aspect and incorrect in
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another. As a scientific abstraction it can be useful to a degree, but
as an analysis of any particular party it is incorrect and harmful.
The political line and the organizational principles of the party
must proceed from the correct, scientific abstraction (which as
Lenin put it, reflects nature more ‘‘deeply, truly and completely”)
that the party is the party of the proletariat and only that class.
However the membership of the communist party does and must
include exactly ‘‘different elements of different classes.”’ True,
they must be brought into the party on the basis of adopting the
outlook and line of the proletariat, but can it be said that, in any
party, the intellectuals, for example, do not bring with them some
of the outlook, lines and organizational habits of the bourgeoisie
and the petty bourgeoisie? Don’t the peasants bring with them
aspects of the outlook of the small producer into the party? Is it
wrong to make a class analysis of the membership of the party and
(in a dialectical, not mechanical way) use such a class analysis to
help understand what deviations are likely to arise and how they
must be fought? Of course all members of the party, including
workers, bring various kinds of bourgeois ideology and political er-
rors with them when they join the party; hence Mao’s sarcastic
remark, “It seems as if people have to be 100% Marxists once they
are in the Party.” ®* There are no “100% Marxists,”” not Enver
Hoxha, and not his hero Wang Ming, who first raised a big
hullabaloo in the early 1930s, declaring himself and a handful of
students returned from Moscow to be ‘“100% Bolshevik.”

Does the recognition that the party is not ‘‘monolithic,” that it
is, in fact, full of contradictions reflecting the class relationships in
society and the class makeup of the party itself, negate the need to
struggle against factionalism or the principle that the party can
only be led by a single line? Again, this provides a problem only for
the metaphysicians, not for Marxist-Leninists.

The recognition that the party contains two lines within it, in a
fundamental sense the bourgeois and proletarian lines, is at the
same time a recognition that one of these lines must be dominant,
in other words, principal, and as such determine the character of
the party. It is also a recognition of the possibility of the two
aspects being reversed, of the party going revisionist. As long as
the leading line in the party—that is, the collective line of the party
and the leadership as reflected in its theories, its policies, its press,
etc.—is Marxist-Leninist, then it is correct to refer to that party as
Marxist-Leninist, as a party of the working class. For such a party
to remain a Marxist-Leninist party means exactly to wage a
vigorous and relentless struggle against all manifestations of the
incorrect line. The recognition of this necessity is at the same time
a recognition of the need to combat and break up bourgeois fac-
tions as they emerge in the party.

The history of the international communist movement makes
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clear the need to carry on struggle in this manner, to defeat at-
tempts by organized, revisionist groupings within the party to
seize control of the party and implement a revisionist line. This
was the main task of the Cultural Revolution, to seize power from
the top capitalist-roaders and to defeat and break up their revi-
sionist headquarters. Hence the absurdity of Hoxha trying to use
the Cultural Revolution to ‘“‘prove’” that Mao ‘‘permitted” the ex-
istence of bourgeois headquarters in the party.

At the same time, to recognize the existence of two lines in the
party and the social basis for the existence of two lines, is also to
recognize that the formation of bourgeois opposition factions in
the party is not an accidental or freak phenomenon but an in-
evitable part of the class struggle and the party’s development.
Wherever incorrect tendencies exist, wherever an incorrect line ex-
ists in embryo (and this inevitably will happen for the reasons sum-
marized), sooner or later individuals will come forward to cham-
pion these tendencies, to formulate them into a complete and
developed line and program, and fight to have this incorrect line
replace the Marxist-Leninist line of the party. Understanding this
enables, and does not hinder, the party and all its bodies and
members to more quickly recognize this process as it (repeatedly)
develops and to take resolute action against it.

Factionalism is itself the manifestation of the incorrect line. It
reflects the divisive, competitive and dog-eat-dog nature of capi-
talism, as opposed to the solidarity and cooperation characteristic
of the workers as a class. As such, factionalism must be fought by
Marxist-Leninists, as Mao did with his famous three do’s and
three don’ts:

Practice Marxism, not revisionism; unite, don’t split; be
open and above board, and don’t intrigue and conspire.

But as the revolutionaries in China also pointed out (see Wang
Hung-wen’s Report on the Constitution to the Tenth Party Con-
gress), the latter two ‘“do’s and don’ts” are dependent on the
first.?s Marxist-Leninists seek unity and have no need to intrigue
and conspire; their strength lies in the fact that their line correctly
reflects objective reality, is in the interests of the great majority of
the people, and leads to advancing the revolution. Therefore the
more the correct Leninist principles of inner-party life are adhered
to, the more advantageous it is to the correct line overall. It is ob-
vious that those who uphold a bourgeois line will inevitably go in
for splits and for intrigues and conspiracies, for it is in this arena
where they find their strength, just as they fear open political
struggle like the plague. Thus it is not a question of ‘‘permitting”’
factionalism, intrigues and conspiracies in the party, but of
recognizing that the struggle against this is part of “practicing
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Marxism, not revisionism,” and alerting the party members and
masses to the truth that those who follow an incorrect line cannot
and will not abide by Marxist-Leninist organizational principles
and that vigilance must be maintained. Hoxha’s insistence on the
existence of ‘‘monolithic unity’’ in the party is a reflection of his
refusal, in theory and practice, to make the division of one into two
the starting point and basis of his analysis.

Closely linked to this is his adoption in fact of the line of the
“Deborin school” of philosophy. (This school is named after a
Soviet philosopher, of some prominence in the 1920s especially,
who preached, among other things, that a contradiction does not
necessarily exist throughout the whole process of development of a
thing but only arises at a certain stage of its development. For ex-
ample, the Deborin school of philosophy held that there was no
contradiction within the “Third Estate’’—those forces who oppos-
ed the nobility and the clergy—during the French Revolution, but
that the contradiction between the workers and capitalists only
emerged later as capitalist production further developed.} Mao
Tsetung attached great importance to the struggle against the
Deborin school and pointed out in his famous work On Contradic-
tion that:

Deborin’s idealism has exerted a very bad influence in
the Chinese Communist Party, and it cannot be said
that the dogmatist thinking in our Party is unrelated to
the approach of that school.®®

Thus it is not surprising that Hoxha, in wildly attacking Mao’s
line and trying to reverse the judgment of history on Wang Ming,
would find refuge in the philosophical school in which Wang Ming
was a pupil.

How can the phenomenon of the emergence and triumph of revi-
sionism be explained without examining the internal contradiction
within the party, the contradiction between two lines? Either one
has to eliminate the internal contradiction altogether and portray
it simply as the capturing of the party by external forces, or (and
what really amounts to the same thing) argue that the internal con-
tradictions in the party only appear at a certain stage in its
development as a result of external pressures, the ‘“mistakes’ of
the revolutionaries and so on. Either explanation is metaphysics.

Stalin denied the contradiction, the two lines, in the party. He
did not ‘“permit”’ it. Yet this did not prevent the rise of
Khrushchevite revisionism. Were the masses in the Soviet Union
better armed to understand what had happened and what had to be
done because of these mistakes of Stalin? Of course, it is one thing
for Stalin to have been one-sided in explaining the life of the party
under socialism when there was no previous experience of a genu-
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ine communist party that had succeeded in making revolution,
turning into its opposite (into a bourgeois party) and restoring
capitalism.* But it is quite another thing for Hoxha to insist on
ropeating and raising to the level of principle these mistakes of
Stalin when historical experience provides the basis for correcting
them, and when in fact they have been summed up and advanced
heyond by Marxist-Leninists, above all by Comrade Mao Tsetung.

When opportunism triumphed in the Second International dur-
ing World War 1, Lenin was able, by applying the science of dialec-
Lics, to trace the development of the contradiction that led to its
betrayal and show its social and historical roots. He showed how
social democracy had divided into a revolutionary and an oppor-
tunist wing, how this phenomenon had its material basis in the
creation of a labor aristocracy in the imperialist countries, and how
the long period of peaceful, legal work had, on the one hand, led to
the social democratic parties becoming mass parties of the workers
in Europe, and on the other hand provided a strong pull toward the
ndoption of philistine, parliamentary practices and outlook on the
part of most of the leadership of these parties. He showed how,
;/vith the outbreak of the first world war, the opportunist boil

wrst.

Hoxha cannot explain the rise of Khrushchevite revisionism
because he refuses to recognize that the contradictions in the inter-
national communist movement did not emerge with Khrushchev’s
coup, but only exploded then. And so, Hoxha’s “‘great contribu-
Lion’’ lies in negating the real advances that have been made in the
lust twenty years in the struggle against revisionism and insisting
that every wrong formulation, every error, and the ideological
basis for these errors, be enshrined as holy writ, and that everyone
who refuses to go along be condemned as a heretic.**

*The possible exception to this is Yugoslavia, but it is highly questionable in
thut case that socialism had ever been established, or that the League of Com-
munists of Yugoslavia had ever been Marxist-Leninist.

* * While this is not the place to provide an overall critique of Hoxha's political
lino, it is worthwhile to indicate what some of the other errors are that Hoxha is
detormined to enshrine. The complete and uncritical endorsement of the line of
Dimitroff and the Seventh Congress of the Communist International; the thesis
Stalin advanced in the early 1950s that the imperialist bourgeoisie had *'dropped
the national flag” and it was incumbent on the working class to pick up the na-
tional flag and be the best fighters for the nation—even in the imperialist coun-
tries; the failure to recognize and take into account the fact that the storm center
of roevolution shifted from the West to the East (to the colonial and semi-colonial
countries) in the decades following World War 2—these are all examples of cases in
which Hoxha continues to uphold wrong theses and to defend them against the
further advances of Marxism-Leninism.
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Finally, in answering Hoxha’s attacks on Mao’s line on the par-
ty, it is necessary to try to unravel some of the confusion he
spreads about Mao’s policies on dealing with inner-party struggle.
Hoxha chooses to quote Mao:

Thus. . . we have two hands to deal with a comrade who
has made mistakes: one hand to struggle with him and
the other to unite with him. The aim of this struggle is
to uphold the principles of Marxism, which means being
principled; that is one aspect of the problem. The other
aspect is to unite with him. The aim of unity is to offer
him a way out, to reach a compromise with him [which
means being flexible].®

In addition to leaving off Mao's definition of compromise (‘‘which
means being flexible”’), Hoxha also wipes out Mao’s conclusion:
“The integration of principle with flexibility is a Marxist-Leninist
principle, and it is a unity of opposites.’’ ®8

First of all, it should be pointed out that Mao is specifically not
talking about the die-hard counter-revolutionaries in the Party,
about those who head up bourgeois factions. He says this
specifically one paragraph before the one that Hoxha quotes:

However, dealing with persons of another type is dif-
ferent. Towards persons like Trotsky and like Chen Tu-
hsiu, Chang Kuo-tao and Kao Kang in China, it was im-
possible to adopt a helpful attitude, for they were incor-
rigible.?®

(Here again we see Hoxha'’s brilliant polemical style at work. Ac-
tually, he accomplishes two things: one, he forces any serious
reader to try to find the original material, for without doing so it is
impossible to understand what Mao is saying from Hoxha’s
“Quotes’’; second, he reveals the utter bankruptcy of his own
views, which even he realizes cannot stand up to a head-to-head
confrontation with Mao Tsetung Thought.)

Thus it is quite clear that Mao is not advocating unprincipled
unity with die-hards. And his real point takes on much more
significance when the context of his speech is examined, specifical-
ly a talk to the Moscow Meeting of Representatives of the Com-
munist and Workers’ Parties in 1957. For it was at this meeting
that Mao was leading a very complex struggle to defend the prin-
ciples of Marxism-Leninism, a struggle which involved tactical
compromises with Khrushchev on the one hand, and also a
vigorous effort to win over and find common ground with as many
as possible of the more than 60 communist parties present. Mao’s
point is clear even if made in somewhat Aesopian language.
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Hoxha also lambasts Mao for proposing in 1956 ‘‘the election of
various leaders of right and left factions to the Central
Committee.”’ 1°° Enver Hoxha chooses not to divulge the names of
these leaders, because they would add another hole in his
argument—since one of these leaders was none other than our old
friond Wang Ming, the ““100% Bolshevik” whose line Hoxha’s
dovetails with, Furthermore, Hoxha will run into problems describ-
ing why Lenin and Stalin from time to time agreed to the election
of loading opportunists to the Central Committee. First off, it is
correct to try to win over former leading representatives of incor-
recl lines; second, it is not always possible, nor necessarily ad-
virable, to remove opportunist leaders of the party at any par-
ticular time. For example, it may be the case that these leaders
have not yet been exposed and still command a social base, a base
which can be greatly eroded by allowing a given struggle to go on
for a particular amount of time. This was the case, in many
respects, with the struggles Stalin waged against both the Right
and the “Left” in the twenties and early thirties. Furthermore, it
muy be the case that a particular leading revisionist is not the prin-
clpul exponent of the revisionist line at any one time and that to
launch attack on two or more fronts could lead to defeat. Of course,
ofton in the history of the international communist movement it
haw buen necessary to fight on several fronts simultaneously, but
there have also been many instances, from the time of Marx and
Iingols on, in which there was clearly one internal struggle on
which the revolutionaries had to focus their attention, and to have
done otherwise could have had serious consequences. We do not
know all of the particular reasons why Mao considered it advisable
to olect Wang Ming and Li Li-san to the Central Committee in
1906, but it is clear that such an action can hardly be said to have
violuted any sacred principle of Marxism, any more than the elec-
tlon of Trotsky to the Central Committee of the Bolshevik Party
ropoatedly until his final fall in 1927. Or does Hoxha believe that
l.onin and Stalin really didn’t understand Trotsky’s true nature?

L.ot us look at Mao’s reasoning on this question, as laid out in his
mpooch to a preparatory meeting for the Eighth National Congress
of the Chinese Communist Party. He advocates re-electing Li Li-
san and Wang Ming to the Central Committee seats which they
hold. These are, of course, two prominent exponents of lines which
had seriously bad consequences for the Party in its history. Fur-
ther, Mao has no illusions about their present lines, particularly
that of Wang Ming, who had attempted to back-track on his self-
¢riticism of his past errors. In fact, Mao says, ‘. . .it is not a ques-
tion of whether Wang Ming and Li Li-san will mend their ways,
that does not matter very much.” 1°* Rather,

The heart of the matter here is that they are not just a
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few isolated individuals but represent a substantial part
of the petty bourgeoisie. China is a country with a huge
petty bourgeoisie. A considerable part of the petty
bourgeosie vacillates . . . .[He goes on to talk about the
different strata of the Chinese petty bourgeoisie.] What
does our election of these two persons representing the
Wang Ming and Li Li-san lines signify? It signifies that
we treat those who have made ideological mistakes dif-
ferently from those who are counter-revolutionaries and
splittists (people like Chen Tu-hsiu, Chang Kuo-tao, Kao
Kang and Jao Shu-shih). Wang Ming and Li Li-san went
about their subjectivism and sectarianism in an open
way and with a great fanfare, trying to overwhelm peo-
ple with their political programmes. ... Therefore the
question of Wang Ming and Li Li-san is not just a ques-
tion of two individuals, what is important here is that
there are underlying social causes.!®?

Mao goes on to point out that the presence of these two on the
Seventh Central Committee (elected in 1945) has not caused the
proletariat any loss of consequence: *‘We did not fail in our revolu-
tion, nor was our victory delayed by a few months [speaking of the
victory of 1949] just because we had elected Wang Ming and Li Li-
san,”’ 103

Mao explains further:

Their mistakes on the Party line are known all over the
country and throughout the world, and the fact that
they are well known is precisely the reason for electing
them. . . . In a country like ours with its very large petty
bourgeoisie they are standards. If we elect them, many
people will say, ‘“The Communist Party continues to be
patient with them and is willing to give up two seats to
them in the hope that they will mend their ways.”
Whether they will or not is another matter, which is in-
consequential, involving as it does only the two of them.
The point is that in our society the petty bourgeoisie is
vast in number, that in our Party there are many
vacillating elements of petty-bourgeois origin and that
among the intellectuals there are many such vacillating
elements; they all want to see what will happen to these
test cases. When they see these two standards still
there, they will feel comfortable, they will sleep well and
be pleased. If you haul down the two standards, they
may panic.'®*

So there you have it. Mao’s open and shameless admission of
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proven opportunists into the party of the proletariat! Mao’s
reusoning has been quoted at length here, not only to combat Hox-
ha's misquoting and twisting of Mac’s statements, but because
thin particular case may cause questioning on the part of sincere
revolutionaries as well. But what is wrong with Mao’s thinking
here? In what way does it violate the principles of a Marxist-
l.oninist outlook or run counter to making revolution? It doesn’t
do so at all. Mao is saying that the presence of these two on the
(‘ontral Committee will not harm the revolutionary interests of the
proletariat, but will push the revolution forward in the particular
conditions of Chinese society.

They were well-known and in fact well-exposed, and this meant
that they were not in a position to do much harm at all. On the
othor hand, they were not (at that time) counter-revolutionaries or
splitters, but people who had very openly made ideological errors,
and in particular they had made just the sort of vacillatory errors
to which the petty bourgeoisie is prone. For this reason they stood
un symbols for China’s vast petty bourgeocisie, with whom, in
genoral, it was absolutely necessary for the proletariat to unite, to
mtruggle with in a non-antagonistic way, and to gain the leadership
of, if the revolution in China was to be successful. (To fully grasp
(this necessity, remember that most of China’s hundreds of millions
of pousants were part of the petty bourgeoisie.) So to keep these
two on the Central Committee would do no harm to the revolution
{and indeed it would be hard to make the case that their presence
did do any damage). But on the other hand, to knock them down
tould cause some damage, for it would cause unease and alarm in
their social base, at a time when the Communist Party was trying
{0 unite with and win over that base.

But, it might still be asked, even if the Chinese Communist Par-
Ly was trying to win over this base, why did this necessitate put-
ting petty bourgeois representatives on the Central Committee of
the proletarian party? For isn’t this organization supposed to be
exnctly a party of the proletariat, and isn’t this in fact turning it
Into “‘a party of a bloc of elements of different classes” (to use
Mtalin's words which Hoxha quotes)?

"T'o these questions there are several answers. In the first place, it
must be pointed out that the presence in the party, and even on the
central committee, of persons who are in effect functioning as
reprosentatives of the petty bourgeoisie does not make the party a
bloe of elements of different classes—that is, it does not necessari-
ly change the basic character of the party as the representative
and vanguard of the proletariat and as having a proletarian line.
And it would have to be admitted by any objective observer that
the presence of Wang Ming and Li Li-san did not change the basic
character or line of the Chinese Communist Party in the period
after their line was exposed and defeated.
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Secondly, the specific circumstances of the Chinese revolution
must be borne in mind. The first stage of the Chinese revolution
was the new-democratic revolution—in other words, the pro-
letariat and its Party had first to lead and win a bourgeois-
democratic revolution whose targets were imperialism and
feudalism before it could go on to the socialist revolution (for, as
Mao said, the new-democratic revolutionis a bourgeois-democratic
revolution, but one which *“. . .is no longer of the old general type,
which is now obsolete, but one of a new special type”’—namely, it is
“ _an anti-imperialist and anti-feudal revolution of the broad
masses of the people under the leadership of the proletariat”).'*
Given this fact, it was inevitable that people would come into the
Party—which was leading this bourgeois-democratic revolution of
a new type—who were genuinely revolutionary at that time and
even avowed acceptance of communism but had not really
assimilated Marxism-Leninism, and who in fact represented the
petty bourgeoisie more than the proletariat. This was a necessity
for making revolution in China, and to pretend that it was not
shows nothing but a lack of historical knowledge or a desire to
escape reality. Given that it was a necessity, wasn't it far bet-
ter—and far more Marxist—to admit the fact and deal with it (as
Mao did) rather than pretend that it wasn't there and talk only of
the monolithic purity of the party?

Thirdly, even where a revolution does not face the specific cir-
cumstances faced in China, the pretense of the monolithic purity of
its revolutionary party—including after state power is gained—is
only that: a pretense. Lenin recognized this very well:

Under Soviet rule, your proletarian party and ours
will be invaded by a still larger number of bourgeois in-
tellectuals. They will worm their way into the Soviets,
the courts, and the administration, since communism
cannot be built otherwise than with the aid of the hu-
man material created by capitalism, and the bourgeois
intellectuals cannot be expelled and destroyed, but must
be worn over, remoulded, assimilated and re-educated,
just as we must—in a protracted struggle waged on the
basis of the dictatorship of the proletariat—re-educate
the proletarians themselves, who do not abandon their
petty-bourgeois prejudices at one stroke, by a miracle,
at the behest of the Virgin Mary, at the behest of a
slogan, resolution or decree, but only in the course of a
long and difficult mass struggle against mass petty-
bourgeois influences.*¢

What! Bourgeois intellectuals will invade the proletarian party!
And they cannot be expelled or destroyed! But then, we must
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pemember that it is the well-known liberal Lenin speaking here,
and not a model of steel-like proletarian purity like Enver Hoxha.
Of course it would be preferable not to have to make such com-
promises. But revolutions, the cloud-dwelling Mr. Hoxha aside,
are made precisely through and amidst such tactical com-
yomises—even within the party of the proletariat. What does
loxha say about the election of Trotsky to the Sixth Central Com-
mittoe of the Bolshevik Party in August 1917? Didn’t Lenin know
him for what he was? Can it be argued that he was ‘‘pure pro-
latarian’’? Or wasn't it precisely the case that uniting with him in-
volved compromises, not the least of which was making him a
lending figure, in order to win over his social base, which was, in its
outlook and to no small degree in its class composition, more petty-
hourgeois than proletarian? And weren’t many of these people ad-
mitted into the Party along with Trotsky?*
Finally, there is the following heretical passage, in which Mao is
talking about this same matter:

Does their election mean encouragement for people
who have made mistakes? ‘‘Now that people who have
made mistakes are on the Central Committee, let us all
make mistakes, then we too will have a chance of being
elected!”’ Will this happen? No it won’t. Look, not one of
our seventy or so Central Committee members has gone
out of his way to make a few mistakes in order to get re-
olected . . . Their mistakes on the Party line are known
all over the country and throughout the world, and the
fact that they are well known is precisely the reason for
olecting them. What can you do about it? They are well
known, but you who have made no mistakes or have
made only small ones don’t have as big a reputation as
theirs.

lHoxha quotes part of this, and he is shocked. His pristine con-
aclousness is scandalized. Well, what can we do about it? It seems
an utter lack of humor is part of the ‘“Marxist-Leninist [sic]
culture” that Hoxha takes Mao to task for departing from.**

* () course Trotsky also had organizational skills which the Bolsheviks wanted
{0 use In leading the revolution, and of course Trotsky had made a self-criticism
and formally repudiated his past errors (as had Wang Ming and Li Li-san).

* *'Phe ‘'heretical passage”’ from Mao quoted above is from pp. 321-322 of his
Neluoted Works, Vol. 5. Hoxha (Imperialism and the Revolution, p. 106) complains
that articles written under Mao's leadership “were full of typically Chinese
steraotyped formulas,” which made them hard for Albanian theoreticians to
understand, “. . . because we are used to thinking, acting and writing according to
the traditional Marxist-Leninist theory and culture.”
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Or we might even look a little closer to (Hoxha’s) home. After all,
the revolution in Albania first went through the stage of being, as
it is officially described, “‘an anti-imperialist democratic revolu-
tion,”” which established ‘‘the new democratic order” in Albania.l??
Isn’t it just possible that some people were admitted into the par-
ty who had not fully assimilated Marxism-Leninism, who were ob-
jectively bourgeois democrats or representatives of the petty
bourgeoisie? But we do not have to go simply on conjecture. The
Constitution of the People’s Republic of Albania (now superseded
by a new one adopted in 1976) had one reference to the Party:

The more active and conscientious citizens of the work-
ing class and of the working masses join the ranks of the
Albanian Party of Labour, the vanguard organization of
the working class and of all the working masses in their
endeavours to build the bases of socialism and the
leading nucleus of all the organizations of the working
masses, social as well as the state.’*®

Did this mean that the PLA was not ‘“‘the party of the working
class only’’? This point is explained a little more in the official
History of the Party of Labor of Albania, speaking of the First
Congress of the Communist Party of Albania, held in 1948:

The 1st Congress decided to change the name of the
Party from the Communist Party of Albania to the Par-
ty of Labor of Albania (PLA). This change was dictated
by the social composition of the country and the Party
and did not damage its character or aims. In Albania the
bulk of the population (about 80%) was composed of
peasants. This was reflected in the Party, too, where the
overwhelming majority of its members were toilers of
the soil.1°®

Well at least under Mao’s leadership the communists did not
rename their party the “Workers’ and Peasants’ Party of China”
or the “‘Chinese Toilers’ Party’’!

It is not, of course, that a truly Marxist-Leninist communist par-
ty cannot, under certain circumstances, have the majority of its
members drawn from the peasantry or other strata of the petty
bourgeoisie. The point is that here we have Hoxha verging at one
point on thinking that the character of a party depends on its
“‘social composition” (so that a party in a mainly peasant country,
and composed mostly of peasants, must be a workers’ and
peasants’ party rather than a proletarian party)—and the PLA has
never criticized itself on this score and continues to keep its
“labor”’ name. For Hoxha to do this at one point, and then to call
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down thunderbolts from heaven when Mao deals with the question
of representatives of the petty bourgeoisie in a ruling communist
party, is a rather glaring instance of Hoxha’s hypocrisy and his
totally unprincipled and non-Marxist method of argument and
polemic.

Perhaps most silly of all Hoxha's charges against Mao and the
Chinese Communist Party are his combination of his own
bureaucratic and metaphysical approach to inner-party struggle
with hypocritical appeals to the forms of democracy in the party.
He says the Chinese leaders, acting ‘‘with guile,”” “have not made
public many documents necessary for one to know the activity of
their party and state. They were and are very wary of publishing
their documents.’” 110%

If ever in the history of socialist states it has been possible to get
a thorough view of the line of a party, of how that line has
developed in combat against other erroneous lines, of how that line
has been manifested in every sphere of revolutionary activity, it
has been the Communist Party of China.** One would like to re-
mind Hoxha of the saying, ‘“‘people who live in glass houses
shouldn’t throw stones.”” The fact is that it is impossible to get any
clear picture at all of the struggle over line in Albania, specifically
the actual terms of battle between the leadership of the PLA and
the various opposition groups that have formed and been defeated
in that party. With few exceptions, all their documents say is that
this or that ‘‘foreign agent,” ‘‘degenerate,”’” and so-and-so tried to
subvert the party. As to what the political content of the opposing
lines are—at least beyond the briefest and most superficial
characterization—is anybody’s guess. And if Hoxha wishes to say
that there have been no revisionist lines in the PLA we will say
again, we don’t believe it and nobody else really believes it
either—not even your sycophants.

*In this same section Hoxha raises the puzzling remark that Mao’s four
volumes “‘are carefully arranged in such a way that they do not present an exact
picture of the real situations that developed in China” but dares not offer one
shred of evidence to back up this contention. The reason that Hoxha does not care
to pursue this argument is that the source is in none other than the Soviet press.
See, for example, “The Philosophical Views of Mao Tsetung.”’'!! This same article
also includes many of Hoxha's other slanders against Mao such as “racism” and
so on. Similarly, Hoxha raises a hue and cry that ‘“The congress of the party, its
highest collective organ, has not been convened regularly,” putting form over con-
tent and reminding one more of a bourgeois parliamentarian than a communist.
(And by the way, one might ask Hoxha, the mighty and uncompromising upholder
of the regularity of party congresses, why it was that the Communist Party of
Albania did not hold its first congress until 1948, some seven years after it had
been founded and more than three years after the liberation of the country.)

* *The same could be said for the USSR in the early years of socialism, but from
the time of the mid-1930s on it becomes much more difficult to get an all-round pic-
ture of the line struggle in the USSR from the printed documents.




80 THE COMMUNIST

We have dealt at length with Hoxha's criticism of Mao’s line on
the nature of the party since Hoxha’s work is being advertised by
the orchestra he leads as universally applicable. Actually, it is
universally wrong. His thesis on the ‘‘monolithic unity of the par-
ty’’ is no more correct for parties out of power than for parties in
power. But it must be said that while many of the formulations he
offers and the mechanical thinking he promotes are wrong when
applied to parties out of power, they are a recipe for disaster when
applied to a party trying to lead a socialist state.

This is because the nature of the class struggle changes
qualitatively after the socialist revolution is victorious, especially
after the basic socialist transformation of the economic base is
completed. Under capitalism, the class struggle in the party is, to
use Hoxha’s own words, “a reflection of the class struggle going
on outside the Party. ..’ 1'2 But Hoxha does not draw a distinc-
tion between the struggle under capitalism and that under
socialism. He states that *“The party is not an arena of classes and
the struggle between antagonistic classes.” '** Really? What does
Hoxha consider Khrushchev's coup to have been? What, for exam-
ple, does he consider the period of intense struggle in the two years
after Stalin’s death in the top echelons of the Soviet party? Was
this not the struggle between antagonistic classes and didn’t it
take place within the communist party? Or, for that matter, what
about Stalin’s struggle against Trotsky, Bukharin and others in
the 1920s?—which lasted several years.

Actually, Hoxha’s analysis of this point has far more in common
with Hua Kuo-feng and Teng Hsiao-ping than he would care to ad-
mit. Upon seizing power, Hua & Co. launched a major theoretical
attack on Mao’s teaching that the bourgeoisie is ‘‘right in the com-
munist party.” Using a line of argumentation remarkably similar
to Hoxha'’s, Hua made a case that the class struggle in the party
was only a reflection of the class struggle in society as a whole.
While he gave lip service to some of Mao’s well-known quotations
on this subject, he blamed the “gang of four” (which as everyone
knows was led by Mao) for promoting the concept that the
bourgeoisie as a class existed within the party. According to both
Hua’s and Hoxha’s arguments, if this were true the party could
not be the party of the proletariat.** Hua Kuo-feng and Teng
Hsiao-ping’s motivations for taking this line were transparent.
They wanted to direct attention away from the main ringleaders of
the bourgeoisie as a whole, inside and outside the party, which
were none other than capitalist-roaders like themselves.

It is worthwhile to quote at length the Chinese Communist Par-
ty on this subject, at the time it was still under the leadership of
the revolutionary line of Mao and when the battle against the
capitalist-roaders in the Party was nearing its decisive showdown:
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The principal contradiction in the entire historical
perlqd of socialism is the contradiction between the pro-
letariat and the bourgeoisie. With the balance of class
forces having undergone a change, the class struggle
between the proletariat and the bourgeoisie finds ex-

pression in the Party in an increasingly profound and
acute way.!'®

~ Inthe ayticle quoted above and many others the revolutionaries
in tl_le _Chln.ese Party provide a materialist analysis of the con-
tradictions in socialism, especially the principal contradiction bet-
ween the prole@ar.iat and the bourgeoisie, a contradiction that Hox-
ha denies, claiming instead that under socialism ‘antagonistic
clasges and the oppression and exploitation of man by man are
abohs.hed”“" (abolished, apparently, because the new Albanian
constitution ‘‘does not permit”’ it!).
The Chinese Party article quoted above pointed out:

The revisionist line pushed by the capitalist-roaders in
the Party represents in a concentrated way the interests
of the old and new bourgeoisie and all other exploiting
clas_ses, and this determines the bourgeois nature of the
capitalist roaders. . . .

Economically, the reason why the capitalist-roaders
are the bourgeoisie inside the Party is that they repre-
sent thg decadent capitalist relations of production. In
the socialist period, the proletariat wants to constantly
trans',form those parts of the superstructure and the
relations of production which are not in harmony with
the socialist economic base and the productive forces
and carry the socialist revolution through to the end.
The capitalist—roaders in the Party, however, do
everything possible to preserve those parts of the
superstructure and the relations of production which
hamper the development of the socialist economic base
and the productive forces; their vain attempt is to
restore capitalism.!'?

Anot.;her art‘;‘icl(‘a _pgblished at around the same time (during the
campaign to “criticize Teng and beat back the right-deviationist
wind” in 1976) puts more flesh and bones on this point:

If lgadgrship over a department or unit is controlled by
c_apltallsp roaders who energetically push the revisionist
line, .socwlist production will turn into a movement to
;nultlply the value of capital with the pursuit of max-
imum profits as the only goal, a capitalist wage labor
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system. While the socialist system of ownership is
reduced to an ‘“‘outer shell,” it will actually become a
capitalist system of ownership under the control of
capitalist roaders, and the proletariat and the laboring
people will in fact lose this part of the means of produc-
tion.

Judging from the mutual relations between people,
the socialist system, which is not based on exploitation
and oppression of man by man, is one under which the
relations between cadres and masses and between the
higher and lower levels within revolutionary ranks
should be comradely relations of equality. But after all,

the three major differences [the difference between !

workers and peasants; between the town and the coun-
tryside; and between mental and manual labor] still ex-
ist and the old practice of division of labor in society and
the gradation system [differences in pay scale] exist,
and in these respects bourgeois rights still exist to a
serious extent. Even those bourgeois rights in the
mutual relations between people which must be
eliminated today, such as rigid gradation, lording it over
and being divorced from the masses, unequal treatment
of others, and so forth, often re-emerge after they have
been broken. If the leadership of certain departments is
usurped by capitalist roaders, they will strengthen and
extend bourgeois rights in the relations between people,
subject workers to ‘‘control, check, and repression,”
turn the socialist relations between people into
capitalist mercenary relations, and enforce the
bourgeois dictatorship. This situation is particularly ob-
vious in the Soviet Union of today.!!®

And the article continues:

The appearance of capitalist roaders within the Party
in the period of socialism is not strange at all.
Everything is divided into two. The political party of
the proletariat is no exception. So long as classes, class
contradictions and class struggle remain, such strug-
gles will inevitably be reflected in the Party. ‘“The
capitalist roaders are still on the capitalist road’’—this
will be a long-term historical phenomenon. Marxism is
different from revisionism in that the latter is afraid of
mentioning the existence of the class struggle in
socialist society, and particularly the appearance of the
bourgeoisie within the Party. Khrushchev, Brezhnev
and their like tried to deceive themselves and others
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with such fallacies as ‘“The party of the whole people”
and ‘‘the state of the whole people.” And Teng Hsiao-
ping is as afraid of hearing the term “‘capitalist roaders”
as Ah Q is of hearing others talk about the scab on his
head. This is because if they admit this fact, it is tanta-
mount to admitting that they themselves are the
bourgeoisie inside the Party and it means their destruc-
tion. This to them is both painful and unthinkable. The
proletarian revolutionary party and Marxists not only
dare to admit that the bourgeoisie may exist within the
Party but also dare to wage the Great Cultural Revolu-
tion and arouse the masses in airing views, putting up
big-character posters and holding mass debates in a
resolute struggle against capitalist roaders. For it is on-
ly in this way that we can consolidate the dictatorship of
the proletariat and prevent capitalist restoration and
finally send the bourgeoisie to its grave and realize com-
munism. The socialist revolution is a great revolution
aimed at burying the last exploiting class ever since
mankind came to existence. ‘“Living in such an era, we
must be prepared to wage a great struggle which has
many features different in form from those of the past.”
[Mao] This then requires us to apply the method of class
analysis to fully understand the features of class strug-
gle and the changes in class relations so as to make clear
this important problem—the bourgeoisie being in the
Party, persist in the exercise of overall proletarian dic-
tatorship over the bourgeoisie, and thus carry the
socialist revolution through to the end.!'®

The quotations appearing above represent, in a clear and concise
way, the line of Mao Tsetung on the nature of the class struggle
under socialism. It is this line that has been overthrown in China
and is now also under attack by Hoxha. And, of course, it has been
this line that has been feverishly attacked by the Soviet revi-
sionists all along. The Soviet, Albanian and Hua-Teng lines not on-
ly join together to attack Mao’s great contributions on this sub-
ject, but share a great many common features—above all, the
negation of dialectics. All three fail to analyze socialism (or what
they call “‘socialism”) from the standpoint of its internal contradic-
tions, and refuse—either openly in the case of the Albanians and
the Soviets, or not so openly but definitely in essence as in the case
of the current Chinese rulers—to recognize that throughout the en-
tire period of socialist transition there remain antagonistic classes.

Let us examine Hoxha's contention that there are no an-
{agonistic classes under socialism—i.e. the bourgeoisie as a class
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has been eliminated and there only remain ‘“remnants’’ and the in-
fluence of its ideology and so on. This thesis was first expounded
by Stalin, who declared that the bourgeoisie as a class had been
eliminated in the Soviet Union with the completion of the socialist
transformation of ownership. This formulation represented
a concentration of Stalin’s errors and revealed the ideological
basis—the tendency toward metaphysics—that mars his thinking.
But Stalin’s real heirs, the genuine Marxist-Leninists of the Soviet
Union and the revolutionary proletariat worldwide, were taught a
very bitter and tragic lesson. The bourgeoisie not only existed, but
it succeeded in making a comeback, capturing state power and
restoring capitalism. To Hoxha's attempt to resurrect this line
which has been disproved by history, one can only respond: “first
time tragedy, second time farce.”

But unfortunately, this farce is not a laughing matter. Stunned
by yet another bitter setback for the international pro-
letariat—namely, the temporary defeat of the revolution in
China—large numbers of Marxist-Leninists and revolutionary-
minded people have become disoriented. Hoxha offers them a lure,
the lure of metaphysics and idealism, and offers them a never-
never land where socialism never existed in China because Mao
“‘permitted’”’ the bourgeoisie to exist, so the defeat there amounts
to no defeat anyway. But in this fantasy land there is hope—if real,
genuine Marxist-Leninists seize power the race can yet be
won—marching steadily and ‘‘uninterruptedly,” the proletariat
will not have to go through chaos, fierce struggles and reversals,
but will arrive at the land of perpetual harmony and stability.

Well, Reverend Hoxha, your vision just won't wash. The working |
class and the people have had their fill of fairy tales and aren’t par- |
ticularly interested in another one from so-called communists. The
workers don’t want guarantees—soon they recognize that it is only |

fools and opportunists who offer them victory without the

po.ssibility of defeat—what the class-conscious workers do want is |
science, an explanation of the workings of society that will enable |

them to change the world in accordance with its laws.

' Let us return for a moment to the question of the Soviet Union, |
in the years before Khrushchev interrupted the “uninterrupted ad-
vance.” If there were no antagonistic classes, if there was no |

bourgeoisie, where did Khrushchev and the many followers he had
come from? Were they sons of landlords and former capitalists, or
perhaps “foreign agents”” smuggled into the Soviet Union from the
imperialist countries? Far from it, Khrushchev and his bunch were
raised under the red flag, were high officials in the communist par-
ty, and could out-quote Hoxha about the “purity” of Marxism-
Leninism.
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But they were a bourgeoisie. Not a fully developed bourgeoisie,
for that requires state power, but a bourgeoisie nevertheless.*
They grew up out of and thrived upon the remnants of the old
capitalist relations of production and distribution that still ex-
isted—and could not help but exist—not because Stalin ‘““permit-
ted”’ those capitalist relationships (although he did not recognize
them until the end of his life, and then only partially) but because
all of the “birthmarks’’ of capitalist society, economic, political
and ideological, cannot be eliminated at one stroke or willed out of
existence. They can only be dug away bit by bit, in accordance
with the further revolutionizing of production relationships and
the superstructure and, on this basis, the further advance in the
productive forces.

The revisionists in the Soviet Party, like their cousins in China,
throve on the vestiges of the old capitalist relations and in turn
became their political expression, fighting to preserve and expand
these same capitalist elements. Even while the proletariat was in
command of the Party and state and the revisionists were subject
to attack, the capitalist-roaders in the party were able to usurp
leadership in various units, ministries, factories, etc., as well as
key sections of the Party itself, cultural, educational and scientific
institutions, and so on throughout society. This is undeniable.

What relations does Hoxha think existed in those areas of
economic, social and political life dominated by the revisionists
prior to their seizure of nationwide power? Does he really believe
that in factories run by Khrushchev’s crew there was no element of
exploitation, of these bureaucrats privately appropriating the
fruits of the workers’ collective labor? Does he really believe that
these factories, for example, were completely—in content as well
as form—public property? Or was it not in fact the case that the
revisionists implemented to the greatest degree possible all the
policies that they were able to implement on a full and complete
scale only after they succeeded in seizing state power?

No, the revisionists are not classless bureaucrats with some
wrong thinking—they were and are capitalist elements sucking the
blood of the workers. Politically they tried to enforce a bourgeois

* Just as it is impossible for the bourgeoisie to exist, under socialism., in exagtly
the same manner that it does under capitalism, so too the term proletariat acquires
a different meaning. The proletariat under socialism is no longer.a ‘‘propertyless
class’’ as it is under capitalism and is no longer dominated by capital. But to dx:aw
from this that communists could no longer speak of a proletariat under soglahsm
would be the height of absurdity—and revisionism. The point is that with the
socialist revolution both the bourgeoisie and the proletariat exist, but take on
wome different characteristics than under capitalism. It is easy to see l.IOW ?he
dogmatist method (applying strict “Marxist” definitions to a'nalyze‘a situation
where those definitions are not strictly applicable) dovetails nicely with the revi-
sionist conclusion (no antagonistic classes).
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dictatorship in every realm where they held sway. They used their
strongholds in the cultural, educational and scientific fields to pro-
mote bourgeois ideology and combat Marxism-Leninism, to
prepare public opinion for the course they were determined to
follow. In the party, the pivotal point and concentrated arena of
the class struggle, they promoted revisionism, demanded the adop-
tion of lines and policies reflecting their own interests in develop-
ing as exploiters, and fought to wipe out the Marxist-Leninist line.

All this would seem very elementary in light of the actual
history of the victory of revisionism in the Soviet Union. But not
according to Enver Hoxha. In his idealist and metaphysical view,
the contradiction between the proletariat and the bourgeoisie only
comes into being after the revisionists have seized power. Once
again, the Deborin school of philosophy rears its ugly head. The
contradiction between the proletariat and the bourgeoisie, the an-
tagonism between the proletariat and the bourgeoisie, only
emerges at a certain point—full-blown and from the head of Zeus.
And this, no less, in a country where the revolutionaries did not
“permit”’ the existence of a bourgeoisie, of antagonistic classes, or
wrong lines in the Party!

Hoxha cannot understand the existence of the bourgeoisie under
socialism because he cannot penetrate beneath the surface of
things and understand their contradictory essence. He does not
understand the essence of capitalism—the domination of dead
labor over living labor, the private appropriation of the socialized
production of the working class—and instead can see only some of
the forms and effects of capitalist exploitation—joint stock com-
panies, interest payments, the fact that some people live in
dachaus and don’t ever do any manual labor, etc. Because of this
he cannot understand how a bourgeoisie can exist, whether permit-
ted or not, right within the party, in socialist society itself.

The role of the party itself under socialism is full of contradic-
tions. On the one hand, and principally, the party is the political
leadership of the working class, which leads it forward in making
revolution and attacking every vestige of the old society. But the
party is also, objectively, an administrative apparatus under

socialism. Most of the people exercising leadership over particular |

units are party members, the state planning is done under the
leadership of the party, and so forth. Similarly, the party must ex-
ercise all-round dictatorship in every sphere of society, and it is an
instrument of proletarian dictatorship, but at the same time the
existence of the party itself is in contradiction to the goal for which
the party is fighting—namely the elimination of all class distinc-
tions, and with it the need for any state or party. The party seeks
to eliminate all inequality, but finds itself in the position of having
to protect, even enforce, vestiges of inequality in the form of wage
differences, the division between mental and manual labor, and so
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forth, because the party is not free to simply will them out of ex-
istence. All these contradictions in the very role of the party under
socialism make possible the transformation of the Marxist-
lLeninist party into its opposite.

Mao’s important statement, ‘‘You are making the socialist
revolution and yet don’t know where the bourgeoisie is. It is right
in the Communist Party—those in power taking the capitalist
road,” could well be directed at Enver Hoxha. Hoxha would send
the workers on a wild goose chase looking for old exploiters who
have long been expropriated when the actual main target of their
class struggle is nestling in the very party itself. Instead of con-
centrating their efforts on uncovering and combatting those in-
stances in socialist society where public ownership and the leader-
ship of the party were a mere shell hiding a situation where the
directors and big shots were implementing a revisionist line and
trying to reduce the workers once again to the status of wage
slaves, Hoxha would have the Marxist-Leninists concentrate on
uncovering instances of petty exploiters illegally hiring labor and
so forth. Instead of directing the political struggle against the
lyourgeoisie in the party, as Mao did, Hoxha would direct it against
people like Sun Yat-sen’s widow and other old bourgeois
democrats because they occupied a formal position in a state body
that hasn’t met in years anyway and holds no real power. Of course
ull these secondary sources of capitalism and the bourgeois state
played their role in the reversal in China, as did similar forces in
Lhe Soviet Union, but they were not and could not have been the
main source of the bourgeoisie and were in fact only a significant
force insofar as they were commanded and led by the bourgeoisie
inside the Party.

In fact, at a certain stage in the development of the socialist
rovolution it becomes virtually impossible for the old bourgeoisie
(i.e. the particular members of the old exploiting classes) to make a
comeback—after all, they have been deprived of their means of pro-
duction, they have been under constant political attack, they have
grown old or died and they have become so politically discredited
that they command no support in society (and even many of their
own children have been won to support, or accept, socialism).
Stalin perceived this, he knew that the old henchmen of the Tsar,
the kulaks, the former factory owners, would never be able to
rogain power short of an imperialist invasion. But he drew exactly
the wrong conclusions—that the restoration of capitalism was im-
possible without an imperialist take-over, and the dictatorship of
the proletariat was only necessary to protect the socialist state
from external enemies. And it is essentially this line that Hoxha is
resurrecting, with a few of his own ‘‘shibboleths’” about the “‘con-
tradiction between the capitalist and socialist road,” ““class strug-
gle’’ (but no antagonistic classes!) and the “possibility of restora-
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tion still exists”—phrases the Albanian Party took from Mao
while never really absorbing his Marxist-Leninist line, the line
they are now attacking as revisionist.

Stalin’s recognition of the need to maintain the dictatorship of
the proletariat stood in sharp conflict with his theory of the disap-
pearance of the bourgeoisie and the non-existence of antagonistic
classes and antagonistic contradictions under socialism. While he
began to tackle some of the problems in this line in his Economic
Problems of Socialism in the USSR (written shortly before his
death), in which he corrected the view put forward in the 1930s
that there was no contradiction between the relations of produc-
tion and the forces of production under socialism, he still did not
reach correct conclusions on the nature of class struggle in the
USSR at that time. It remained for Khrushchev to ‘“‘resolve’’ the
contradiction in the Soviet line between the dictatorship of the pro-
letariat and the supposed non-existence of the bourgeoisie.
Khrushchev did this with his infamous theory of the ‘‘state of the
whole people.”’

After all, Khrushchev argued (and not unreasonably) that if
there is no bourgeoisie, if there are no antagonistic class relation-
ships, why is it necessary to maintain a dictatorship of the pro-
letariat, a state which by its very definition exists to exercise dic-
tatorship over, suppress by force, the bourgeoisie? Furthermore, if
the state is no longer needed to combat an internally generated
enemy, but only to fight the external imperialist enemy and the
foreign agents, saboteurs and so on who are dependent on this ex-
ternal enemy for their existence, couldn’t such a state be more ap-
propriately termed the state of the whole people, and actually
represent all the existing classes in Soviet society (the working
class, the peasantry and the socialist intelligentsia), and still fulfill
its functions against the external enemy? Of course, Stalin’s mud-
dle is infinitely preferable to Khrushchevite revisionism, but it
must be said that his muddle contained more than a few elements
that could be and were used by Khrushchev in constructing his
revisionist theories.

IV. Dialectics

We have attempted to show throughout this article that Enver |
Hoxha’s outlook is a metaphysical and idealist outlook. But it is

not necessary to extrapolate this from his political views; he con-
fesses quite openly and unabashedly to these views in his criticism
of Mao’s dialectical materialism,

Hoxha begins by making ridiculous charges against Mao, that
“he adheres to a metaphysical, evolutionary concept.”” But in try-
ing to “‘explain” Mao’s concept, Hoxha only reveals his own utter-
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ly metaphysical world view:

Contrary to materialist dialectics, which envisages pro-
gressive development in the form of a spiral, Mao
Tsetung preaches development in the form of a cycle,
going round in a circle, as a process of ebb and flow
which goes from equilibrium to disequilibrium and back
to equilibrium again, from motion to rest and back to
motion again, from rise to fall and from fall to rise, from
advance to retreat and to advance again, etc.’®

Mao, of course, never adhered to a metaphysical, evolutionary
concept at all. In his famous work “On Contradiction,” he
polemicizes directly against the “metaphysical or vulgar evolu-
tionist world outlook that sees things as isolated, static and one-
sided.”” He points out that ‘“They contend that a thing can only
keep on repeating itself as the same kind o_f thing ar}d gannot
change into anything different. In their opinion, ca.pltallst ex-
ploitation, capitalist competition, the individual%st ideology 'of
capitalist society, and so on, can all be found in anc1ent.slave socie-
Ly, or even in primitive society, and will exist forever
unchanged.” 1#!

In this passage, and indeed throughout the work, Mao makes a
thorough and profound criticism of the metaphysical outloqk, apd
it is obvious to anyone who reads it that Hoxha's characterization
of it is simply swill. But what is interesting is Hoxha's definition
of a “cycle” and how he tries to counterpose it to the concept of a
spiral.

pIt: is certainly true that things don’t repeat themselves in a “cir-
cle,” but it is just as true that things do go from ebb to flow, flow
to ebb: from advance to defeat and to advance again and so on.
Isn’t that how the mass movement develops in the capitalist coun-
tries? Yes, it is, and each “‘cycle,” if you will, does not lead back to
where it started but in fact, speaking generally, each represents an
overall advance in the movement. Isn’t it equally true that in a war
an army goes from advance to retreat and to advance aga‘.in? I‘t is
precisely through this cyclical process that thg overall direction,
progress, of the war works itself out. The same 18 geqerally true (_)f
any protracted, complex process. It is only in Albania (actually it
is only in Enver Hoxha’s mind) that the class struggle.and the
revolution develop “‘uninterruptedly” and go from one victory to
another, never suffering a defeat or setback or, God forbid, periods
of turbulence and ‘‘chaos.”

While Hoxha is burning Mao’s books, he should burn M_at:x’s
Capital as well for that work (always upheld by Max:xist’-Lemm'sts
as the classic example of the application of dialectics) is teeming
with examples of things that work themselves out not in endless,
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unchanging repetition but whose forward motion comes about
through cycles. For instance, there is the circulation of capital
itself, whose formula is M-C-M’, from money to commodity to
money, which Marx describes as ‘‘the restless never-ending pro-
cess of profit-making,” or as “‘the circular course of capital,” and
of which he says, ‘“This process as a whole constitutes therefore
the process of moving in circuits.” *22 But yet it is this process of
“never-ending’’ cycles which is also the process of the accumula-
tion of capital, the process of movement from competitive
capitalism to monopoly capitalism, etc. Or there are the crises
which recur cyclically in capitalism, but through the cyclic recur-
rence of which capitalism moves toward its final end. The point is
that although these processes take place in cycles, these are not
cycles which endlessly return to their beginning points, but what
is happening is actually a spiral, and it is precisely through such
cycles and circuits that all development takes place and
qualitative leaps are made.

It is worthwhile to quote Mao’s brilliant summary of the Marx-
ist theory of knowledge as an excellent example of the correct use
of dialectics:

Discover the truth through practice, and again
through practice verify and develop the truth. Start
from perceptual knowledge and actively develop it into
rational knowledge; then start from rational knowledge
and actively guide revolutionary practice to change
both the subjective and the objective world. Practice,
knowledge, again practice, and again knowledge. This
form repeats itself in endless cycles, and with each cycle
the content of practice and knowledge rises to a higher
level. Such is the whole of the dialectical-materialist
theory of knowledge, and such is the dialectical-
materialist theory of the unity of knowing and doing.!2?

Thus Mao is clearly putting forward the process of rising to a
“higher level” through a series of endless cycles—a spiral! Hoxha
confuses the point because the only kind of “spiral” he can under-
stand is one with all of the curves removed. Anyone who thinks
that a spiral doesn’t contain cycles must be literally as well as
politically blind.*

*We would suggest that Hoxha take his crusade against circles to Lenin, who
wrote in his work “On the Question of Dialectics” (a five-page article which Hoxha
quotes but has obviously not read): “Human knowledge is not (or does not follow) a
str:aigll}tl zl4ine, but a curve, which endlessly approximates a series of circles, a
spiral.”’ !*
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Dismissing Hoxha’s attempt to paint Mao as an astrologist and
a believer in ancient mythology with the lack of comment it
deserves, we will proceed to examine one of his more serious
arguments against Mao. In a typical Hoxhaite compilation of lies
and his own muddled thinking, Hoxha says:

Mao Tsetung negates the internal contradictions in-
herent in things and phenomena and treats development
as simple repetition, as a chain of unchangeable states
in which the same opposites and the same relationship
between them are observed. The mutual transformation
of the opposites into each other, understood as a mere
exchange of places and not as a resolution of the con-
tradiction and a qualitative change of the very
phenomenon which comprises these opposites, is used
by Mao Tsetung as a formal pattern to which
everything is subject.!2?

Well what have we here! Hoxha, who denies the existence of two
lines in the party, who denies the existence of antagonistic classes
under socialism, has mounted a high horse to accuse Mao Tsetung
of negating the internal contradictions in things! This charge
almost equals his brilliant thesis that Mao is a “‘racist’”” which he
then follows by offering example after example of his own
chauvinism and narrow nationalism! This statement is truly like
that of the thief who hollered, ‘“There is no gold buried here!”

But leaving aside this ridiculous charge as well as Hoxha’s at-
tempt to reintroduce his ‘‘theory of circles”” and pin it on Mao, we
come to the heart of the question—Hoxha’s contention that the
“mutual transformation of opposites into each other’’ means “‘a
resolution of the contradiction and a qualitative change of the very
phenomenon which comprises the opposites.”” Well, Hoxha is half
correct, which is a huge improvement over most of his statements.
The transformation of things into their opposites does indeed
mean that a qualitative change has taken place. Unfortunately for
Hoxha's polemic, however, he is unable—except by mere asser-
tion—to show where Mao denies this. Mao not only has not denied
it, he explains it, and, unlike Hoxha, correctly:

We often speak of the ‘‘new superseding the old.”” The
supersession of the old by the new is a general, eternal
and inviolable law of the universe. The transformation
of one thing into another, through leaps of different
forms in accordance with its essence and external con-
tradictions—this is the process of the new superseding
the old. In each thing there is contradiction between its
new and its old aspects, and this gives rise to a series of
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struggles with many twists and turns. As a result of
these struggles, the new aspect changes from being
minor to being major and rises to predominance, while
the old aspect changes from being major to being minor
and gradually dies out. And the moment the new aspect
gains dominance over the old, the old thing changes
qualitatively into a new thing. It can thus be seen that
the nature of a thing is mainly determined by the prin-
cipal aspect of the contradiction, the aspect which has
gained predominance. When the principal aspect which
has gained predominance changes, the nature of a thing
changes accordingly.'?®

Thus Mao is very clear: the transformation of opposites in a con-
tradiction is not, as Hoxha (mis)represents Mao’s line, ‘‘the mere
exchange of places,” but to use Mao’s own words, ‘‘the old thing
changes qualitatively into a new thing.”

No, the difference here—and it is a vital one—is not over whether
a qualitative change takes place when opposites become
transformed into each other, but whether that transformation
“resolves’’—i.e. abolishes—the contradiction itself! We have, on
Hoxha’s part, a sort of flip side of his earlier ‘‘Deborin school” er-
ror. Whereas in one aspect, as we have previously pointed out,
Hoxha’s line reflects the view that a contradiction only emerges at
a certain stage of development, here he is saying that contradic-
tion disappears at the moment of qualitative change. What both
views have in common is the failure to see contradiction running
through the entire process of development of a thing from its
beginning to its end.

Hoxha’s thesis of the resolution of a contradiction taking place
merely because each aspect is turned into its opposite is
transparently wrong. Take, for example, the contradiction bet-
ween war and peace, on a world scale or in any particular country.
The contradiction between war and peace has existed from even
before the advent of classes and will not be resolved until peace is
not only the principal aspect but until it “‘gobbles up”’ its opposite,
war, entirely and on a world scale. At that point there will no
longer be any contradiction between war and peace, and the term
peace itself will have no meaning, except as an historical factor.

But between the dawn of wars and the dawn of communism is a
long historical period, during which these two aspects remain locked
in struggle and many qualitative changes take place, in which
war is transformed into peace and vice versa. This is why Mao was

correct to criticize the Soviet philosophy textbook (which he said

reflected Stalin’s view) for saying there was no identity between
war and peace.'?” World War 2 grew out of a period of relative
peace, which in turn grew out of a period of relative war, viz., the

|
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first world war. World War 2 gave rise to a period of relative peace
on a world scale. Yet in none of these instances was the contradic-
Lion resolved between war and peace. Each peace still had aspects
of war (both the war that had passed and the war that was to come
us well as revolutionary wars) within it. And this process has not
taken place as the endless repetition of circles, but exactly as a
spiral, with each cycle from war to peace and back to war again
loading to the forward advance of society, as revolutionary
wars—wars of the working class and the oppressed peoples, which
ulone can lead to the abolition of war-~have triumphed first in one
country and then in several. It was this kind of correct, dialectical
understanding that led Mao to say, in the face of Khrushchev’s
hysteria that another world war would bring the end of humanity,
that another world war would lead instead to a revolutionary
storm on an unprecedented scale and the real possibility of han-
ding the system of imperialism its greatest defeats ever.

There are, of course, numerous other examples from nature and
society of the operation of this principle—in which the principal
nspect of a contradiction changes and leads to a qualitative
change, yet the contradiction remains and the opposites continue
to struggle. Hoxha's thesis is a reflection of his own metaphysical
outlook, which holds that once a qualitative change has taken
place it is impossible for the aspects of the contradiction to again
reverse themselves, because the contradiction itself has ceased to
oxist. Yea is yea, and nay is nay—such is the bourgeois logical, but
anti-dialectical, reasoning of Hoxha. It may do fine for common
sense, but it can only lead a revolution to defeat.

Hoxha’s point in making a stand on this question is clear—he
wants to invent a non-existent philosophical principle (that
qualitative change means the elimination of the contradiction that
gave rise to it) in order to justify his idealist, metaphysical line on
the nature of socialism. So Hoxha criticizes Mao for not seeing
that ‘‘the socialist revolution is a qualitative change of society in
which antagonistic classes and the oppression and exploitation of
man by man are abolished, but conceives it as a simple change of
places between the bourgeoisie and the proletariat.”” '?® And then
he quotes Mao:

If the bourgeoisie and the proletariat cannot transform
themselves into each other, how does it come that,
through revolution, the proletariat becomes the ruling
class and the bourgeoisie the ruled class?. .. We stand
in diametrical opposition to Chiang Kai-shek’s Kuomin-
tang. As a result of the mutual struggle and exclusion of
the two contradictory aspects with the Kuomintang we
changed places. . .1%°
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“This same logic has also led Mao Tsetung to revise the Marxist-
Leninist theory on the two phases of communist society.”” So Hox-
ha comments.

Well, Hoxha is getting nearer to the mark. It is true that Mao’s
same logic, dialectical logic, approaching every question from the
point of analyzing its internal contradiction and its contradictory
aspects, is the same logic that leads him to develop the Marxist-
Leninist understanding of socialism and the transition to com-
munism. Hoxha takes great offense at Mao’s statement that:

According to dialectics, as surely as a man must die, the
socialist system as a historical phenomenon will come to
an end some day, to be negated by the communist
system. If it is asserted that the socialist system and
the relations of production and superstructure of
socialism will not die out, what kind of Marxist thesis
would that be? Wouldn’t it be the same as a religious
creed or theology that preaches an everlasting god?'2°

Hoxha may not like it, but we think it’s fine!

Isn't it quite obvious that the socialist system is qualitatively
different from communism? Hoxha believes that this is not the
case, that socialism and communism ‘‘in essence, are two phases of
the one type, of the one socio-economic order, and which are
distinguished from each other only by the degree of their develop-
ment and maturity[;] Mao Tsetung presents socialism as
something diametrically opposite to communism.”**' Here it is,
the revisionist line in all its glory. Not only is it impermissible to
divide socialism into contradictory aspects for the purpose of
analysis, it is impermissible to recognize a contradiction between
socialism and communism.

Not surprisingly, it is Hoxha's inability to understand the con-
tradictions in socialism that makes it impossible for him to under-
stand the contradiction between socialism and communism. Since,
in Hoxha’s idealistic view, the qualitative change from capitalism
to socialism means the resolution of the contradiction between the
proletariat and the bourgeoisie, it follows that this transformation
means the basic accomplishment of communism, albeit on a
“lower”’ stage, and that all that is required is a mere quantitative
development, ‘‘uninterrupted development” and maturation to
achieve communism in its full sense.

The fundamental contradiction in socialist society is precisely
the contradiction between the proletariat and the bourgeoisie
which, in turn, reflects the contradiction between ‘‘nascent com-
munism”’ (as Lenin calls it) and the birthmarks—political,
economic, social and moral—of the capitalist society from which
socialism emerges. When these contradictions are resolved, that is
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when the bourgeoisie and the birthmarks of the old society die out
under the repeated blows of the proletariat and the advance of
socialist transformation, then and only then is it possible to say
(hat mankind has entered the realm of communism, when new con-
{radictions will determine the character of society. The transfor-
mation of the working class to the ruling class in society
represents a qualitative leap and the elimination of classes
ultogether represents another, more profound, qualitative leap.
This would seem quite elementary, especially in view of the hun-
dred years of experience in socialist revolution since the Paris
(Commune, experience which has demonstrated that the transition
o communism is longer, the resistance of the bourgeoisie more
fierce, and the birthmarks of the old society more stubborn, than
first envisioned by Marx and Engels, whose writings on socialism
und communism were brilliant in their historical sweep but were
naturally limited by the lack of experience of the proletariat in
building socialism during their lifetime. But Hoxha insists on pro-
pagating and raising to the absurd the idea that socialism and
communism are the same ‘‘economic and social system”’!

Well, Mr. Hoxha, is ‘“‘to each according to his work’ a reflection
of the same social-economic system as ‘‘to each according to his
needs’’? Is a society in which one class maintains a state, a dic-
tatorship, the same social-economic system as a society in which
there is no state and classes have disappeared? Really, even a child
could see through Hoxha's stupidity. How can the transition to
classless society after thousands of years of class society (in-
cluding socialism) not be a tremendous qualitative leap?

The implications, however, of Hoxha’s insistence that socialism
and communism are ‘‘in essence’’ the same thing are ominous in-
deed. They throw the door wide open to that pernicious line that
seems to accompany all revisionism—*‘the theory of the produc-
tive forces.” If socialism differs from communism only in its
degree of “‘maturity,” if the contradiction between the proletariat
and the bourgeoisie has been eliminated by socialism, it follows
that it is mainly the level of the development of the productive
forces that distinguishes communism from its less ‘“‘mature’ stage
of socialism. Indeed, the ‘“theory of the productive forces’ is the
logical outgrowth and the fitting companion to Hoxha's entire
crusade against Marxism-Leninism, Mao Tsetung Thought.

As a result of the tragic loss of China to the world proletariat,
the international communist movement is indeed facing its most
serious crisis. At stake is whether to remain firm in revolutionary
convictions and, on the basis of the science of Marxism-Leninism
and the development and enrichment of that science by Mao
Tsetung, to continue to advance in the revolutionary struggle. Or
must the Marxist-Leninists abandon all that has been achieved in
the struggle against Khrushchevite revisionism, the lessons of the
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Cultural Revolution and so on, and in one form or another accom-
modate with revisionism?

After the loss in China, the attention of the Marxist-Leninists
focused on Albania and on Enver Hoxha. The PLA had stood
together with Mao and the Chinese Communist Party in the strug-
gle against Khrushchev, had supported the Cultural Revolution,
had set an example for the world in refusing to kneel down before
modern revisionism. But now the very things that must be cherish-
ed and defended, the very advances won by the international com-
munist movement through fierce struggle and amidst setbacks as
well as advances, have come under attack from a quarter from
which we had come to expect something quite different.

It is clear, Hoxha's protestations to the contrary, that the Alba-
nian attack on Mao Tsetung Thought differs in no fundamental
way from the chorus raised against Mao by the Soviet social-
imperialists and the current Chinese revisionist rulers. All oppose
Mao’s most important contribution to Marxism-Leninism, the
theory and practice of continuing the revolution under the dic-
tatorship of the proletariat. To all of them, the Cultural Revolution
represented all that filled -them with fear—above all the revolu-
tionary torrent of the masses tearing down all that stood in the
way of the communist future and daring to shape every aspect of
society into the image of the proletariat. The Soviet and Chinese
revisionists, and now Enver Hoxha, recoil in horror at Mao’s
dialectics—at his incisive and relentless efforts to seek out the con-
tradiction at the heart of every process, at his refusal to kneel
before any sacred cows, at his recognition that the world advances
amidst turbulence and struggle, and his willingness to lead the
masses forward through the inevitable storms. Mao’s famous call
“It is right to rebel against reactionaries!” inspired revolu-
tionaries on every continent, but it strikes fear into the hearts of
all the reactionaries and revisionists.

Hoxha’s charges of ‘“‘Asian communism’ and ‘“racism” are
direct from the preachings of the Soviet revisionists;* his distaste
for the ‘“chaos” of the Cultural Revolution and the poor mistreated
‘““communists’’ reads straight from Teng Hsiao-ping. He wants to
be the center of the international communist movement, to be the
representative of the ‘“‘purity’”’ of Marxism-Leninism—he is in-

*Consider, for example, the following quote: “The political, economic,
philosophical and sociological views and the tactical approach of Mao Tsetung and
his followers reflect the influence and are in fact an eclectic mixture of various doc-
trines, theories and concepts including feudal Chinese philosophy (mostly Confu-
cianism and Taoism), petty-bourgeois socialism, petty-bourgeois and peasant
views, bourgeois-nationalist views, great-power chauvinism, Trotskyite and anar-
chist ideas.” Is this from Hoxha or perhaps one of his pitiful parrots? No, this
comes from the pamphlet What Peking Keeps Silent About, Moscow, 1972.
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utead only a queer variant of revisionism and one that shows every
sign of steadily losing its distinctive characteristics and merging
with the main revisionist current emanating from Moscow. His on-
ly importance lies in the fact that he is attempting to drag a cer-
tain section of Marxist-Leninists, heretofore opponents of revi-
sionism, into the revisionist quagmire and trying to sugar-coat the
bitter pill of capitulation and betrayal. However, he should not get
carried away with his delusions of a new International, with his
role as the Stalin of such a movement—but a Stalin devoid of his
revolutionary essence. The genuine Marxist-Leninists are already
deserting him. Others move steadily rightward to become almost
indistinguishable from the revisionist parties. Still others are .but
pathetic sects with not even an occasional thought of revolution.

The comment made in Revolution after the appearance of an
Albanian press release announcing Hoxha's utter and complete
departure from Marxism with the publication of Imperialism and
the Revolution remains a fitting conclusion after having examined
in greater depth some of Hoxha’s main attacks on Marxism-
Leninism, Mao Tsetung Thought: ““At a time when the interna-
tional communist movement is at a crossroads Enver Hoxha had
the opportunity and the responsibility to play the role of a giant.
He chose instead to be a pipsqueak.’’!3?
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Some Notes
on the Study of
What Is To Be Done
And Its Implications for
the Struggle Today

by J.P.

The workers have no need for socialists in their strug-
gle to improve their conditions, if that is their only
struggle. In all countries there are workers who wage the
struggle for the improvement of their condition, but
know nothing of socialism or are even hostile to it.

Lenin*

What Is To Be Done?, written by Lenin in 1901 (first published
in February, 1902), is undoubtedly one of the great Marxist-
Leninist works of all time—a classic whose value to the interna-
Lional proletariat has not diminished at all through the years. It is
a thoroughgoing polemic against the political opportunist trend in
the Russian Social-Democratic Labour Party (at that time the
name of the Russian Communist Party) dubbed ‘‘economism.”’
And in thrashing out the difference between this form of political
opportunism and Marxism, Lenin created a work which makes a
gsignificant contribution on the questions of pragmatism, refor-
mism, the necessity, character and role of a vanguard party, the
role of the party press (particularly explaining the indispensable
role of nationwide political exposure), the importance of the
theoretical struggle to revolution, the importance of and the
outlook toward work among non-proletarian strata, and more,

Pivotal to all these questions, the heart of the polemic and what
probably stands out as its most important overall contribution, is
Lenin’s exposition on the role of consciousness in making revolu-
tion—drawing out the relationship between the conscious and
spontaneous elements; how proletarian ideology is quite different
from trade union consciousness, which is nothing more than
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bourgeois consciousness; how the ‘“‘conscious element,” the pro-
letarian party, is just that and must be guided by the most advanc-
ed theory and work tirelessly to raise the masses to this advanced
understanding and prepare them for revolution. As Lenin put it,
‘“. . .all worship of spontaneity of the working class movement, all
belittling of the role of the ‘conscious element,’ of the role of Social
Democracy [i.e., communists], means, quite irrespective of whether
the belittler wants to or not, strengthening the influence of the
bourgeois ideology over the workers.'™

What Is To Be Done? was not the first polemic in which Lenin
took these ‘‘economists’ to task. ‘A Protest by Russian Social
Democrats,”” written in late 1899, ‘‘A Retrograde Trend in Russian
Social-Democracy” (1899), ‘“Urgent Tasks of Our Movement’
{1900), and ‘“Where to Begin’’ (1901), all are substantial works that
hit this deviation. But What Is To Be Done? stands out as the
most thorough and decisive blow against these opportunists. The
scope and depth of this work shows that this economism was no
minor problem to the Russian Party, but in fact was a stubborn
trend that threatened to kill the revolutionary character of the
young Russian Party unless it was thoroughly exposed and clearly
distinguished in outlook, political line and organizational line from
genuine revolutionary Marxism.

These notes are an attempt to draw out some of the controversial
questions surrounding Lenin’s political emphasis in What I's To Be
Done? and their implications for today’s struggle. The scope of
these notes is limited. They are not meant to be an exhaustive
analysis of Lenin’s great work, but instead focus on some of the
main political questions raised in Chapter 11, ‘“The Spontaneity Of
The Masses And The Consciousness Of The Social-Democrats,”
and Chapter III, “Trade-Unionist Politics And Social-Democratic
Politics.” (Even in terms of these two chapters, there are impor-
tant political questions raised by Lenin that are very relevent to
today’s struggle and warrant serious study which are only touched
on in passing or not touched on at all in these notes.)

A very brief analysis of the role of What Is To Be Done? in the
Russian Social-Democratic Labour Party (the Russian Communist
Party) and a short summation of the central features of the Rus-
sian economists’ line are included mainly for background pur-
poses. Also included is some initial thinking on the impact of What
Is To Be Done?, and the handling of the central issues it focuses
on, historically in the U.S. communist movement, because lessons
drawn from this history help to shed light on the interpretation
and application of the work today.

What Was Economism?

Lenin stated, ‘It is time to summarize this trend, the substance
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of which is incorrectly and too narrowly described as
'F.economism’. ' The essence of ‘‘economism’ was liberal bour-
geois reformism. Among communists internationally there was a
florce two-line struggle being waged between revisionism, as rep-
rosented by the likes of Eduard Bernstein in Germany, and gen-
nine Marxists. Bernstein and others were trying to reduce Marx-
{sm to nothing more than bourgeois reformism, rationalized by
wmpiricism, as encapsulated in Bernstein’s slogan, ‘“The move-
ment is everything, the final aim nothing.”” The economists were
the most influential representatives of this trend in Russia
{nlthough the ‘‘legal Marxists” could also be considered part of
this trend; see History of the Communist Party of the Soviet
{/nion for more on them).

"The economists were not open supporters of Bernstein’s ovet:all
line. They didn’t have to go as far as Bernstein. They f:ould mde
hohind the two-stage character of the Russian Revolution, which
moant that the overthrow of capitalism was not immediately on the
agenda, to avoid having to lay straight out on the table their belief
that Marx was incorrect on important theoretical questions. Bern—
stein & Co., for example, attempted to prove that capitalism fhd not
inovitably bring about the impoverishment of the masses {in fact,
right opportunism was first branded “revisioni:?m” with Bern-
uiein’s attempt to revise Marx). The economists did have a strong
ngnostic streak (see Chapter I of What Is To Be Done?) anfi ppenly
played an eclectic game of adamantly defending Bernst’elmsm as
one of “many proletarian trends’”’ that should “‘freely” contend
within international socialism {(and in some cases Bernstein’'s
arguments against Marx’s analysis of impoverishment were echoed
iy the economists of Lenin’s time).

As their name implies, the economists’ hallmark and contribu-
tion to this international trend of opportunism was their worship
of the spontaneous struggle, the economic struggle of the working
vlass (and their insistence that the workers should also worship
It!). This took more or less blatant forms. They proclaimed that the
watchword for the working class movement was ‘‘fight for
oconomic conditions,”’ that the economic struggle was the most
widely applicable means of drawing the masses into political strug-
gle—or, as they put in somewhat more eclectic and ‘“‘refined” form,
the economic struggle is the most important form of the workers’
movement, but ‘‘there is no need whatever to conduct political
ngitation right from the beginning exclusively on an economic
hasis’’* (in other words, sometimes it might be OK to treat the
workers to politics). Their view toward the political struggle was
that on the one hand, building the revolutionary struggle against

*For Lenin’s exposure of this eclectic trick, see Chapter III, part A, “Political
Agitation And Its Restriction By the Economists,” especially page 73.
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the tsar was a diversion from getting the most out of the economic
struggle, and on the other hand, that it was necessary t? lend the
“economic struggle a political character’’ or bullg t.:he economic
struggle against the employers and government,” 1e., strive ‘‘to
secure satisfaction of these trade demands, the 1mpro_ve.ment. of
conditions of labour—by means of ‘legislative and 9dm1n1strat1ve
measures’ ”’ or plain and simple bourgeois reformlsm ala Be}‘n-
stein. Their reformism was also reflected in .thelr preoccupation
with “‘palpable results.” Some of the economists even openly ad-
vocated that the political struggle against the tsar shquld be left
up to the liberal bourgeoisie (though the logical extension of their
line would mean this whether one said it or not).

They reasoned that the economic struggle was the ‘‘path of least
resistance’’ on the basis that the tsar crackegi down too fast when
they took on political struggle* and that, since the vyorkers are
heavily involved in this economic strugg}e, communists shopld
build it until it turns into social-democratic (con}mun}st) pqlltlcs.
They argued not only that the workers learn to fight in their own
interests through the economic struggle, but that the workers first

had to develop their strength through this struggle before they :

would be able to take on other battles, and further that the
workers learned all they needed to know about the autocracy

through these struggles. The newspapers which were key to these |
economists were of a local character, tuned to the spontaneous |
struggle and at its service. Strike funds and other union-type |

organizations, they insisted, were more important to t!'xe working
class than the party. These economists had dlsd.am fox: any
theoretical work or struggle and firmly held to their conviction

that work among any strata other than the proletariat was an un- |

forgivable diversion. . ' ‘
Tgllleir outlook was pragmatism. ‘What’s desirable is what is go-
ing on and what’s going on is what’s desirable” was essentially

their slogan, and they were fond of _using a quote from Marx:
“Every step of real movement is more important than a dozen' pro-.
grammes.””® In the context in which they kept repeating thlS,' it
meant exactly, ‘‘the movement is everything, the final aim

nothing.” They prattled on about “tactics-as-procgss,’.’ _megning
there should or could be no plans made based on a scientific view of

where things were going and what that meant communists had to:

do. All tasks were determined by the current state of the mass

movement. The real world was simply whaj: was happening on t.he ]
surface, and they had the firmest conviction that revolutionaries !

should have “close and organic contact’® with this “reality’’—i.e.,

they needed to roll with the spontaneous state of the mass move-
ment, not to act on the world, including this movement, to change:

it! It was against all this (and more) that Lenin directed his fire in

What Is To Be Done?—and in combatting this trend, he set forth‘
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important principles and guidance for the international com-
munist movement, much of which, however, has unfortunately
heen ignored or at best half-heartedly taken up, especially in this
country.

The Impact of What Is To Be Done? in the U.S.

Three of the tasks put forward by Lenin in What Is To Be Done?
were at least in form implemented by the Communist Party USA
(i.e., the establishment of a vanguard Party, national newspaper
and work among other strata), but particularly since the 1930s, the
political essence of What Is To Be Done? has been largely ignored.
There is no serious treatment of ‘‘economism’® in the
History of the Communist Party of the United States, by William
7. Foster* (although, not surprisingly, Lenin’s ‘“‘Left-Wing’’ Com-

*In summing up ‘‘Marxism-Leninism and the American Marxists” (History of
the Communist Party of the United States [N.Y., 1952], pp. 151-156), Foster does
speak briefly about how Lenin's writings made clear ‘‘the road of all-out political
mass struggle to socialism,” saying this smashed the prevalent “syndicalist ideas
that the workers would win their way to power by ‘locking out the capitalists’ or
by means simply of a general strike...” (p. 152). Also, Foster says, “With his
historic doctrine that ‘Without a revolutionary theory there can be no revolu-
tionary movement,” Lenin struck hard, too, at the traditional American tendency
{0 minimize theory.” (P. 153.)

While these important principles are mentioned by Foster and while he also
polemicizes against the Socialist Party for Bernsteinism, at least by the 1930s the
program and practice of the CPUSA reflects that they eclectically hung on to
aspects of Bernsteinism themselves.

There is one quote from What IsTo Be Done? in Foster’s history of the CPUSA.
In chapter 6, “‘Lefts versus Rights, in the Party” (p. 119), after exposing the
Nocialist Party for basing itself on middle-class elements (lawyers, doctors, small
employers, preachers and even bankers), Foster points out that there is a role for
these middle classes in the Party and quotes from What Is To Be Done? as to how
tluss consciousness could only be brought from without and that the theory of
mocialism had been developed by members of the bourgeois intelligentsia, Marx
and Engels themselves being from this stratum (see page 120 of Foster and page
47 of What Is To Be Done?).

This use of this quote from What I's To Be Done? in the context Foster puts it in,
initself somewhat a self-exposure, reflecting the CPUSA’s dualism on the question
of theory and practice. While division of labor is necessary in all revolutionary par-
ties, the CPUSA had a tremendous separation between their “theoreticians” and
the majority of their membership, the practical workers, who were not encouraged
to study much beyond the pages of the Daily Worker. In What Is To Be Done?
l.enin does describe this phenomenon of Marxism developing initially among the
hourgeois intelligentsia to prove his point that Marxism does not develop spon-
taneously from the workers’ struggle. Lenin’s whole point is to show how it is the
tnsk of the party as a whole to bring this Marxism to the masses, emphasizing
numerous times that the party must be composed of workers trained in Marxism
und revolutionary intellectuals, not a party where there are a few intellectuals do-
ing theoretical work while the majority of the party does not bother themselves
with questions of theory, which consequently makes it impossible for the party to
tnrry on its pressing task of raising the consciousness of the masses.
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maunism, an Infantile Disorder, is gone into a number of times and
is treated in other major works by Foster also). And the fact that a
communist party could put out a book called American Trade
Unionism (Foster, 1947) about its own program for struggle (and
that the content of this book matches its title all to well!) suggests
that this lack of treatment in their official history was not an over-
sight, but that they missed the whole point!

Clearly, if the CPUSA carried on any serious study of What Is
To Be Done? they came to the conclusion that the political line in
this profound polemic of Lenin’s did not apply to the U.S.* Anen-
tire article, if not a whole book, could be dedicated to showing the
compromises by the old CP even in its “better days’ on the basic
questions of principle so vehemently defended and developed by
Lenin in What Is To Be Done? For now, a quote from Foster’s
American Trade Unionism illustrates this problem very well. This
section is from its conclusion, and it is by far not the worst for-
mulation in the conclusion, let alone the whole book. In answering
the charge that the communists didn’t care about the masses and
were involved in the day-to-day economic struggle only to create
strife for strife’s sake, Foster answers with the following two

points:

(a) the Communists, being flesh and blood of the work-
ing class, suffer all the hardships of the workers and
have the same urgent interest as other workers to
abolish or alleviate these hardships, and (b) only when
the Communists, by loyal service in the class struggle,
prove to the workers that they are the best and most
trustworthy fighters in the daily struggles against
capitalist abuses, can they win the workers’ understand-
ing and support for their larger objective of socialism.
This is why, all over the world, Communists are the
most responsible leaders in strikes and other struggles.”

That is Foster’s total answer. Unfortunately it shows he had the
same stagist and reformist disease as the economists of Lenin’s
time and did not think the working masses could understand the
world and act on it, but needed condescending saviors—in the form

* There is some reason to believe that by the early 1920s at least a section of the
Comintern believed that Russia had been the exception, the only place where the
political line expounded in What Is To Be Done? applied. Much of this focuses
around the mis-application of Lenin’s “Left-Wing” Communism, An Infantile
Disorder. Although it is beyond the scope of these notes, attention needs to be
paid to summing up the impact and mis-application of this work. At least to the
same degree that What Is To Be Done? has been ignored, ‘‘Left-Wing'' Com-
munism has been one-sidedly—and incorrectly—promoted, and in recent history
particularly, continues to be used to defend some rank revisionism.
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of trustworthy trade union leaders! (A little more on the CPUSA
later in this article.)

What Is To Be Done? in the New Communist Movement

1n the struggle to forge a new vanguard of the working class in
this country, What Is To Be Done? has often been at the heart of
decisive two-line struggle. From the start, the Revolutionary
Union (RU—forerunner of the Revolutionary Communist Party)
and other revolutionary pre-party forms were more theoretically
inclined than the CPUSA even in the years before its total
degeneration. Why was this so? For one, there were a few veterans
of the old CP involved in the new revolutionary movement, and
among them were those who had consciously broken with revi-
sionism (at least to a degree). Part of their criticism was the total
lack of theoretical and ideological struggle in the CPUSA, especial-
ly by the time of its demise.*

But much more fundamental than the influence of these veterans
is the simple fact that revolutionary intellectuals who emerged
from the upsurge of the '60s had to seek out themselves the legacy
of proletarian revolution for answers to the question of where must
the struggle go, because that upsurge had been stripped of scien-
tific socialism by the total betrayal of the CPUSA. The Great Pro-
letarian Cultural Revolution going on at the time in China was a
tyemendous impetus for the forward motion of these revolu-
t}onaries in the U.S. (as well as many other countries). Revolu-
tionary Marxism went through a concentrated period (in the late
’60s and early '70s) of being rediscovered, embraced, defended in
the theoretical sphere (against Soviet-style revisionism, neo-
Trotskyism, ‘“‘new working class” theories and Guevarism, e.g.
the Weathermen), and brought back to the working class and other
strata—though, of course, initially in a primitive, unrefined sort of
way.

The Dogmatists

What is to be done?—this was the issue at hand, and the work by
the same name was one important place where answers were
sought. It proved to be of great assistance in understanding the
correct revolutionary road in this country as opposed to the “‘ter-

*With some of these veterans, however, as in the case of L. Bergman, this

criticism did not run too deep, for they felt that it was enough to have studied key
Marxist works once or twice in their lives and that the majority of the Party’s rank
and file did not need to study at all!
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rorism of the outraged intellectuals” consolidated in, for example,
the Franklin line in the R.U.®* But for a number of years oppor-
tunists (of the likes of the October League—now the Communist
Party, Marxist-Leninist—and the Communist League
—now the Communist Labor Party), and even sincere revolutionar-
jes who had started to go off base, tried to invoke What Is To Be
Done? (and other material, like certain Comintern resolutions) as
the theoretical justification for some rank dogmatism. Forging a
vanguard party of the working class was of course a key task, but
the refrain rang out from a number of quarters for a number of
years that our tasks consisted only or mainly in propaganda work
with the very advanced—that any activity among the struggle of
the broad masses was a diversion until ““a party free from oppor-
tunism” was formed.*

The RU played a key role at all junctures in exposing these
trends for what they represented. These dogmatists themselves
missed the heart of What Is To Be Done?—specifically its em-
phasis on building revolutionary consciousness among the broad
masses, especially through political agitation. Many of them even
missed the demarcation between trade unionism and com-
munism—and between reformist and communist politics in
general—since they included in their programs some pretty bla-
tant trade-unionist and reformist junk in general. Except for
Lenin’s emphasis on the importance of building a party, it is hard
to see how these forces could even try to raise What Is To Be
Done? to justify their line—especially since the isolation of the
Social Democrats in propaganda circles is hardly held up as a fine
thing by Lenin.

But there were errors made in combatting these dogmatists.
There was a tendency to downplay party-building as a task in its
own right before the actual period of forming the Party began,'®
although the contributions at every point in the propaganda and
theoretical spheres around the key burning issues facing the com-
munist movement and the actual practical steps taken in moving
toward a party at every turn were a thousand times greater by the
RU than any of the forces who were accusing the RU of ignoring
this important task.

While overall the early revolutionary programs formulated by
the RU (in its theoretical journal Red Papers, beginning with
ijssues 1 and 2) were an advance in pointing the way toward pro-
letarian revolution, they were relatively primitive and they did
contain some tendencies toward economism. This stemmed from

several things: an overreaction to these dogmatists, primitiveness,

»The various waves of this dogmatist trend are gone into in the RCP history
pampbhlet cited in note 8, but, in short, their line represented a thin veneer of “left-
ism’’ covering a revisionist line in many respects similar to that of the CPUSA.®
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the pull of spontaneity, and some influence from the "’ peri
of . the CPUSA. (In rediscovering Marxism, there gvgzg tll)liniorg
e_v1table rediscovery of this ‘““good’ period of the CPUSA, in addi-
thn to Mqrx, Engels, Lenin, Stalin and Mao). This ten,dency is
evidenced in the “five spearheads of struggle’’ put forward in Red
Pqpera_‘ 2 (the spearhead formulation itself reflected the
primitiveness of the period), where the fifth spearhead, “Unite the
g;-;)::a(li::;g;t”tp %esis§ lfh; Monopoly Capitalists’ Attack on Living
is described as * q { i
Srolotariat a8 a wholo the tulcrum for communists and the
A later example of this tendency is the definition
vanced worker is in Red Papers 5. There the formula(:tfic:;h;gsa'n‘ ‘?I(‘io
us the advanced worker is one who has the respect of f;;llow
w.orkers, to'whom they come when they are in trouble and need to
dlscusg their problems, whom they rally around when they face a
coll.eqtl_ve problem, and who provides leadership in struggle.” This
c!eﬁmtlon was made in direct response to those dogmatists‘ whose
line was tha_t an advanced worker was one who was already an
avowed Leninist. But the response is off—it tends to describe a
cross between a guidance counselor and a militant trade
unionist, and not a worker with relatively advanced political con-
sciousness, or at least a thirst for political understanding.
Around the time of the founding of the RCP, this economist
!:endency was developing into a full-blown trend. This was fostered
in laI:ge part by the very advances made in linking up with the
working class and the greater pull of spontaneity in this situation
b.ut also, of course, by a much more conscious propagation of thé
line t.hat what we should aspire to be like was the old CPUSA. (M
Jarvis, a leader of the Mensheviks formerly in the RCP even.pro:
posed that at the time of the founding of the Party we s};ould put a
wreath on Foster’s grave!) Much has already been said in the Par-
ty press abput _the “center of gravity’’ line.!* With the objective
situation ripening in the world this trend was beginning to do
great damage in holding back the revolutionary struggle and ac-
tually was endangering the revolutionary character of the RCP
Some of the Mensheviks in the RCP openly promoted the li1.1e
that What Is To Be Done? should be burned. Even the majority of
our ranks—wl}ose vision of the proletarian future was not a big
bad trade union movement transforming itself into meat-and:
potatoes comn}unism—were influenced by this line. Many fell into
she bg’g of trying to uphold What Is To Be Done? with a dozen
buts at'itached. This eclecticism was due to the influence of these
opportunists, the heavy pull of spontaneity, and confusion over
what the different objective conditions in Russia in 1902 and the
gbsn.egoday meant in terms of the emphasis in What Is To Be

One of the most common forms of belittling the significance of
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What Is To Be Done? runs something along these lines: ‘“Yes, even
today workers learn more from the political struggle than their
economic struggle, but isn’t it true that there is no spontaneous
upsurge in the U.S. that can be compared to the upsurge of the
Russian workers at the turn of the century (with the possible ex-
ception of the miners and the California farmworkers)? Currently,
the U.S. workers are so bourgeoisified that they lack the simplest
of embryonic class consciousness. Not only is any aspiration
toward socialism almost non-existent, U.S. workers lack the sen-
timents of militant trade union solidarity and don’t have much of a
movement based on this; militant trade union secretaries are few
and far between, and in many industries, communists are the only
people who come close to fitting this description. Is this not a
sorry state? Don’t U.S. workers have to lift themselves up from
this low level in order to take on their more lofty mission of revolu-
tion? Is this not a prerequisite for the working class to ‘infuse its
strength, discipline, and revolutionary outlook into every major
social movement,” as the RCP Programme says'?—i.e., doesn’t the
working class have to learn from its struggle and develop its
‘strength,” etc. in order to infuse its ‘social strength’? Don’t
American workers have to break from the labor lieutenants to ac-
complish this, too? Wasn'’t it the existence of an upsurge against
the tsar, a revolutionary-democratic stage in Russia, that made it
absurd to raise the economic struggle above the political struggle?
And besides, didn’t the Bolshevik Party have a different emphasis
in writings earlier than What Is To Be Done?”’

Of course the question is not whether every detail and program-
matic suggestion in What Is To Be Done? applies to the current
situation in the U.S. For Marxist works are not recipes. The point
is that the very theoretical heart and the political questions ad-
dressed in the work are fundamentals of Marxism—are of lasting
value, and what’s more are essential to grasp and implement today
in order to carry out our pressing task of preparing for the pro-
letariat’s overthrow of the U.S. imperialists. We have made great
strides in emerging from a semi-dark age where spontaneity did to
a degree overwhelm our ranks (but did not extinguish the flame!)
and it is essential to continue this great progress forward. Examin-
ing some of these eclectics hopefully can be of some assistance.

Emphasis in Earlier Writings

Let’s start with the last point first. There is somewhat of a dif-
ferent bent in some of the earlier writings by Lenin. For example, in
“The Tasks of the Russian Social-Democrats’ (written at the end of
1897),' Lenin tends to put the economic tasks and political tasks on
an equal footing. He also lists two main aspects of the ‘“socialist
tasks’’—socialist propaganda and economic agitation among the

N
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workers. Great emphasis is placed on political agitation, but this all
falls under the heading of ‘“‘democratic tasks’’—i.e., it centers
around the struggle against the tsar.

Three things come to mind immediately in studying this article.
Lenin emphasizes numerous times that the democratic tasks and
socialist tasks must be taken as inseparable. So, in separating
them under different headings, the principal (immediate)
revolutionary political objective—the overthrow of the autocra-
cy—would be outlined under democratic tasks, while the principal
revolutionary political objective in the U.S. and the tasks that
relate to it cannot be placed under democratic tasks!

Second, in this article Lenin is polemicizing partially against the
Narodnaya Volya (and not at all against the economists!). The
Narodnaya Volya’s line was that the working class was a totally
insignificant factor in the Russian revolution, and in fact they
argued that capitalism itself was not necessarily going to develop
much in Russia—even though it had already developed significant-
ly! Part of this line struggle included the question as to whether
the economic struggle had any significance at all to the revolution
in Russia.*

Finally, articles such as ‘“The Tasks” were written early in the
history of Russian Social-Democracy. The RSDLP had spent a
great deal of time polemicizing against the Narodniks, and had er-
red in limiting their own activity to propaganda circles for too long
{(which in the above-mentioned article, Lenin is still struggling to
combat). In other words, the Bolsheviks did learn more about
changing the world in trying to change it: that is, there are some
weak formulations in these earlier articles, although there is much
to learn from this material and it was definitely the most advanc-
ed, the closest to the truth and most correctly pointed the way for-
ward as compared to anything else coming out of Russia at the
time.

Lenin’s article ‘‘On Strikes” (1899), which is often pointed to by
people trying to figure out Lenin’s different emphases, was written
at the time of the beginning of the struggle against the economists
(in fact, the articles, ‘‘A Protest by Russian Social-Democrats’’
and “A Retrograde Trend In Russian Social-Democracy’’ were
written before it). “‘On Strikes’’ presents a basically accurate sum-
mary of what can be gained and learned from strikes. It is also em-
phatic in its conclusion that strikes are a ‘‘school of war’’ and not
the “war itself.”” It concludes:

*By the way, in this very article, Lenin insists on the vanguard role of the
workers in the struggle against absolutism, not because the workers gain so much
strength in the struggle against the employers, nor even because of their strategic
position in society, but because the working class was the only class with the most
thoroughgoing, uncompromisable interests in the overthrow of the autocracy.
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From individual strikes the workers can and must go
over, as indeed they are actually doing in all countries,
to a struggle of the entire working class for the eman-
cipation of all who labour. When all class-conscious
workers become socialists, i.e., when they strive for this
emancipation, when they unite throughout the whole
country in order to spread socialism among the workers,
in order to teach the workers all the means of struggle
against their enemies, when they build up a socialist
workers’ party that struggles for the emancipation of
the people as a whole from government oppression and
for the emancipation of all working people from the yoke
of capital—only then will the working class become an
integral part of that great movement of the workers of
all countries that unites all workers and raises the red
banner inscribed with the words: “Workers of all coun-
tries, unite!’’1*

Lenin clearly distinguishes strikes from the class conscious strug-
gle the workers must build, and only ignorance or sophistry could
lead to raising an article whose main purpose is to explain a par-
ticular phenomenon (strikes—which were very widespread at the
time in Russia) against an overall statement (What Is To Be
Done?) on what is the road to revolution.

In What Is To Be Done? Lenin does outline different periods in
the Russian movement.!> What he brings out about these periods
in the body of the polemic are two important points. First, he
adamantly defends the activity of the young social democrats who
in the 1890s ‘‘zealously carried on economic agitation . . ., but they
did not regard this as their sole task. On the contrary, right from
the beginning, they advanced the widest historical tasks of Rus-
sian Social-Democracy in general and the task of overthrowing the
autocracy in particular.”’'® And his second point is his defense of
the communists’ earlier policy of restricting their forces to work
among the workers because these forces were so small. All this was
raised in the context of arguing—against the economists—that it
was high time the communists start working among other strata.'”
In the above-cited article, ‘“The Tasks of the Russian Social-
Democrats,”” Lenin does put out the line that at that time it would
have been incorrect to disperse their forces, but he also dedicates a
considerable portion of the article to pointing out that they must
pay attention to what’s going on among other strata, in order to be
able to explain it to the proletariat and to agitate among these
other strata if the opportunity should arise (more by accident than
by design).

Lenin does make a brief and interesting summation of the
developments in the RSDLP which provided favorable grounds for
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the economist deviation, in his article, ‘“The Urgent Tasks of Our
Movement’’:

In our opinion the ground has been prepared for this
sad state of affairs by three circumstances. First, in
their early activity, Russian Social-Democrats restrict-
ed themselves merely to work in propaganda circles.
When we took up agitation among the masses we were
not always able to restrain ourselves from going to the
other extreme. Secondly, in our early activity we often
had to struggle for our right to existence against the
Narodnaya Volya adherents, who understood by *‘poli-
tics” an activity isolated from the working class move-
ment and who reduced politics purely to conspiratorial
struggle. In rejecting this sort of politics, the Social-
Democrats went to the extreme of pushing politics en-
tirely into the background. Thirdly, working in the isola-
tion of small local workers’ circles, the Social-Democrats
did not devote sufficient attention to the necessity of
organizing a revolutionary party which would combine
all the activities of the local groups and make it possible
to organize the revolutionary work on correct lines. The
predominance of isolated work is naturally connected
with the predominance of the economic struggle.*®

Note that at no time in this summation did Lenin say anything to
the effect that it was correct at any point to emphasize the
economic above the political struggle—he summed up that this
orientation was wrong, dead wrong, even at the early stage of the
movement, when the Social-Democrats began their practical work
among the workers, and in 1901, when the upsurge of the workers
was at its high point and the overall situation in Russia was get-
ting sharper.*

*In Lenin’s “Draft and Explanation of a Programme for the Social-
Democratic Party” (written in 1895-1896), he states that ‘“This transition of the
workers to the steadfast struggle for their vital needs, the fight for concessions,
for improved living conditions, wages and working hours, now begun all over
Russia, means that the Russian workers are making tremendous progress, and
that is why the attention of the Social-Democratic Party and all class conscious
workers should be concentrated mainly on this struggle, on its promotion.”’*

While there is no doubt that the beginnings of this upsurge among the workers
warranted great attention by the RSDLP, focusing the RSDLP’s attention mainly
on the promotion of that struggle itself seems to be a formulation that is a product
of its time, reflecting the flipping to the opposite extreme that Lenin sums up in
“The Urgent Tasks of Our Movement.” In What Is To Be Done? he specifically
points to the advance in embryonic consciousness in this upsurge to emphatically
bring out the point that it is not enough, is still not class consciousness. And in
this work Lenin does not describe the activities of the Social-Democrats at the
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What Difference Did the Tsar Make?

The existence of absolutism (the tsar) in Russia was a reflection
of the incomplete victory of the bourgeoisie over feudalism. Ab-
solutism was tied to the existence of feudal remnants, keeping the
great bulk of the peasantry in semi-serfdom (very similar to the
U.S. sharecropping system) and denying political rights to all the
toiling masses (workers and peasants). It even posed an obstacle,
to a certain extent at least, to propertied classes, including sec-
tions of the liberal bourgeoisie. This did mean that there were two
stages to the revolution in Russia, a democratic and a socialist
stage. As already pointed out, some of Lenin’s earlier writings, and
even his earliest writings against the economists, do have
somewhat of a bent that the importance of the political struggle
could be attributed in part to the existence of absolutism. For ex-
ample, Lenin’s ‘A Protest by Russian Social-Democrats’’ makes
the statement that ‘‘the experience of history has, furthermore, in-
controvertibly proved that the absence of freedom, or restriction of
political rights of the proletariat, always make it necessary to put
the political struggle in the forefront.’’??

But in his writing of What Is To Be Done?, Lenin seems to have
very consciously eliminated any leaning in that direction. In
blasting the economists for their reformist ‘‘lending the economic
struggle a political character,”” he describes the Social-Democratic
view toward reforms: ‘‘In a word, it subordinates the struggle for
reforms, as the part to the whole, to the revolutionary struggle for
liberty and for socialism.”’?* There are also numerous other
passages where he points out that this economism is tantamount
to abandoning socialism, not just the struggle against the tsar.

Lenin’s actual references in What Is To Be Done? to Western
Europe, even to England where big trade-union movements ex-
isted and bourgeois trade-union leaders ‘‘lend the economic strug-
gle a political character,” show that he clearly understood that,
even in democracies, giving way to spontaneity, focusing the
workers’ attention on the economic struggle, did not bring them
closer to class consciousness. In a letter ‘“To Comrade Bell”’ of Bri-
tain, written in 1921, Lenin speaks to the question of the economic
and political struggles in the following passages:

It is extremely interesting what you communicate.
Perhaps it is the beginning of the real proletarian mass

beginning of that upsurge as characterized by concentrating their attention main-
ly on the promotion of this struggle, as already pointed out in these notes.**

There is reason to believe that Lenin himself felt this “Draft and Explanation”
did not cut the mustard, because in his “A Draft Programme of Our Party”
(1899)2! he ignores his “Draft and Explanation’’ of 1895 and develops a new draft
based on improving “A Draft Programme of the Russian Social-Democrats,”
published in 1885 by the Emancipation of Labour Group.
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movement in Great Britain in the communist sense. 1
am afraid we have till now in England few very feeble
propagandist societies for communism (inclusive the
British Communist Party) but no really mass com-
munist movement. . . .

Economic measures (like communal kitchens) are
good but they are not much important now, before the
victory of proletarian revolution in England. Now the
political struggle is the most important.

English capitalists are shrewd, clever, astute. They
will support (directly or indirectly) communal kitchens
in order to divert the attention from political aims.?*

The non-existence of absolutism in no way lessens the tasks of
ruising the workers’ sights and preparing them for their foremost
political task—the overthrow of the capitalist system. And this
cun only be done through all-round political exposure, focusing the
workers’ attention on the cardinal issues of the day and not giving
way to the outlook that what is most important is the workers’
struggle to reform their conditions of slavery.

Trade Unionism is Bourgeois Reformism in 1901 and 1979

A line that tends to say that the working class must develop a
strong economic struggle first before its attention is turned prin-
cipally to politics, is nothing more than the stagism Lenin takes
the economists to task over. Lenin’s emphasis in What Is To Be
Done? lies in arguing how dangerous the line of the economists
was in the context of this upsurge of the workers’ economic strug-
gle (and growing signs of renewed revolutionary activity among
other strata). The economists whined about how the masses must
{or will) only fight for ‘‘palpable demands,” stating quite openly
that politics for the workers should be restricted to demands on
the goverrment for reforms like unemployment relief, restrictions
in the factories, etc. This obviously would only drag such an up-
surge backward, not forward.

But further, the fact of the matter is that the economic struggle
by itself lends itself to bourgeois politics, whether the strike move-
ment is at a relative high or low. This is because the economic
struggle is a struggle over the terms of sale of the workers’ labor
power. Thus it takes place totally within the context of the
hourgeois relations of production, and will not by itself lead to
revolutionary politics—which means abolishing these production
relations by first overthrowing the superstructure that enforces
them—but to bourgeois politics. The Russian economists and a
current American version of the same line (which argues that we
need to build the struggle from where the workers are at today) are
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both talking about the same non-existent stage—the stage where
the workers build up their economic struggle to the point where
automatically, or with some effort by communists, their struggle
itself will turn toward socialist politics. During an upsurge of
economic struggle, when workers have been ‘“putting so much ef-
fort into bending a single employer’’ (as Engels once expressed it),
or when the struggle against the bourgeoisie on this front has
spread far and wide, it is that much more urgent to work to bring
politics to the workers—to work to divert the workers’ movement
toward a more class conscious political struggle—and not get boil-
ed over by the excitement of the moment and miss very important
and pressing opportunities to raise the sights of the workers.

Sharp class struggle, including economic struggle, does open up
people’s eyes to bigger questions (and they’ll only find answers to
these questions—and even come to think of some bigger ques-
tions—if communists take them to them!). But the opposite is not
true. If struggle is at a lower level, economics above politics will
not bring the workers closer to communist politics. The economic
struggle, by itself, lends itself to bourgeois politics. Emphasizing
it over politics, exaggerating what it will really accomplish, only
reinforces reformist illusions, even at this low ‘‘stage.” The
politics that will be fostered—or reinforced—among the workers
with such an approach is the (misjunderstanding that what they
need is a big, militant union movement to safeguard and protect
their interests.

Just look at the history of the working class movement in this
country—going from relative ebbs to mighty storms of economic
struggle but never making the transition to a class-conscious
movement for the most part (at least since the '20s). Objective con-
ditions, of course, have played a big part in holding back this
development and transformation of the workers’ movement (i.e.,
the position of U.S. imperialism in the world giving sway to
bourgeoisification among broad sections of the workers). But that,
quite obviously, is not the whole reason. U.S. imperialism was not
in such great shape during the 1930s depression, and there were
plenty—millions—of masses whose illusions about this system had
been torn asunder or seriously shaken. But the CPUSA occupied
itself with being the safeguarder of people’s conditions under
capitalism. They went from a ‘‘left” economist stage in the early
1930s (which frankly was a touch better because at least they talk-
ed about revolution) very quickly into openly rightist economism
and straight-out bourgeois reformism (promoting the CIO drives
as an end in themselves, formulating unemployment bills for Con-
gress, seeing the seizing of union positions as a stage, and pro-
moting a program that called for the nationalization of industry,
among other things). The unity between these two periods is
economism. The objective of raising overall political consciousness
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and leading the workers to take on the all-round struggle against
the bourgeoisie—not just or mainly the fight for the most im-
mediate needs and not just tagging general propaganda about
socialism onto politics that were aimed at legislative and ad-
ministrative reforms—was not in the forefront. (Bowing to spon-
taneity also is responsible for their ‘‘left’’ form of
economism-—capitalism was less able to fulfill these immediate
needs, so they talked a little more about overthrowing it.)

Just to illustrate this point, here’s a lengthy excerpt from
Foster's Toward A Soviet America {1932), probably his most
“revolutionary’’ work. This quote is from the section, ‘“‘Present-
Day Tasks of the American Revolutionary Movement’’:

In the United States—and this is basic in Communist
strategy everywhere—the action program of the Com-
munist party has its starting point in the every-day
pressing economic demands of the workers. It is not
enough that the Party should propagate its general
slogans among the masses and then organize them for
the eventual revolution. Such a course, as Lenin so
forcefully pointed out in his famous pamphlet, The In-
fantile Sickness of “‘Leftism’ in Communism, would
condemn the Party to isolation and sectarianism. For
the workers the class struggle is a never-ending matter
of their daily lives; constantly they are confronted with
the most urgent necessity to fight against the
employers, in defense of their interests. The Communist
party must lead in all these struggles. It is in such
fights that the workers become class conscious and
organized around the Communist party. Never would
the masses recognize as their revolutionary Party one
that ignored these daily fights and confined itself to a
high and lofty agitation of revolutionary slogans.

.. .the Communist party always places as immediate
demands those manifestly possible of achievement
under capitalism and then it makes the most determined
effort to win all it can of them in the struggle. This is
because the Party has no interests apart from those of
the working class; it also realizes that such victories, in-
stead of destroying the militancy of the workers,
stimulate it. Lenin called such reforms or concessions
forced from the employers “by-products’ of the revolu-
tionary struggle. The Party understands clearly that
the workers logically expect that a party which pro-
poses eventually to overthrow the whole capitalist
system should know how to organize them to defend
their interests here and now. . . .
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But the Communist party policy is not simply to
organize the defense; it seeks also to transform the
workers’ defensive struggles into a counter-offensive. It
strives to unite the scattered fights of the workers into
broad class struggles and to give them more of a
political character. This politicalization becomes the
more urgent with the sharpening offensive of .t;he
employers and their increasing use of the State against
the workers. The general effects of politicalizing the
workers’ struggle are to draw larger masses of workers
into the fight, to direct this fight against the State as
well as against the employers proper, and thus to
strengthen the workers’ struggle in every respect.

This politicalization is brought about by the raising of
political demands which grow out of the very struggle
itself, not merely by the active propagation of the
ultimate revolutionary program of the Communist par-
ty. Thus during a strike demands are made for the Fi.ght
to meet, to picket, to strike, for the release of political
prisoners, for the adoption, enforcement or repeal of
labor legislation, against government arbitration, for
the withdrawal of troops, etc., and the workers are
mobilized in various ways for mass action in support of
these demands. In this way, not only are the workers
educated to the class character of the State, but the
broadest class front and most militant action is secured
in the struggle. In acute conditions of class struggle this
line of strategy leads to the development of the mass
political strike, during which the more fundarpental
political demands may be raised. In the question of
political demands, as well as of economic demands, the
central Communist strategy always turns around the
winning of the immediate struggle in hand.?®

There is so much wrong in this passage that Martynov (a leading
Russian economist) would have been proud to see his ling pro-
pagated by a ‘‘vanguard party’’ in such a way. It certainly is not
enough that ‘“the Party should propagate its general slo.gan’:?
among the masses and then organize them to make revolution.
But then again, tagging on some general slogans to unadulterate_d
economism and reformism is nothing but opportunism! To get this
very clear, let’s listen again to Foster’s words—it is' in the
“‘economic struggle where the workers become class conscious and
organized around the Communist Party,”’ the Party ‘‘strives to
unite the scattered fights of the workers into broad class struggles
and to give [lend—J.P.] them more of a political character.”
Political demands all grow out of this very economic struggle
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Itself—like the demand raised by the CP in this period to stop
““Hoover’s [sic] wage cutting policy”’—and ‘“on the question of
political demands, as well as economic demands, the Communist
sirategy always turns around the winning of the immediate strug-
Kle in hand”’! This is the “‘palpable results” line pure and simple. It
In the exact opposite of Lenin’s basis in What Is To Be Done?
where he flatly states that, “In a word, it [communism] subor-
dinates the struggle for reforms, as part of the whole, to the revolu-
tionary struggle for liberty and for socialism.’’2¢

Foster’s position here, like that of the Russian economists, never
tired of pointing out that objectively the masses were at a low
lovel. Here in the severest crisis of imperialism the world had ever
neen, the CP’s outlook and program was totally tailored to the
nverage worker, which frankly doomed the advanced workers to re-
main average workers and doomed the masses of toilers to never
advance the level of consciousness above trade unionist reformism.
The CP never really grasped that objective conditions them-
selves—and the spontaneous struggle which arises from
them—will never on their own bring class consciousness.

What is part and parcel of the objective conditions—what does
arise spontaneously—is a certain development of the struggle of
the masses and more favorable conditions to break through the
bourgeois illusions of the broad masses. But to the degree this oc-
curs at any point in the development of the objective situation, it
does not automatically develop into class consciousness. At every
step of the way the economic struggle by itself will link up spon-
taneously with bourgeois politics, militant trade unionist politics,
and worse (for example, the chauvinist politics promoted among
nteel workers, auto workers, miners and even the very oppressed
gurment workers through the “Buy America” garbage of the
capitalists and their “labor lieutenants’” today).

There is no question that tke economic struggle is an important
component of the class struggle. Or, for that matter, that the
working class learns things through its economic strug-
kles—especially militantly fought ones—even learns some very im-
portant things. As Lenin stated in What Is To Be Done?,

In a word, economic (factory) exposures were and re-
main an important lever in the economic struggle. And
they will continue to retain this significance as long as
capitalism exists, which creates the need for the workers
to defend themselves. Even in the most advanced coun-
tries of Europe we can still witness how the exposure of
evils in some backward trade, or in some forgotten
branch of domestic industry, serves as a starting point
for the awakening of class consciousness, for the begin-
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ning of a trade union struggle, and for the spread of
Socialism.?”

Some workers do move closer to class consciousness, even take
their first steps in this direction in some—though certainly not
all—cases through the economic struggle. But this can only be
developed and brought on in the overall context of carrying out the
work, from the beginning and consistently, of fusing socialism
with the workers’ movement, not where a ‘‘pure’ or ‘‘almost pure”’
trade-union movement is being built. :

Communists do have a role in helping to focus the workers’ at-
tention on the major economic abuses (as opposed to the pettier,
less significant economic questions), although not in opposition to
political questions, and in *‘fanning the sparks of political con-
sciousness generated in that struggle,” as Lenin put it. But this
form of resistance can only strengthen the fight toward
socialism—these ‘‘sparks’” can only go somewhere—if the ‘‘con-
scious element”’ systematically and tirelessly works to divert the
working class from the path of bourgeois trade union reformism by
taking politics to the working class and mobilizing the workers in
political, particularly revolutionary, struggle—exposing every
aspect of the state and imperialism, its war moves, national op-
pression, etc., and mobilizing the workers in struggle around the
questions that concentrate these abuses. _

The economic struggle, even in its more militant, less petty
forms, reflecting more ‘‘embryonic class consciousness’’ as Lenin
put it—such as the miners’ prolonged battle around the right to
strike in recent years in this country—by itself will link up with
bourgeois politics (as well illustrated in the recent example of 600
miners demonstrating in Illinois, demanding that Illinois utility
companies buy Illinois coal!). Focusing the workers’ attention
primarily on this struggle, by word or even just by action (com-
munists might keep saying this is not the answer, but if that is
mainly what they do...) can only feed the illusion that if the
workers bloc together and fight for themselves, building a social
movement primarily around these needs, the needs will be met.
What's more, the communists will be keeping from the workers the
all-around view of the capitalist system and the struggle against
it, that will make it possible for the working class to destroy it. Im-
plementing this theory of stages, even with the attitude (illusion!)
that, when the working class feels its oats a little more, then the
time will be ripe to mainly carry on all-around political agita-
tion—this will indeed be reinforcing this bourgeois ideology and
bourgeois politics among not only the average workers, but also
among today’s advanced workers.
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Politics and Spontaneity

And the workers—the oppressed masses of the proletariat—even
today do spontaneously seek to change the conditions of their
lives—and they “spontaneously” tend to look beyond the fight to
add a dollar an hour to their wages or even for the “‘right to strike”
(although vyorkers may still see the economic struggle as the only
pure worklng class politics). The breadth and depth of this
phenomenon is of course in the main—but not exclusively—depen-
dent on t}}e objective situation. But even in today’s conditions the
workers, in their masses, do turn to “politics’ to one degree or
al}other. Howgver, they do not turn to class-conscious politics
w1thout- the a;d of communists, who must relentlessly expose
bourgepls society, conduct constant education—based on class
analysis—as to who are our true friends and who and what is our
Z?ai lienemy, breakddcl))wn the illusions and backward reactions, etc

e masses and bring them ientifi i f the
O e Ihasses and forwi o a scientific understanding of the
There is ““spontaneous gravitation toward socialism’ among the

Borktzrs even in this country. As Lenin says in What Is To Be
one?,

It is often said: the working class spontane i-
tates towards Socialism. Tl%is is peI:'fectly (t);:'ltilayi%rat‘;;;le
sense that socialist theory defines the causes of the mis-
ery of the working class more profoundly and more cor-
rectly than any other theory, and for that reason the
workers are able to assimilate it so easily, provided, how-
ever, that this theory does not itself yield to spon-
taneity . . .28

In this country, the bourgeoisification of large secti

yvorkmg class on the basis of U.S. imperialism’g top-(fo(;nps)o:fit?(};s
in the past several decades retards acceptance of revolutionary
politics and Mqrxist science. But thousands from among the most
oppressed sections of the proletariat are already ripe for these
class-cox.lsqlous answers, and while bourgeoisification is still
strong, it is bre_a!nng down. Unless scientific socialism—in all its
aspects and .po.htlcal richness (because nothing is sorrier than tag-
ging on socialism to reformism)—is brought to the workers and
they are led to take it up and develop the consciousness which
comes !;hrough the all-around exposure of and struggle against the
_capltahst system, these masses will not gravitate to it. And mak-
ing economic s§rugg1e the heart of the class struggle, or even

l.endl.ng it a political character,” will abort and misdirect these in-
chnatlol}s among the masses. (What effect, can we imagine, did the
CPUSA’s demand of nationalization of industry have’on the
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masses of the advanced who sought fundamental change in the
'30s and ’40s!)

Trade Union Secretaries Are Trade Union Secretaries
Even If They Are Militant Fighters!

It has been argued that, while being trade union secretaries
should not be a communist’s aspiration, we have a lot to gain by
breaking the workers from the trade union hacks and that can be
done most effectively by exposing them as sellouts in the economic
struggle. It would, of course, be advantageous not to have the
working class tied to these chumps. But to use this as an excuse
for gutting emphasis on the economic struggle above politics is ab-
surd.

It is true that today there is hardly a union official that fits the
description of a militant trade union secretary. But we need to
analyze why this is the case. U.S. imperialism'’s objective position
in the world is why these hacks are in the main unmitigated
sellouts. Their careers are based on keeping the workers in line,
and over the years the bourgeoisie has been able to grant conces-
sions and pseudo-concessions to large sections of the workers. (It
does make a slight difference to be given a dental plan when infla-
tion is so high, although these types of concessions are usually in
exchange for something more fundamental that the bourgeoisie
has stripped away in the contract.) But even the bourgeoisie’s
ability to make certain concessions has been on the decline as the
crisis deepens.

History shows, however, that as the spontaneous struggle inten-
sifies, out of careerism or actual sincerity, militant trade union
leaders do start popping up—and they are not that distinguishable
from a “communist” who is really an economist. (It’s no accident
that it’s sometimes hard to guess which of the big trade union
leaders in the '30s and '40s were with the CPUSA—until the objec-
tive position of U.S. imperialism changed after World War
II!—and then it was still somewhat hard because of the number of
CPUSA trade unionists who “jumped ship” when the other side
was winning.) Even today, wherever there are big upsurges,
militants come forward, and even higher level officials are more
militant and less exposed in the short run—and in the context of
the economic struggle alone or as the main thing. If today com-
munists act like these militant trade unionists, who will very likely
be a dime a dozen at some future point, how will it be possible to
really prepare the masses not to get sucked into a repeat of the
"30s and "40s? And to the degree that today’s phonies are exposed,
why should communists be in essence setting the model of this
type for the future?

On top of this, to the degree that these hacks do have a hold,
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they work tirelessly to tie the masses politically to the bourgeoisie,
particularly to the Democratic Party and around particular legisla-
tion on unemployment, health insurance, etc., and such things as
their chauvinist ‘“save our jobs”’ campaigns. There is no way to
really expose these politics without bringing to the workers a total-
ly different world view and political understanding than that of the
bourgeoise on all the burning issues of the day.

Most Widely Applicable or Most Widely Applied?

The tendency to think that the economic struggle is the most
“widely applicable” means of bringing the workers into political
struggle and of raising their consciousness—this is a stubborn ten-
dency to kill. In the ranks of the RCP during the period of making
the economic struggle the ““center of gravity’’ of the Party’s work,
the best interpretation of that line did include taking political
questions and struggle to the workers. But it still headed in the
direction of the economists’ more refined ““there is no need what-
ever to conduct political agitation right from the beginning exclu-
sively on an economic basis”’—meaning that the economic struggle
is still the most widely applicable means of raising consciousness.

There were, of course, reasons for this more eclectic best inter-
pretation (and the practice guided by it). On the one hand many
comrades—and our Party as a whole!—did not lose totally their
revolutionary bearings and were striving to one degree or another
to fuse socialism with the workers’ movement. (Even the line of
some members of the Menshevik camp, until about the time of the
formation of the National United Workers Organization in
September 1977, took this eclectic form.) But, at the same time,
along with the errors in our formal line, comrades have been in-
fluenced by the attitudes of a number of active workers, many of
whom would come forward in response to economic agitation and
calls to action. This brings to mind the description Lenin gave as
to the initial impact of economic exposures—‘‘Even among the
most backward worker, a veritable passion arose to ‘go into
print’. . .”’** Even today some of the masses who gravitated main-
ly toward the economic work of the RCP (and from that point of
departure even joined, to some degree at least, in broader political
activities), complain to us that we are not so active anymore, even
though our activity has increased immensely.

While many advances can be pointed to and attributed to break-
ing with this past eclecticism, the road has not been smooth sail-
ing, especially among the better-paid workers (although important
breakthroughs can be pointed to on that front also). But this, in
itself, does not prove at all that the economic struggle is the “most
widely applicable means for bringing the masses into political
struggle.” On the contrary, it proves one thing: that the economic
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struggle is the most widely applicable form of building the trade
union struggle (in the short run), apart from revolutionary con-
sciousness. Lenin states in What Is To Be Done? that ‘“Our
Economists, including the Rabocheye Dyelo, were successful
because they pandered to the backward workers.”’*® We might add
that we were somewhat successful in pandering to backward ideas
even among the advanced workers in this country.

Lenin also stated: “We have said that there could not yet be
Social-Democratic consciousness among the workers. It could only
be brought to them from without.”’?! And frankly, among the ma-
jority of these workers we are Jjust beginning to bring them all-
around class-conscious politics—after emphasizing the centrality
of their economic struggle for 3 years (and perhaps longer) in many
cases! What many thought of as the most “widely applicable” is,
just as in Lenin’s time, really what was most widely applied. And
this tradition of most widely applied (and nothing applied at
all—when, for a period, there were no genuine communist organiza-
tions in this country after the betrayal of the CPUSA) goes back
some 40 years in the communist movement in the U.S. (at least). In
addition, there is a tremendous amount of illusions about this
system among many, even most, workers in this country, together
with a legacy of militant worker pressure groups since the '30s, a
tendency that has found comfort in the arms of the Democratic
Party since the time of Roosevelt.

Yes, we can blame objective conditions for the slowness of the
workers to gravitate toward a class-conscious world view, but we
also need to blame ourselves. This line of centrality to the
economic struggle, in its various forms, has keld back the revolu-
tionary potential among the workers. In reality, some of the ties to
the Democratic Party, and the ties to the labor lieutenants, have
been becoming weaker in this last period, maybe the weakest
they’ve been since the 1930s. Yes, workers today (not the majori-
ty, but a significant section) do want some basic changes, but as
pointed out earlier, these leanings will not automatically go toward
class consciousness unless it is “‘available.”’

In What Is To Be Done? Lenin states, “The fact that the work-
ing class participates in the political struggle, and even in political
revolution, does not in itself make its politics Social-Democratic
politics.”** We can see this phenomenon having happened already
in this country in the '60s, when workers from among the oppress-
ed nationalities and young workers of all nationalities came for-
ward and participated in revolutionary struggle mainly based
upon and largely reflecting the outlook of non-proletarian forces,
while the working class as a class was relatively dormant in these
upsurges. (Those individual workers, whose numbers were in the
thousands, as well as the thousands more who were influenced by
but not active in the upsurges, were all members of a working class
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who had not been broken from the trade union leaders in the
economic struggle—so much for the “‘theory of stages’'!)

And what’s even more common in this country among the
broadest ranks of the workers is the pull toward bourgeois
politics—traditional, straight-up identification with the bourgeois-
democratic traditions, etc., the working class coming into political
activity right behind the bourgeoisie—through various forms the
bourgeoisie comes up with to adapt to the objective period.*

The workers and other oppressed today are seeking answers to
this shit-hole the bourgeoisie calls society, and more and more will
do as the situation ripens—and as it is ripening today—they will
do so at an accelerated pace in the future. There will not be a
chance to build on the spontaneous leanings toward socialism
unless the class-conscious section—the Party—takes Marxist
politics and ideology to the masses of workers. Already the objec-
tive situation is outstripping us—mainly because of what our most
“widely”” applied methods were in the last few years. As in the
1960s, among the oppressed, snipers are beginning to assassinate
pigs (to give just one example of the revolutionary elements within
the non-revolutionary situation). The neo-populism of things like
California’s Proposition 13 and the mayor of Cleveland’s antics
show that the bourgeoisie is adapting politically to the situation.
Are the '80s only to be a repeat of the '60s?

To turn an old phrase around, if that were so, while the struggles
of the '60s, despite their overall and overwhelmingly positive role,
might have been at times farcical because of their class character
and lack of conscious—i.e., Marxist-Leninist—leadership, this
would take on more the character of a tragedy in the '80s. The
“ante will be upped”’ because the depth of the imperialist crisis
gives rise to much greater opportunities for the pro-
letariat—greater opportunities which the proletariat must be
prepared, in the broadest political sense, to be able to seize, We
must implement the heart of What Is To Be Done? including many
of its organizational suggestions as we are beginning to do in a
way unimaginable two years ago (tactics as plan!).

One last point. Some people have thought that Lenin’s ferocity
in What Is To Be Done? against these opportunists was due to the
obvious revolutionary situation impending in Russia. This was not
the case. There was indeed an upturn in the struggle—an upsurge
of the economic struggle sweeping Russia and signs of increasing

*It is no accident that in Germany from 1933 through the second World War the
bourgeoisie ruled under the name of National Socialist Party. While the advanced
section and a large section of the intermediate never rallied behind the crooked
cross, still it was able to build a mass following because the oppressed want fun-
damental changes and the more backward workers and impoverished petty
bourgeoisie, with all its prejudices, were inclined to support this “‘radical
party”—which combined a rank appeal to the worst bourgeois prejudices and
ideology with anti-capitalist rhetoric,
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political activity among other strata. But it was not until 1903 that
it was clear that an actual revolutionary situation was develop-
ing—two years after the writing of What I's To Be Done?*

In fact, upon careful study of What Is To Be Done?, it can be
seen that Lenin makes a reference to a Russian bourgeois
historical journal being able to get hold of a seized first edition of
Rabocheye Dyelo in the political police’s archives “some thirty
years” hence—hardly an indication that Lenin thought then that
in two years a revolutionary situation would emerge! But still
there is Lenin’s emphasis on immediately carrying out the overall
political and organizational tasks necessary to prepare for the
overthrow of the autocracy. Why? The answer is simple—1It is bet-
ter to begin this work before the revolutionary upsurge is upon you
than after—not only because it is not always possible to figure out
the exact year (and conditions) in which the situation will ripen (in
Russia it had to do with the defeat in the Russian-J apanese War),
but because the greater the number of workers who are rallied
behind the red flag in these earlier stages, and the more that this
red flag becomes a social force that challenges the complacency
with capitalism of the ‘“‘average workers” in these earlier stages,
and the more the working class mounts the political stage and af-
fects the middle strata of society, the better the position the work-
ing class and its vanguard will be in as the situation truly
sharpens.

Conclusion

These notes have only been able to represent an initial and par-
tial treatment of only some of the basic questions concerning the
revolutionary road that Lenin posed in What I's To Be Done? They
have been an attempt to answer some of the positions—and in par-
ticular a variety of eclectic arguments—that could keep us from
making the greatest possible strides toward our revolutionary goal
in this period.

In conclusion it is fitting to draw a point from another work of
Lenin’s, written in the period when the Russian Social-Democratic
Labour Party was struggling to break with economism, and only
three years before a great revolutionary storm started to sweep
Russia. It’s from the ‘‘Preface to the Pamphlet May Days in
Kharkov,” in which Lenin sums up May Day 1900 in Kharkov.
While pointing out that the events of that day had been an ad-
vance, he takes the Social-Democrats to task for putting the

* Lenin summed up that this revolutionary upsurge began in 1903 in the chapter
“The Principal Stages in the History of Bolshevism’’ in “Left-Wing” Communism,
An Infantile Disorder. He says: ‘“The years of preparation of the revolution
(1903-1905). The approach of a great storm is felt everywhere. All classes are in a
state of ferment and preparation.’’?
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demands against their employers on a par with the demand for the
8-hour day and for not bringing out enough the demands against
the autocracy (and for not sufficiently using the whole of May Day
there to point out the necessity of forging a vanguard party). Lenin
tells a short story to illustrate his point:

This year when a factory inspector asked a group of
workers precisely what they wanted, only one voice
shouted, “A constitution!”’; and this voice sounded so
isolated that the correspondent reported somewhat
mockingly: ““One proletarian blurted out....”” Another
correspondent put it, ‘“Under the circumstances,” this
reply was ‘‘semi-comical” . . . . As a matter of fact, there
was nothing comical in the reply at all. What may have
seemed comical was the incongruity between the de-
mand of this lone voice for a change in the whole state
system and the demands for a half-hour reduction in the
working day and for payment of wages during working
hours. There is, however, an indubitable connection be-
tween these demands and the demand for a constitution:
and if we can get the masses to understand this connec-
tion (and we undoubtedly will), then the cry ““A constitu-
tion!”” will not be an isolated one, but will come from the
throats of thousands and hundreds of thousands, when
it will no longer be comical, but menacing. It is related
that a certain person driving through the streets of
Kharkov during the May Day celebrations asked the
cabby what the workers wanted, and he replied: ““They
want an eight-hour day and their own newspaper.” That
cabby understood that the workers were no longer
satisfied with mere doles, but that they wanted to be
free men, that they wanted to be able to express their
needs freely and openly and to fight for them. But that
reply did not yet reveal the consciousness that the
workers are fighting for the liberty of the whole people
and for their right to take part in the administration of
the state. When the demand that the tsar convene an
assembly of people’s representatives is repeated with
full consciousness and indomitable determination by
the working masses in all industrial cities and factory
districts in Russia; when the workers have reached the
stage at which the entire urban population, and all the
rural people who come into the towns, understand what
the socialists want and what the workers are fighting
for, then the great day of the people’s liberation from
police tyranny will not be far off!3+
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Obviously, the demand for a constitution and the other
dlumoc.rutic tasks Lenin laid out are not directly applicable to our
situation in the U.S. today, but the point of the message was that
the voice of the “lone worker” did represent where things were
headed. Often we are in the position of that lone advanced worker,
but already today we’ve broken through that isolation and have
started to rally a mass of the advanced to take up the revolu-
tionary cause of the proletariat. The line that is expressed in the
slogz.ins we raise today—such as ‘“Workers Unite to Lead the Fight
Against All Oppression,” “Hasten Capitalism Into Its Grave” —
and the sharpest political battle lines against the bourgeoisie—
from “Down with U.S. and Soviet War Moves” to *“Down with Na-
tional Oppression”—*will not be an isolated cry, but will come
from the throats of thousands and hundreds of thousands when it
will no longer be comical but menacing.”’
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Plato: Classical Ideologue
Of Reaction

by J.S.

In the sixth, fifth and fourth centuries B.C. there arose in Greece a
civilization which has been famous ever since. The bourgeoisie has,
throughout its existence, never ceased to pay homage to ‘“‘the glory
that was Greece.” The proletariat, too, should study and appreciate
the lessons of this episode in human history—but from the opposite
point of view from that of the bourgeoisie.

The bourgeoisie paints an idealist picture of “the Greek genius”
creating timeless ideals which (together with the ‘‘Judaeo-Christian
religious tradition””) become ‘‘the spiritual source” of Western
civilization.! But the proletariat’s world outlook, which is both
materialist and dialectical, sees Greek society itself as arising out of
the motion of the contradictions between man and nature and with-
in human society, and the creations of that society as very much
time-bound, arising from the struggle of the aspects of the contra-
dictions within that society.

The study of Plato offers an excellent example of this contrast.
For the bourgeoisie, he is the ‘“‘grey eminence” of Western thought,
the prototype of what a philosopher should be: idealist, engaged in
the serene contemplation of eternal Truth, far removed from the
everyday world, and somewhat incomprehensible, too—but yet at
the same time a font of wisdom and other-worldly ideals to guide
and instruct the masses in their humble duties. But the proletariat
sees him for what he really was: an arch-reactionary, who was very
far from removed from the class struggle of ancient Athenian so-
ciety, whose idealism was, on the contrary, both an effect of and a
weapon in that class struggle—a weapon in the service of reaction.
Far from being incomprehensible, Plato’s cloudy philosophy and
foggy writings are perfectly comprehensible when understood in
terms of their material basis and their ideological function in the
class struggle.

The Development of Ancient Greek Society

Plato, who wrote his works during the fourth century B.C., cannot
be understood outside of the historical context in which he lived and
wrote. This first section will provide the background for this under-
standing by sketching the outline of the historical development of
Greek society through the fifth century B.C. It should be empha-
sized that this is only the barest outline, and one that is tentative in
certain respects as well.
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The first civilization which arose in the area of Greece was not
created by the Greeks. Minoan society, centered on the island of
Crete, southeast of the Greek mainland, grew up during the third
millenium (the 2000s) B.C., reaching its height in the first half of the
second millenium. The details of Minoan social structure are not
clear. In certain respects it was similar to the Bronze Age societies
which arose during the same period in Egypt and Mesopotamia, al-
though in other ways it was more similar to the Phoenician and Hit-
tite city-states which flourished along the eastern edge of the
Mediterranean during the Bronze Age and after.*

This was succeeded by Mycenean society, centered on the main-
land of Greece, which lasted from about 1600-1100 B.C. Here there
is even less agreement on the nature of the social system, with
opinions ranging all the way from characterizing it as “‘a palace
economy under royal control,” like that in Egypt, with a class
structure which ‘.. .rose through serfs or slaves, through the
lords or councillors of the villages. . . to the retainers and agents of
the great king, the wanax,”* on the one hand, to seeing it as a
society of “‘robber chiefs,” of princes, vassals and serfs, analogous
to that of the primitive Germans at the time of the downfall of the
Roman Empire.® The question of the social organization and class
structure of these societies is not crucial for the purposes of this ar-
ticle (although an answer to this question would be helpful in
understanding the historical factors that went into creating later
Greek society) and so it will not be pursued here.

In the period from the end of the thirteenth century, B.C., to
about 1150, the main Mycenean centers met with violent destruc-
tion. This was associated with the movement of a more primitive
people, the Dorians, into Greece (“more primitive”’ meaning that
they were still basically at the tribal stage of social organization,
and were thus closer to primitive communism). It was also asso-
ciated with the beginning of the Iron Age.

Greece was not alone in these happenings. Throughout the east-
ern Mediterranean, the end of the second millenium was marked by
a series of upheavals, migrations, and invasions. Egyptian
writings record the destructive raids of what they call ‘“‘the sea

*Early human history is often divided by archaeologists into different “‘ages’ with
reference to the material used for tools and/or weapons: the Stone Age, the Bronze
Age (approximately 3000-1000 B.C.), and the Iron Age. Minoan society has been
variously characterized as a “feudal bureaucracy,” a “thalassocracy” (i.e., a tribute-
collecting empire based on control of the sea), a system of ‘‘palace organization’’ such
as in Egypt and Mesopotamia, and “a highly organized, commercial, theocratic
state.”? Even the physical surroundings of Minoan society (it was not located in a
river valley) and the physical structures disclosed by archaeology (no monumental
architecture, no royal symbolism)® indicate that the structure of the society must
have been different in certain ways from that of the Egypt of the Pharaohs, and
there are many signs that the Minoans were fairly heavily engaged in trade, but the
exact social structure remains unclear.
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peoples” over the course of more than a century. As one pair of
authors puts it:

The great invasions produced an almost totally new
political map of the Near East. Egypt survived shorn of
its foreign possessions. The empires disappeared for
centuries and were replaced by tribes living in the heroic
style, familiar to us from Homer’s account and from the
tales of Saul and David in the Bible, and by petty city-
states (Hittite, Canaanitish, Philistine, and Aramaic).®

The power of the ruling classes of the Myceneans and the other
Bronze Age societies which fell or were greatly weakened during
this period depended upon their monopoly of the relatively scarce
metal, bronze. The invading peoples had mastered the smelting
and use of the much more plentiful, durable and efficient metal,
iron. The fact that the invaders were at a more primitive, tribal,
stage of social organization was actually a help, rather than a hin-
drance, to their overcoming the Bronze Age societies, for the tribal
form of organization meant that it was open to everyone to use the
new iron tools and weapons, whereas the whole set-up of the
Bronze Age societies was connected with keeping control of metals
in the hands of the ruling class.

The destruction of Mycenean society following the beginning of
the Iron Age seems to have been much more complete than that of
other Bronze Age societies in the eastern Mediterranean. The
period which follows, lasting until the introduction of the alphabet
in Greece at about 750 B.C., is usually known as the “Dark Ages.”
(This is different, of course, from the later European Dark Ages—
about 476-1000 A.D.—which marked the downfall of the Roman
Empire and the beginnings of the feudal epoch in Europe.) Infor-
mation about events during these centuries in ancient Greece is
sparse (hence the title ‘““dark”), but out of this period emerged the
famous civilization, organized into city-states, which is what is
usually thought of when reference is made to ancient Greece.*

Thus although the exact historical events are unclear, the result
is known and some fairly certain inferences can be drawn. In some
areas, the “Dorian conquest” took the form of an outright sub-
jugation of the original inhabitants, who became reduced to the
status of serfs, with the invaders becoming a ruling class. This is
what happened in Sparta. As George Thomson describes it:

*The very cursory nature of this survey of early Greek history should be em-
phasized again. Not only is it the barest outline, but many topics—the Homeric
poems and the society they describe, the Ionian colonization of Asia Minor, for in-
stance—are omitted entirely. The idea is to only touch upon those aspects which
are necessary for an understanding of Plato’s ideological position.
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Since their numbers were few, the Spartans could only
hold down the serfs by maintaining their military
organisation in a state of constant readiness, and the
basis of that organisation was tribal. For the same
reason, they had to close their own ranks against the
disruptive inequalities that would follow from the
growth of private property. Accordingly, they did
everything in their power to maintain among them-
selves the tribal principle of common ownership. The
land was divided into family estates, but these estates
were inalienable [they could not be sold or given away],
and their function was, by exploiting the serfs who
worked them to the extent of 50 per cent of the produce,
to provide each Spartan with his contribution to the col-
lective food supply, for they continued to eat in com-
mon. At the same time, they set their faces against the
development of trade, and refused to publish a code of
laws, without which organized commerce was impossi-
ble. In this way a system which had evolved on the basis
of equality was transformed into an instrument of class
domination. Its structure was still tribal, but in function
it had become a state.”

This was the paradoxical origin of that system of common ‘‘man-
ly” life, tight discipline and ‘‘heroic”’ warrior virtues so much ad-
mired by reactionaries in the ancient Greek world. And the Spartans
became more reactionary as time went on. In the early part of the
seventh century Sparta conquered neighboring Messenia, reducing
its inhabitants to serfs (or “helots” as they were called). This made
the serf population several times larger than the Spartans, and from
this point on the internal dynamics of Sparta were determined by
this contradiction between Spartan and helot, with the ruling class
evolving special terroristic institutions for control of the helots, a
legal prohibition on productive work by Spartans, and other unique
practices alongside those mentioned by Thomson above.®

And with the development of class struggle in classical Greece,
Sparta became a force for reaction throughout the Greek world,
supporting the supremacy of the landowners in other states.
Democratic Athens versus aristocratic Sparta—this was one of the
main contradictions which impressed itself on the Greeks of the
classical age.* And they were not far wrong in highlighting this,
for it corresponded to a class contradiction—the class contradic-
tion which was driving forward Greek society at this particular

*The “classical age” is a term, borrowed from art historians, which is commonly
used to designate the fifth and fourth centuries B.C., in contrast to ‘“‘archaic”
Greece of the mid-seventh through sixth centuries and ‘‘hellenistic,”’” which applies
to the period from the end of the fourth to the first century B.C.
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point in history.

Athens was opposed to Sparta. But how had Athens been devel-
oping during this time? Athens (unlike Sparta) had been a Myce-
nean center, and, furthermore, it was not taken over by the Dor-
ians. However, the Mycenean city or palace (it was not really a
city, but merely a palace and citadel surrounded by agricultural
villages) did experience great disruption as the Iron Age was ush-
ered in, Mycenean social organization (or at least its superstruc-
ture) was torn apart at this time throughout Greece, including at
Athens. :

Whatever this superstructure had been, exactly, it is at least
clear that during the succeeding ‘‘Dark Ages’’ the social organiza-
tion at Athens (and throughout most of Greece) was basically
tribal—or, more accurately, that through the course of these cen-
turies classes and the state were emerging out of tribal society.
The basic unit of tribal society is the clan (what Engels in The
Origin of the Family, Private Property and the State calls the
gens); many clans would form a tribe (often with something inter-
mediate between clan and tribe—in Greece the phratry). The
foundation of the tribal economy at this point (already quite ad-
vanced in the evolution of tribal society) was agriculture. The land
was owned in common by the clan, being reapportioned periodi-
cally, with the members of the clan living in a village in the midst
of the fields belonging to the clan.? (It can be seen how the Spartan
system preserved this set-up in a perverted form.)

With the introduction of metals, and particularly iron, into this
economy, the productivity of labor was raised to the point that it
was possible to support different specialists (such as the smith and
the tanner) who work for, and are supported by, the community. In
other words, agriculture was then able to produce a surplus over
and above what was needed for the subsistence of the agricultural
workers. But further, as Thomson points out:

The development of these new techniques requires,
not merely that there should be some surplus available
from agriculture, but that this surplus, which has been
scattered hitherto in small fragments among the indivi-
dual cultivators, should be concentrated so as to make it
effective. This is done by placing it in the hands of the
chiefs. The chiefs become the recipients of regular
tribute in the form of tithes or labour services. Such
payments are given freely by the clansmen as a due
return for benefits received, whether these benefits be
real, such as protection from marauders or successful
leadership in war, or imaginary, such as a plentiful har-
vest or some other good fortune attributed to the
magical powers of the chief.1**
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But of course this new system of distribution reacts upon the
system of ownership. One form of payment to the chief was a piece
of the best land, not subject to redistribution—in ancient Greece
called the temenos.'® The chief could then enclose it, and cultivate
it with the labor of slaves captured in war—for with the increase in
productivity of labor it became possible to use slaves (since now
the slave could produce a surplus above what was needed for his
own subsistence). Other clansmen could not get a temenos from
the clan, but with increasing productivity of labor some would
have available the time to clear and cultivate a piece of wasteland,
which then became his. Thus different kinds of private property
grew up alongside the communal.

This of course was a relatively protracted process, which passed
through several stages, with many twists and turns, and exhibited
differences in different places. But private property developed in
some such way as this in Athens and elsewhere in Greece. And out
of the contradictions of this first development of private property
came the state. As Engels says, speaking of basically this stage in
the development of Greek society:

Thus in the Greek constitution of the heroic age, we
see the old gentile order [the tribal or clan order] as still
a living force. But we also see the beginnings of its dis-
integration: father right, with transmission of property
to the children by which accumulation of wealth within
the family was favored and the family itself became a
power against the gens [clan]; reaction of the inequality
of wealth on the constitution by the formation of the

* George Thomson’s research on ancient Greek society, embodied in his writings
on the subject during the 1940s and '50s, is a valuable contribution to a materialist
understanding of this period of human history, and is the main basis upon which
the analysis of Plato in this article is carried out. Thomson also played a valuable
role in the 1960s and early "70s in upholding the achievements of the Chinese revo-
lution and Marxism-Leninism against Soviet revisionism, particularly in his book
From Marx to Mao Tse-tung: A Study in Revolutionary Dialectics {London, 1971).
At the same time, there are weaknesses in all these works—for instance, his rather
oracular and esoteric style of writing, which betrays a tendency toward
dogmatism in his thinking, a tendency to gloss over real difficulties, as well as
making his writings unnecessarily inaccessible to many people. At the same time,
it is also apparent that he never fully assimilated Mao Tsetung Thought, the new
and immortal contributions of Mao to the continually developing theory of Marx-
ism. Thus, for example, From Marx to Mao Tse-tung shows no awareness of a new
bourgeoisie under socialism, but instead sees Liu Shao-chi as someone who served
the interests of the old national bourgeoisie (page 152). It is clear that this is a sign
of a fundamental failure to understand class struggle under socialism, as summed
up by Mao. (See Mao Tsetung’s Immortal Contributions, published by RCP
Publications, Chicago 1979.) This failure resulted in Thomson'’s craven acceptance
of the counter-revolutionary 1976 coup in China as the “‘successful conclusion” of
the Cultural Revolution.!! By the present time Thomson has taken a qualitative
leap—into the camp of opportunism and reaction.
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first rudiments of hereditary nobility and monarchy;
slavery, at first only of prisoners of war but already pre-
paring the way for enslavement of fellow members of
the tribe and even of the gens; the old wars between
tribe and tribe already degenerating into systematic pil-
lage by land and sea for the acquisition of cattle, slaves
and treasure, and becoming a regular source of wealth;
in short, riches praised and respected as the highest
good and the old gentile order misused to justify the
violent seizure of riches. Only one thing was wanting: an
institution which not only secured the newly acquired
riches of individuals against the communistic traditions
of the gentile order, which not only sanctified the
private property formerly so little valued and declared
this sanctification to be the highest purpose of all human
society; but, an institution which set the seal of general
social recognition on each new method of acquiring prop-
erty and thus amassing wealth at continually increasing
speed; an institution which perpetuated not only this
growing cleavage of society into classes but also the right
of the possessing class to exploit the nonpossessing, and
the rule of the former over the latter.

And this institution came. The state was brought into
being.!3*

Engels goes on to talk about the constitution which was ascribed
by Athenian legend to Theseus, whereby a central authority was set
up in Athens and “. . . the entire people, regardless of gens, phratry
or tribe, was divided into three classes: eupatrides or nobles,
geomorot or farmers, and demiourgoi or artisans, and the right to
hold office was vested exclusively in the nobility.”!* Actually, if
there was a Theseus, whatever he did was simply the capstone or
the formalization of a process which had developed for some time
before. This process had been something like the following. With the
development of a surplus, the exchange of goods had developed, in-
itially of course in the form of barter. Since the surplus was in the
hands of the chiefs, so was its exchange. The central meeting-place

* At the time when Engels wrote The Origin of the Family, Private Property and
the State Monoan civilization was totally unknown, and Mycenean society was just
being discovered; the archeological investigations which have disclosed whatever is
now known about the Dark Ages had not begun; and of course many other archeo-
logical and anthropological discoveries had not been made. Thus inevitably Engels,
in his description of ancient Greece in chapters IV and V of this work, is ignorant of
many now-known facts and is incorrect in certain details. Nonetheless, the fact that
he and Marx had studied Greek literature and history fairly extensively, {as had
Morgan, whose Ancient Society was Engels’ anthropological authority in Origin of
the Family), and that he had a good grasp of dialectical materialism, enabled Engels
to see the essence of the matter and give a basically correct account of the develop-
ment of Athenian society out of the Dark Ages.
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of the whole tribe became a marketplace, where clan-chiefs met to
barter. Artisans found it more worth their while to produce for ex-
change; they produced partly for the marketplace and what they
made for their fellow clansmen came to be on a commercial basis.
The chiefs pushed for a greater rate of production—they wanted to
intensify the rate of exploitation. Both chiefs and artisans quit the
local village and set up shop near the market. In sum,

The chiefs have ceased to represent the separate interests
of their clans. They are becoming a landed aristocracy
united against the poorer clansmen by a common interest
of class against class.!®

It can easily be seen that these developments reach a culmination,
and are given formal expression, in the establishment of a central
political authority in the central market-town {Athens) and in mak-
ing the aristocracy the formal political authority over the farmers
and artisans, which is what the Theseus-story describes.

The eighth century B.C. saw the rise of aristocratic city-states
along these lines throughout Greece. And from the description of
the outlines of their formation given above, it should be clear what
this term ‘‘city-state’’ (the usual translation of the Greek term
polis) means: a whole area, ruled over at this stage by a landed
nobility centered in a town or city, surrounded by dependent vil-
lages occupied chiefly by peasants.

Over the next several centuries, there was a characteristic poli-
tical development within these city-states. While this development
was arrested at various stages in some cities, and went in some-
what peculiar directions in others, overall there was a movement
from aristocratic states, to what the Greeks called ‘‘tyrannies”
(beginning with the mid-seventh century), and then to
democracies. As one writer says, in a sentence which holds true
with regard to political history,

[TThe chief feature of the domestic history of most Greek
cities, from the end of the seventh century forward, is an
endeavor, here successful, there frustrated, to establish
or maintain popular government.!®

The “tyrannies’’ involved a member of an aristocratic family set-
ting himself up in his own right, as a tyrant, in place of the aristo-
cratic political institutions. In doing so, he had the support of the
nonaristocratic classes and sectors of society. These tyrannies
were transitional—they did not establish a stable or lasting form
of the state—and their essential historical function, as is now
recognized by most scholars,'” was to break the power of the old
nobility. The democracies which succeeded them were states which
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formally recognized the principle of the subordination of the
minority to the majority of citizens.*

But of course, these political changes did not just happen “up in
the air,” so to speak, but were the result of the struggle of classes,
which were themselves the outgrowth of economic changes which
were taking place. The main economic change during this time was
the growth of trade and commerce, and the consequent growth of
commodity production within the Greek city-states. This meant
the rise of a class of merchants and traders. Many of these traders
were of the aristocracy, it is true. But the most important thing is
not their class origins (although that does have importance)}, but
the new relations of production which were coming into being, and
the new source of wealth which was being opened up. For the
power of the old aristocracy, and its position as undisputed ruling
class, had come from its control of land (and the right to ap-
propriate part of the product of the agricultural producer) in an
agricultural society organized around the production of use-
values—that is, non-commodity production, production not for ex-
change.

With the relatively great growth of exchange, however, especial-
ly as this exchange came to take place over a much wider area, a
new source of wealth was opened up within the exchange-process
itself—through merchant and trading activities. This also meant
greater possibilities for the artisans, too, for they could now pro-
duce for broader and broader markets (instead of just for the
nobility), and could aspire to become merchants themselves. It was
this class struggle between the old aristocracy and the non-
aristocratic classes which was reflected in the emergence and
growth of the democratic state—for of course the breaking of aris-
tocratic political privilege was not just to the advantage of the
merchants, nor just the artisans, but to the peasants and landless
agricultural workers as well.

Athens is in most respects the epitome, the pre-eminent example,
of this process. It became the leading commercial city of the main-
land, and in time came to be no longer self-sufficient in food produc-
tion (an almost unheard-of phenomenon at that point in history),
depending instead on the import of grain from what is now southern
Russia, just north of the Black Sea. And Athens also came to be the
foremost representative of ancient Greek democracy.

This democratic revolution took place over the course of the
sixth century, beginning with what are usually called the ‘“‘re-

* As will be seen, the words, “of citizens’ are important. As Lenin pointed out
“Democracy is a state which recognizes the subordination of the minority ... "8
But the minority referred to in this context, as well as the majority, belongs to the
ruling class of that society, the class for which alone democracy obtains. Depend-
ing on what class the state is an instrument of, this will yield different forms of
democracy—for instance, slave-owners’ democracy, bourgeois democracy, etc.
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forms’’ of Solon in 594. Although there is disagreement about the
precise provisions of these reforms and the exact nature of the
economic conditions preceding them, the general picture is fairly
clear.'® The reforms identified with Solon (himself an aristocrat
who was probably involved in trade and commerce) resulted in the
abolition of the enslavement of Athenians for debt and *‘uprooting
the horoi”’—stone markers which showed that those who farmed
the land had to give a certain percentage to some aristocrat. Pro-
bably the land was inalienable (could not be sold), so that the
peasants had to pledge themselves as security for loans, and were
sold into slavery if they defaulted.* On the other hand, as he
makes clear in the writings that have survived, Solon firmly
resisted the peasants’ demands for a ‘‘redistribution of land”’ (pro-
bably meaning by this the sort of redistribution which had taken
place periodically in the old communal system).2°

These reforms also gave citizenship to non-Athenian traders who
had settled or were settling in Athenian territory, and forbade the
export of agricultural produce except for olive oil. The former was
important in breaking down the identity of citizenship with
membership in the old kinship system (clans and tribes), and the
latter benefited those farmers who were able to put land aside for
olive cultivation (for it takes several decades after planting for
olive trees to begin to bear fruit). It can be seen that all of these
measures had two main targets: on the one hand, they were blows
against special privileges of the hereditary aristocracy, and on the
other they were aimed at breaking with vestiges of primitive com-
munism and promoting the growth of private property and com-
modity production. Thus, although both the possibility and the
necessity of taking these steps arose out of the struggles of the
masses, and particularly the peasants, their main beneficiary was
the newly emerging class of traders and merchants. Many of these
were coming from the aristocracy itself—Solon being a prime ex-
ample of this phenomenon.

Solon also divided the population into four classes, according to
wealth measured in terms of grain. The lowest in this classification
was the thetes, the landless laborer who cannot lay claim to any
type of means of production, but who is at the same time not
enslaved. Those in this class were excluded from the Council of the
Four Hundred (100 from each of the four tribes which had original-
ly settled the area) which Solon’s reforms set up. This council was
to put forward the resolutions which the general assembly of all
the citizens (revived now from the democracy of primitive commu-

*The ownership of land by a family, rather than an individual, was a stage
following the primitive communal ownership by the whole clan. A piece of land
could not at this stage be sold or given away, but stayed within the family from
generation to generation, so that the land, while no longer communal, was not yet
fully private property either.
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nism) could debate. Further, the top state positions were now
opened up to those in the first one or two wealth categories, where-
us previously they had been the monopoly of the hereditary nobili-
Ly.

Over the next thirty years, with the further development of
wealth not necessarily connected to hereditary membership in the
aristocracy, splits appeared in the ranks of this nobility. Different
parties were formed, headed by different aristocrats, representing
different economic and class interests. The head of one such party,
Peisistratos, seized power and became a tyrant, and his reign
served the usual function of Greek tyrannies: breaking the power
of the old aristocracy and preparing the way for the democratic
revolution. He may well have seized the estates of his aristocratic
opponents and distributed the land to landless peasants. He
developed Athenian coinage and export trade, began a large pro-
gram of public works (hiring the thetes), and began the exploita-
tion of Athens’ rich silver mines at Laurion under the aegis of the
state, probably with slave labor.

His son succeeded him but was overthrown in renewed fighting
among the parties. The aristocrat Isagoras led many of his class
in trying to use this opportunity to restore their old power, but
this reactionary attempt was beat back by a renewed revolution on
the part of the masses, and further changes in the direction of
democracy were made. (These changes are usually identified with
the name of Cleisthenes, the head of one aristocratic faction who,
as one writer puts it, ‘‘turned the tables on [Isagoras] by making
an alliance with the people.”’?!) The council was enlarged from 400
to 500, and its membership, now open to all adult male citizens,
was based on a new set of ten artificial tribes—50 persons from
each tribe. This council was effectively the administrative and
legislative body of the state, and exercised certain judicial func-
tions as well. It can be seen that, here again, these measures were
blows both against the aristocrats’ special privileges and against
whatever remained of tribal institutions as well. The reason is that
the aristocracy had grown precisely out of the tribal institutions of
primitive communism and was still able to use some of these to its
own advantage.

Over the next half century these democratic measures were ex-
tended even further, with all property restrictions on eligibility for
higher state offices being removed and with election to the council
coming to be by lot. The democratic revolution, setting up a slave-
holders’ democracy, was complete—in other words, a new form of
the state had come into existence. Engels describes this develop-
ment as follows:

Commerce and handicrafts, including artistic han-
dicrafts which were being increasingly developed on a
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large scale by the use of slave labor, became the main oc-
cupations. Athenians were growing more enlightened.
Instead of exploiting their fellow citizens in the old
brutal way, they exploited chiefly the slaves and the
non-Athenian customers. Moveable property, wealth in
the form of money, of slaves and ships continually in-
creased, but it was no longer a mere means to the ac-
quisition of landed property as in the old slow days: it
had become an end in itself. On the one hand the old
power of the artistocracy now had to contend with suc-
cessful competition from the new class of rich in-
dustrialists and merchants; but, on the other hand, the
ground was also cut away from beneath the last remains
of the old gentile constitution. . . .

Now complete in its main features, the state was
perfectly adapted to the new social conditions of the
Athenians as is shown by the rapid growth of wealth,
commerce and industry. The class opposition on which
the social and political institutions rested was no longer
that of nobility and common people, but of slaves and
free men, of protected persons and citizens.??

This was how matters stood when Plato was born in the last half
of the fifth century B.C.* He was born into an old aristocratic
family. Some of his relatives were prominently involved in a briefly
successful aristocratic counter-revolution at the end of the fifth
century. His own writings are filled with venomous hatred of
democracy and of the masses of people. His whole work is part of
the ideology of reaction in Greek society in this period.

One of his twentieth-century admirers can say of Plato,

Nothing is more characteristic of him than his lifelong
conviction that it is the imperative duty of the
philosopher, whose highest personal happiness would be
found in the life of serene contemplation of truth, to
make the supreme sacrifice to devoting the best of his
manhood to the service of his fellows as a statesman and
legislator, if the opportunity offers.??

But Plato was anything but serene, and what he contemplated was
not the truth, but an inverted image of the class society in which

*The date is usually fixed at around 429. It is obvious that there is no room in
the brief historical sketch given here for many important aspects of ancient Greek
and Athenian development—for instance, what was happening in the Greek set-
tlements in Asia Minor (and in Italy), which had a good deal to do with intellectual
developments, and Greek relations with Persia, as well as Athenian “foreign rela-
tions.”
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he found himself. The “imperative duty’’ which impelled him
toward political theory and practice was the morality of his
class—whose members were the only ones he ever saw as ‘‘fellows”
and tried to serve.

Socrates and Plato

Plato came out of Athenian society of the late fifth and early
fourth centuries. But he was influenced in his development by
Socrates—the man who has through the ages, and particularly in
the era of capitalist society, been looked to as the patron saint of
intellectuals. Who was Socrates?

Socrates was born about 470 B.C., his father being a stone-
mason, an occupation also followed by Socrates as a young man,
Later he became what contemporary Greeks called a so-
phist—literally, a ‘‘wise man,” but meaning then someone who
tried to find out what the nature of the universe, the physical
world, and society are.* After Socrates’ death, Plato, pursuing the
same general activity, but from a markedly idealist and reaction-
ary standpoint, preferred to call himself (following the usage of the
Pythagoreans) a philosopher (in Greek, philosophos, meaning
“lover of wisdom”’). Plato wrote his philosophy in the form of dia-
logues, making Socrates the main character and teacher in most of
them, thus painting the picture of Socrates as the pre-eminent ex-
ample of a philosopher.

Plato’s most famous portrait of Socrates is the Apology, which
presents itself as recording Socrates’ defense in court against
charges of corrupting the Athenian youth and of impiety.
Socrates, of course, was convicted and sentenced to death, and
after his death Plato and others of his admirers wrote dialogues,
including records of what was supposed to have been his defense
before the jury, as memorials to him. Out of these records of his
defense came the picture, in later centuries, of Socrates as an in-
tellectual saint, the ‘‘gadfly” (as he calls himself in Plato’s
Apology) of ancient Athens, who never claimed to know anything
himself, but simply sought the truth no matter what, questioning
everything, puncturing the pomposity of conceited know-it-alls,
but in the process exciting the resentment of the philistine mob of
ordinary people—their barely latent anti-intellectualism brought

* At first, in the sixth century when this distinctive sort of intellectual activity
first began, they were just as often called “physicists,” because they were trying
to discover the nature (physis) of things. By Plato’s time, “sophist”’ usually
denoted one who looked into ethical and social matters as well, and who gave
classes in these things as well as in the art of speaking and persuading. The sophist
movement was generally associated with the democracy; Plato sharply attacked
sophists and was always concerned to distinguish himself (and Socrates) from
them. (In fact, it is because of Plato’s attack that ‘“sophist”” and “‘sophism” are
terms of abuse today.)
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out by his untiring and uncompromising search for truth-—who
then killed him out of spite.

But in fact this was not the content of either Socrates’ life or his
trial by any means. Plato seeks to remove the trial from history
and make it the supposedly timeless confrontation between the in-
tellectual and the mob—and this is why bourgeois intellectuals
take Socrates to their bosom. But in fact the trial was charged
with political and social content, which had everything to do with
the class struggle in Athens at the very end of the fifth century
B.C. For this century, which had opened with the victory of the
democratic state, had not seen an abatement of the class struggle.
The artisans, small farmers and propertyless laborers wanted to

push forward from mere equality before the law to a more material |

equality. The rich merchants thought that things had gone quite
far enough. The old nobility saw a chance in this split to get some

of its privileges back, and those whose wealth was not increasing

were especially bitter and even desperate. The lines became in-
creasingly drawn between the reactionary forces (called by
historians the oligarchs) and the democratic forces, which broke in-
to two, usually denominated the moderate and the radical
democrats. *

These contradictions were exacerbated by the Peloponnesian
War, which pitted Athens with its allies and dependencies against
an alliance led by Sparta. The war had deep ideological ramifications
with regard to the class struggle throughout Greece, including
within Athens, for it pitted democracy against oligarchy. The
Athenian oligarchs wanted to end the war as quickly as possible,
on virtually any terms, and two years after Athens finally met
defeat in the disastrous Sicilian expedition in 413 (after almost 50
years of on-and-off war), the oligarchs seized the time and were
able to institute the extreme reactionary regime of the Four Hun-
dred. In the following years this regime was overthrown, the
democracy restored in stages, and the war renewed. In 405-4,
however, Athens was decisively defeated and the Spartan-backed
oligarchy of the Thirty was installed. Under the leadership of
Critias (about whom more below), a reign of terror against promi-
nent democrats was instituted, as well as a good deal of plundering

*QOf course it must be remembered that these democrats, no matter how radical,
never advocated extending democracy to the slaves; ancient Greek democracy was
always slave-owners’ democracy—at most, democracy for a ruling class of
slaveholders, with dictatorship for the slaves. Thus, when the opposition is made
in this article between the masses on the one hand, and the aristocrats or rich mer-
chants on the other, it is the masses of non-slaves that are referred to. The struggle

of these masses for democracy for themselves was a progressive one historically, 1

but it must always be remembered that this was taking place within the context of

the growth of slave production, and was necessarily linked to this, for it was -
nothing but a fight for democracy among those who ruled (or wanted to rule) over

slaves.
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and private enrichment on the part of those in power. In the follow-
Ing three years the democracy was restored again and a general
amnesty put into effect for all who had taken part in this civil war.
It was scarcely a year after the conclusion of these events that
Socrates was brought to trial. Where had he stood in this fierce
class struggle?

Early in his life Socrates had apparently been attracted to the in-
vestigation of the physical world and had held classes for others in
a manner similar to that of the sophists of the time.?* This sort of
intellectual investigation and activity was associated with the
democratic movement. But he later turned away from this and
began to turn exclusively toward social and ethical questions. The
sophists also explored such issues—and in fact were famous for do-
ing so—but Socrates worked from quite a different perspective.
His method of exploring them became the famous ‘‘Socratic’ style
of incessant ironic questioning, engaging someone in a dialogue in
order to hold him up to ridicule—a method designed to show,
above all, that the vast majority of people do not know any of the
things they think they do. Simultaneously, the circle of Socrates’
friends, pupils and admirers came to be drawn from among the
oligarchs and the old aristocracy. Socratic questioning had an
ideological and political meaning. As one pair of writers puts it,

Surely it is not difficult to realize that this question-
ing was not merely goodhumored dialogue or an intellec-
tual game, played in vacuo, but represented a positive
attack on the most fundamental democratic assumption
that politics and ethics should be the career of the
average man. It made these primary social func-
tions—ethics and politics—not the concern of Every-
man, but the private preserve of a highly select,
cultivated and articulate minority. In this respect it
could only be called profoundly anti-democratic. We can
well imagine that the very skill with which this confoun-
ding of the vulgar was carried out won the ex-
cited and enthusiastic plaudits of the young men of
patrician circles, who for years had writhed helplessly
under the galling necessity of political submission to
men whom they regarded as their social in-
feriors. . . . We can equally well imagine that the process
of questioning and confounding was an infuriating thing
not only to the discomfited individual, but also to all
those who clung to the democratic way of life. As the
war progressed, as the struggle between the two fac-
tions grew more and more bitter, as the democracy felt
itself more and more vulnerable, the role of Socrates,
too, developed; from an amiable, if somewhat irrelevant,
nuisance he became a positive menace.?®
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The charges against Socrates were political. But because of the

amnesty, which forbade any reference to the oligarchic counter-

revolution in litigation, the true charges against him could not be

made openly. However, the main accusation, of corrupting the

youth, had a hidden but clear political content. As pointed out
above, Socrates’ circle of admirers came to be made up of young
men from the aristocracy. Many of them were probably involved in
the political struggles of the latter part of the fifth century, but
two known Socratic companions stand out. One was Alcibiades,
probably the supreme opportunist in times which were rife with
opportunism of various sorts. He was brought up in the household
of Pericles, the most famous moderate democrat in the mid-fifth
century, and as a young man he became a leader of the radical
democrats. He was accused of a crime while helping to lead the ill-
fated Sicilian expedition during the Peloponnesian War and
ordered to return to Athens, but instead he defected to Sparta and
gave them valuable intelligence concerning Athenian military
plans and weaknesses. He went to work for Sparta, but then
thought he could get a better deal from Persia, which was trying to
take over all of Greece. He tried to get back to Athens vie a
Persian-backed oligarchic coup, but when this failed he managed
to get back as a general on the strength of his military skills, and
through the manipulation of Critias. When he suffered military
defeat, however, he fled again, and was finally assassinated, pro-
bably at least partly at the instigation of Critias.

And as for Critias himself—he had begun as a leading
democratic politician. He ended by becoming the leader—and by
all accounts the most reactionary and vicious of any—of the
regime of the Thirty. Both Alcibiades and Critias were part of
Socrates’ circle. Critias’ change from democrat to reactionary mad
dog was widely attributed to the influence of Socrates. Can there
be any doubt about what was meant by ‘‘corruption of the
youth’’?2¢

Plato too, of course, was one of Socrates’ companions, although
much younger than Critias and Alcibiades. Critias was also related
in another way to Plato: he was Plato’s mother’s cousin. Plato’s
uncle Charmides was also a member of the regime of the Thirty.
Plato grew up in an aristocratic and oligarchic family, and when
the oligarchic coup came, he welcomed it. As he explains in an
autobiographical letter written in later life: ‘“The constitution we
then had, being anathema to many [i.e. to the oligarchs], was over-
thrown; and a new government was set up. . . . I thought that they
were going to lead the city out of the unjust life that she had been
living and establish her in the path of justice....” 24

He goes on to say that he became disillusioned by the excesses of
the triumphant oligarchy—and even more disillusioned by the trial
and death of his mentor Socrates under the restored democracy.
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T'his is how he describes his further reflections after this traumatic
ovent:

The more I reflected upon what was happening, upon
what kind of men were active in politics, and upon the
state of our laws and customs, and the older I grew, the
more I realized how difficult it is to manage a city’s af-
fairs rightly. For I saw it was impossible to do anything
without friends and loyal followers; and to find such
men ready to hand would be a piece of sheer good luck,
since our city was no longer guided by the customs and
practices of our fathers, while to train up new ones was
anything but easy. And the corruption of our written
laws and our customs was proceeding at such amazing
speed that whereas at first I had been full of zeal for
public life, when I noted these changes and saw how
unstable everything was, I became in the end quite diz-
zy; and though I did not cease to reflect how an improve-
ment could be brought about in our laws and in the
whole constitution, yet I refrained from action, waiting
for the proper time. At last I came to the conclusion that
all existing states are badly governed and the condition
of their laws practically incurable, without some
miraculous remedy and the assistance of fortune; and I
was forced to say, in praise of true philosophy, that from
her height alone was it possible to discern what the
nature of justice is, either in the state or in the in-
dividual, and that the ills of the human race would never
end until either those who are sincerely and truly lovers
of wisdom come into political power, or the rulers of our
cities, by the grace of God, learn true philosophy.?®

In other words, since the old aristocracy no ionger ruled (‘‘since
our city was no longer guided by the customs and practices of our
fathers’’), something analogous must be instituted, and this
replacement must be something not subject to change and decay
(“when I. . .saw how unstable everything was, I became in the end
quite dizzy”’). The nature of this new aristocracy will be discovered
by philosophy, which will tell us ‘“what the nature of justice is,”
and it can be put into effect only if philosophers (‘“‘lovers of
wisdom”’) become rulers. This is Plato’s project, which he tries to
carry out in his famous dialogue The Republic, as well as in his
later and longer work The Laws, and which he ‘‘valiantly’’ strove
to put into practice, most notably in the Sicilian city of Syracuse.*

*This article will only deal with The Republic. Plato’s connection with Syracuse
came about when his admirer Dion, a wealthy, influential and oligarchic
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Plato’s Republic

In The Republic Plato has Socrates set out to answer the ques- '
tion, “What is justice?”’ After the first book of this work, which !

features some sparring with the sophist Thrasymachus, Socrates’
sole interlocutors are Glaucon and Adeimantos (Plato’s brothers),
and they are a pliant crew indeed as Socrates guides them on their

heavenly quest. Saying that it is too difficult to see what con-

stitutes justice in an individual’s soul, Socrates proposes to define
justice in a city, then move by analogy back to the individual per-
son.

He proceeds to set up a city, then, and what is immediately |
notable is the stress which he places on the need for a strict divi-

sion of labor. This is a constant theme in much of Plato’s work and

is used to justify, above all, the complete division of mental and

manual labor. Here it at first appears to be used in a different way;

what Plato immediately emphasizes is that a distinction must be |
sharply drawn between those he calls the guardians of the city and |

the rest of the population. In a passage which can be read as a
polemic against the Greek democratic practice of a citizen army,
Plato talks about the need for professionally trained soldiers
(“guardians”’ of the city), and says that,

.. .since the guardian’s work is the greatest, it needs
more leisure than all the others, and more practice, and
further, more skill and care. . . .It will be our business
then, as it seems, to pick out if we can which persons
and which natures are fitted to guard the city.*®

He then goes on to spend much of the rest of the dialogue in !

describing not only their nature, but their education and training.
And quite rightly, too, for these guardians are in fact the ruling

Syracusan, had Plato brought over to teach the young tyrant Dionysius I, who
was supposed to become a philosopher-king. This project hit a snag, however,
when Dion was banished, and Plato had to flee. Dion later managed to return to
Syracuse and take over for a while, until he was assassinated by Callippus, another
pupil of Plato’s. Plato’s Seventh Letter (quoted above) is addressed *to the friends
and followers of Dion,” and is a reply to a request for advice after Dion had been
assassinated. Later in his life Plato wrote The Laws (in fact it was his last work),
whose content is even more vicious and reactionary than The Republic (and less
“ideal”). The Laws takes the form of a very detailed set of laws for a city-state.
Plato also established a school (the Academy) whose pupils were drawn mostly
from the old aristocracy and whose purpose was to train the philosopher-kings of
which Plato dreamed—and indeed many did go on to political activity (like Callip-
pus). So Plato’s theoretical activity was by no means as divorced from the social-
political world as the writings of many contemporary scholars might lead one to

think. All this shows that while Plato was putting forward an ideal (a reactionary |

one, of course), it was one that was closely (and very practically!) linked with
politics.
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class of this ‘‘ideal’’ society Plato is setting up.

This ruling class, these ‘‘guardians of a herd” as Plato later
characterizes them,3° are divided into two: there are those who are
merely soldiers and police, and then there are those who are fitted
to go on to higher things, and become philosophers. These are the
real rulers in Plato’s conception—his famous philosopher-kings.

Plato then goes on to set up a city founded on this “‘rational and
ideal” social system. But he was sure the masses would be unruly,
despite the ideal rationality of his arguments, because they were
corrupted by the illusory material world. There were always the
well-armed guardians to keep them in line, but Plato, cultivated
philosopher that he was, preferred more subtle methods. As he ex-
plains it:

Is there any device by which we might tell one genuine
lie worthy of the name, and persuade the rulers them-
selves that it is true, or at least persuade the rest of the
city?. .. Well. . .this is the story. The training and
education we were giving them was all a dream, and
they only imagined all this was happening to them and
around them; but in truth they were being moulded and
trained down inside the earth, where they and their
arms and all their trappings were being fashioned.
When they were completely made, the earth their
mother delivered them from her womb. . . .*““So you are
all brothers in the city,”” we shall tell them in our fable,
“but while God moulded you, he mingled gold in the
generation of some, and those are the ones fit to rule,
who are therefore the most precious; he mingled silver in
the assistants [i.e. the soldiers]; and iron and brass in
farmers and the other craftsmen. ...’ 3

Having cooked up his own ‘‘blood and soil”” myth, Plato goes on
to investigate the virtues of the city and its classes. The
philosopher-king, of course, will be supremely truthful, never will-
ingly admitting a falsehood, but “‘reach[ing] after all truth with all
his might from youth upwards,” and hating lies.?? This may seem
a little hard to square with the big lie about different classes being
made from different metals. We must remember, however, that
Plato is not concerned with mere material, earthly, this-worldly
truth, but with the other-worldly realm of the transcendent forms,
and no doubt he can work out the problem of combining
truthfulness and lying into a package appropriately attractive to
the aristocratic mind. And besides, the supreme virtue of the
philosophers is not devotion to truth, but wisdom, and it must cer-
tainly be admitted that, if Plato’s philosophers were examples of
wise men, then wisdom has little to do with truth!
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In fact Plato does have a whole theory about the nature of reali-
ty and human knowledge, an ontology and epistemology, which
lead to a very other-worldly conception of truth. This is Plato’s
famous ‘‘theory of forms’’ or ‘“‘theory of ideas,’”’ the theory that the |
material world around us is, if not totally unreal, at best a pale
reflection, a shadow of reality. What is real are the ideas, or forms, |
on which this poor world is only imperfectly modeled. This is how
he explains it in one of his earlier expositions of the theory:

concise characterization of the theory as follows:

I think we have usually assumed a general form or idea,
one idea, in each class of many particulars to which we
give the same name.?®

In other words, there is one of these pre-existing forms for each
group of things called by the same name (like “dog’’)—and Plato
holds that this form is more real than, and is actually the cause of,
all the concrete particulars which have that name (the idea of the
dog is the cause of all the flesh-and-blood dogs). And in this work
he also sketches the well-known metaphor of the cave, picturing
the masses as like people chained in a cave, only able to see the
shadows of things on the wall. In other words, reality is turned on
its head. The material world is for Plato a mere shadow, while the
realm of concepts and ideas (which is actually a reflection of the
material world) is, for him, reality.

Clearly this has political implications. If the masses of people are
hopelessly out of touch with reality, then they deserve a rather
lowly status. As one of Plato’s modern admirers puts it, the or-
dinary man

We say, I suppose, there is such a thing as the equal, not
a stick equal to a stick, or a stone to a stone, or anything
like that, but something independent which is alongside
all of them, the equal itself, equality. . . .32

In other words, Plato sees the concept or idea of equality as in-
dependent and existing separately from the material world. Of
course, the general concept of equality is not the same as the par-

ticular instances of it (‘‘a stick equal to a stick’’); the general idea is

an abstraction from the particular instance. But Plato does not |
think these ideas are abstractions from reality—rather, he turns |
things upside down and says that the material world is derived
from these ideas, which he considers the only true reality. Thus he |

says later in the same dialogue: . . .confuses particular beautiful things, which are so on-

ly in as far as they participate in beauty, with beauty.

I am going to try to show you the nature of the cause,
which I have been working out. I shall go back to the old

song and begin from there, supposing that there existsa

beautiful something all by itself, and a good something
and a great and all the rest of it. . . . What appears to me
is, that if anything else is beautiful besides beauty itself,

The philosopher has knowledge of reality, of the Forms;
the others can only have beliefs or opinions
(doxai). . . . Clearly it is the philosopher, whose mind ap-
prehends goodness, who should rule the state. He alone
has the pattern of the good in his soul and thus can use
it. . .to try to realize eternal justice in the lives of men,

what makes it beautiful is simply that it partakes of

that beauty: and so 1 say with everything. to make the state approximate to the ethical realities of
a ; g

which he alone has understanding.3¢

So these ideas are not only more real, they are the cause of the ex-
istence of things in the material world. Moreover, according to
Plato, these ideas or abstractions of things actually exist prior to
the things themselves. ‘

Clearly this is idealism pure and simple. And, what is more, it is
formulated in conscious opposition to materialism. In this same
dialogue Plato has Socrates describe his intellectual evolution and
how he was disappointed in the materialist explanations of earlier
Greek thinkers because they did not explain the phenomena of
nature in terms of everything happening for a purpose and for the
best.

In The Republic the theory of forms is integral to the education
of the guardians, and even more, it provides the philosophical |
underpinning for Plato’s political theory. At one point he gives a

Obviously, ruled over by the only persons who are or can be in
touch with reality, this society is the best possible.

Plato thinks that, since the city is set up more or less perfectly, it
must be wise and brave and temperate and just. It is wise on ac-
count of the wisdom of the higher class of guardians; it is brave
because of the bravery of the soldiers, the second class of guar-
dians; and it is temperate in virtue of the temperance of the rest of
the citizenry. So each class has its own virtue. Wisdom and virtue
are self-explanatory. The ‘‘temperance’” (sopkrosyne, a Greek word
meaning essentially self-restraint) of the masses consists in their
restraining all their base animal impulses and doing what they are
told. The justice of this city, on the other hand, consists in the fact
that each class does the work and has the virtue appropriate to it.
Justice, Plato sums up, is ‘‘to do one’s own business’’ 37—in other
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words, know your place and stay there.

Having established what justice in the city is, Plato returns to
the individual. He argues that there must also be three parts to the
soul, analogous to the three classes of the city, and that justice in
the individual must consist in the right relation of these parts to
one another. First there is the reasoning part of the soul (whose vir-
tue of course is wisdom). Then there is the part whose virtue is
courage, namely the ‘“‘spirited part.”” And finally there is the part
of the soul *. . .by which it loves and hungers and thirsts, and is
all aflutter about the other desires, the ‘unreasoning’ and ‘desiring’
part, a comrade of repletions and pleasures.”’ 2® Of course the vir-
tue of this part is to restrain itself and be temperate.

Justice, then, will again be the correct relation of these parts of
the soul, the subordination of the lower and animalistic to the
higher and ideal. This is in essence Plato’s argument and definition
of justice, which is the explicit goal of the dialogue. He goes on to
discuss many other things, some of which will be mentioned below;
the goal here, however, is not to outline the whole dialogue, but to
discuss the social and ideological meaning of it.

As to this meaning, there can be little doubt. Plato’s philosophy
was part of the ideology of the old aristocracy at this particular
point in Athenian history. Plato, reflecting the viewpoint of his
class, was opposed to the entry of merchants and traders into the
ruling class, and he bitterly hated the rebellious movement of the
masses, which was the driving force behind the democratic revolu-
tion of the sixth and fifth centuries. The system Plato outlines in
The Republic is a purified and idealized analogue of aristocratic
society. The ruling class of The Republic, the guardians, is an
idealized version of the old nobility.

It is sometimes said that Plato’s rulers should not be considered
a ruling class. Thus John Wild:

Nor is [Plato’s social system in The Republic] correctly
described as ‘‘class rule” in the usual sense of this
word—government by a privileged group for the attain-
ment of special interests denied to others. Plato’s guar-
dians and auxiliaries are not a class in this sense. They
are civil servants selected by rigorous examinations for
the performance of certain functions necessary to the at-
tainment of the common good.?®

F. M. Cornford seems to have the same thesis in mind when he
says,

All these rulers and the subordinate guardians are for-
bidden to own money, houses, or land. They live in
monastic austerity, on a bare subsistence provided by
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the third order, the Producers, who have not qualified
for the higher education. ...The Producers, in return
for the wages they pay the Guardians, will receive good
government at the hands of those who are wiser than
they, a_nd who have proved, both by temperament and
by training, superior alike to the profit-making and
pleasure-loving motives, and to all ambition for worldly
power.*°

These conscientious civil servants are to live like monks.
Perhaps Cornford did not know anything about the Middle Ages.
Perhaps he was ignorant of the fact that the “monastic austerity’’
of the monks, abbots and other churchmen of European feudal
society did not prevent them from forming an integral part of the
society’s ruling class. In any European country the feudal church
owned a large proportion of the landed property, including the
serfs who worked it, and these pious churchmen, “austere” though
t.hey might be, hardly hesitated to exact all the manorial dues,
fines, monopolies and restrictions which exploited and oppressed
the medieval peasants—right down to the lord’s claim to his te-
nant’s best beast or movable possession when the man died. And,
of course, even without such ownership, the church laid claim (a
legally binding one) to its tithes and other ecclesiastical
dues—down to taking the second best beast or movable possession
from the dead serf.

And, of course, th.ese monkish rulers did not lack for ideologists
to portray their activities as nothing less than pure conscientious
self-sacrifice. As a more contemporary apologist puts it:

In addition to these educational tasks there were, with
ever greater importance especially from the eighth cen-
tury on, heavy secular burdens for the monks. Despite
their individual vows of poverty, the monks collectively,
as religious communities, played great roles in early
medieval economy.*!

O})viously Plato’s guardians are a ruling class, although, equally
pbvmusly, an idealized one (more on this below). Indeed it is strik-
1ng_that, even on Plato’s idealized and purely spiritual terms, the
society he describes is set up to benefit, not the masses of pro-
ducers, but the guardians. Staying completely within Plato’s
frame of reference, Wild’s assertion that the guardians perform
“certain functions necessary to the attainment of the common
good,” as opposed to acting so as to reach the “attainment of
special interests denied to others,”” can be shown to be false. For in-
stance, as A.D. Winspear remarks,
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By abolishing personal property and by breaking up the
self-contained autonomous family [measures which are
proposed for the guardians], Plato expected that he
would attain to a unified state. And yet, if one examines
his proposals it is obvious that he has not done what he
promises. Only the ‘‘guards” feel this sense of unity and
common purpose. The rest of the state-—artisans, mer-
chants, or peasants—does not share in the vision or in
the crusade, but simply basks in the after-glow.**

This, while true, is still rather vague. A much more striking in-
stance of the totally self-serving nature (for the ruling class) of the
Platonic social set-up becomes apparent at the end of The
Republic. Here Plato tells a myth of his own making about what
happens to the soul after death. In a picture reminiscent of many
religious mythologies, good souls go to a heavenly place where
they enjoy ‘‘bliss and sights incredibly beautiful,” while bad ones
go to be punished for their sins. After a time, however, both good
and bad are gathered together, they draw lots, and in the order
determined by the lots, they pick a new life for themselves from all
the “models of lives” spread out before them. This is what hap-
pens in the case of the first to choose:

After the proclamation, Er [the man who supposedly
saw all this happen] said the drawer of the first lot went
straight up and chose the greatest tyranny, but in his
folly and greed he did not in choosing examine all the
details properly, so he never saw that he was fated in it
to devour his own children, among other horrible things;
when he examined it at leisure he beat his breast and
lamented the choice, ignoring the interpreter’s
forewarn-ing, for he laid the blame for his ills not on
himself but on luck and destiny, and anything instead of
himself. And he was one of those who had come down
out of heaven; he had lived his former life in a well-
ordered community, with some share of virtue which
came by habit without philosophy.*?

This might, of course, be one of the masses in Plato’s ideal state.
For this whole set-up exists to make all those in the third class be
virtuous out of habit (or fear), for they are, Plato holds, incapable
of really reasoning things out. Only the guardians are capable of
this, and only the upper level of guardians are capable of
philosophy. So in this “ideal” set-up, only the guardians (and prob-
ably only those guardians who rise above the auxiliary, soldier,sec-
tor) can save their souls—which for Plato is the supremely impor-
tant object of life.
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And the same is true in terms of happiness. Plato goes to great
lengths to argue in Book IX of The Republic that the just man is
L}.le. only happy man. However, remember that justice in an in-
dlv1dugl means the ‘“‘right ordering’’ of the soul, whereby the
reasoning gart is in command. But only the philosopher-kings
have souls like this, so only they are just—the auxiliary guardians
have the spirited part of the soul predominating, and the masses
(of course) have the desiring part in command (which is why they
must be restrained). So only the top part of the ruling class (la
créme de la créme) can be happy.

This being true, it is purely fraudulent for Plato to claim, in
answer to Adeimantos at the beginning of Book IV, that ’

.. .what we had in mind when we founded the city was

not how to make one class happy above the rest, but

{)10\214 to make the city as a whole as happy as it could
e,

Even in Plato’s purely spiritual and ideal terms, the whole point of
the set-up is to benefit the philosopher-kings (although Plato, like
any reactionary, would claim that he has given the masses as much
happiness and autonomy as they are ‘“‘capable’” of).

The extent of Plato’s actual concern for the well-being of the
masses is strikingly and concretely illustrated in the episode of the
sick carpenter in Book III:

“A ca}'penter,” said I, ““when he is ill expects the doc-
tor to give him a drug to drink and so to vomit out his
filsease, or he expects to get rid of it by downward purg-
ing or burning or cutting. But if a doctor orders a long
treatment for him with bandages round his head and all
Fhat sort of thing, he says at once he has no time to be
111,. and life like that is not worth having, if he is always
thmking_ of disease and neglecting the work which lies
before him. Then he says goodbye to that kind of doctor,
and. goes on with his usual life; he gets well doing his
business and lives, or if his body is not strong enough to
hold out, he dies and gets rid of his troubles.”

“For such a man,” [Glaucon] said, ““that seems to be
the proper way to use the art of medicine.”

‘““Is the reason,”” I said, ‘‘because he had a work to do,
and if he did not do it, life was not worth living?”’

“That is clear,”’ he said.

“But we don’t say that the rich man has any such
work laid out for him, from which if he is forced to ab-
stain, life is not worth living?”’

“Not so far as I know.”
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“Why!” said I, “do you never hear the say_ing of
Phocylides, ‘As soon as a man has got enough to live on,
he should practice virtue’?” ]

“I think he might do it before too,”” he said.

“Oh well, don’t let us quarrel with him about that,” 1
said, ‘‘but let us inform ourselves about this—must. the
rich man practice this, and is life not worth living. if }}e
does not; or is nursing disease no hindrance to him in
following the advice of Phocylides, although it is a hin-
drance to close attention in carpentry and other
crafts?” 45

Plato is here saying, in his usual convoluted style, -that .ea}c.h per-
son has his special work, his special place in the social division of
labor. This is the theme of the whole Republic. But now we can
learn its meaning better. )

For the carpenter, his special work is his cgrpenter-labor. And
the rich man’s special work is practicing virtue. Each one, of
course, is made happy by his own special work. In fact, if the
carpenter is unable to work, he would j_jL}St as soon die. T}}e
carpenter is made so unhappy by his inability to V\{ork that he is
willing to give up his very life rather than forego his social labor.
Truly must his work make him happy! )

In the eyes of Plato, and in the eyes of his virtuous _rlch man, the
carpenter would rather die than cease from tmhpg. But the
carpenter sees things a little differently. He sees that 1f he does not
work, he will get no bread. He sees that if he cannot t01l', he will not
live. Thus he sees indeed that there is a direct connection between
his not working and his death. But what he fails to see is how this
connection is an expression of his own perfect freedorp _and hap-
piness. To see these ethereal facts, one needs the inner vision of the

reactionary dreamer, Plato.

Plato as a Reactionary

And of course it is precisely this contempt and hatred for the
masses, his consciously setting himself in opposition to the mass
struggles which had been transforming Athenian society, which
mark Plato as a reactionary. But let us go a little deeper into the
exact meaning of this.

During the gyears preceding and succeeding World War 2, there
was a controversy among bourgeois intellectuals as to whether
Plato was a ‘‘totalitarian’’ or not. It was largely stimulated by
books written by R.H.S. Crossman (Plato Today) and Karl Popper
(The Open Society and Its Enemies, Vol. I The Spell of Plato).
These books, in their turn, were stimulated by the rise of European
fascism and World War 2.
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In reply, several books and articles were written claiming that,
far from being a ‘‘totalitarian,” Plato had contributed essential
elements to ‘“‘modern democracy.” A typical example is a British
professor who summed up that ‘“‘In fact, modern democratic ideas
represent a compromise, between—or perhaps a synthesis
of —Greek democratic ideas and Plato’s criticism of them. ’4¢ Ob-
viously this dispute takes place completely within the bounds of
bourgeois ideology. The whole concept of ‘‘totalitarianism’ is a
bourgeois category which purports to delineate certain purely for-
mal spects of a state—usually with the purpose of linking com-
munism and fascism as brother-totalitarianisms. The dispute
about Plato in these terms is a battle between two poles of
bourgeois political theory . . . and stupidity.

For a proletarian understanding of Plato’s political philosophy,
it is necessary to look at the substance of what he was proposing,
at its class content, at its material basis—in other words, what
class interests did it spring out of and serve to promote?

There are many off-hand remarks that Plato made which
graphically reveal his class sympathies. The story of the sick
carpenter, for instance, is one. Or there is his unconcealed disdain
for ““all this market business,” and the fact that he sometimes
identifies the third class in The Republic simply as ‘‘the
moneymakers,”’ revealing his aristocratic contempt for everything
connected with commodity production.*?

Or there is the fact that when Plato ranks different types of
states, he puts his own fantasy on top, of course, calling it
(significantly) ‘‘aristocracy,” then ranking next below it
“timocracy’’ (rule by lovers of honor), whose features are much like
what the aristocracy conceived their own rule to be. Below this was
“oligarchy,” or rule by the rich, followed by ‘‘democracy,” which
Plato identifies with rule by the poor; and finally there is
“tyranny,” which in Plato’s description of it seems to be an ex-
treme form of democracy.*® Plato not only ranks these, but
discusses how one supposedly degenerates into another. And his
discussion of the timocratic state in this respect is interesting, for
here the ruling class looks back with longing to the aristocratic
state, but harbors a secret lust for gain, and the oligarchic state
comes about when this lust comes out into the open.*® Timocracy,
in other words, is less something in itself than it is a transition be-
tween aristocracy and oligarchy. It is not the love of honor which
contain’s timocracy’s seeds of destruction, but the lure of money-
making, i.e., of the explicit pursuit of riches which assumes
predominance in ‘“‘oligarchy.” Plato is clearly making a division
between aristocracy and timocracy, on the one hand, and oligar-
chy, democracy and tyranny, on the other.

However, in order to analyze the ideological content of Plato’s
work, it is not sufficient just to cite instances like these, where
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Plato reveals his attitudes toward the contemporary socia} situa-
tion. Nor is it sufficient to argue in the way that A.D.. Winspear
does. In his book on The Genesis of Plato’s Thought, Winspear at-
tempts to analyze Plato’s political thinking in terms of thg social
and historical forces, to some of which Plato was rgspondmg an-
tagonistically, and to others of which he was giving expres-
sion—and it is virtually the only book, of the thousands written on
Plato, which makes this attempt. But unfortunately Wlpspear,
although influenced by Marxism, is no dialectical materialist, and
he is thus unable to adequately complete this task. o
Winspear argues that Plato’s set-up in The Republic is very
close to that advocated by the Pythagoreans. But Fhe
Pythagoreans, he claims, were partisaps of the lqnd-owmqg
aristocracy, in opposition to the progressive democra}tlc forces in
Greek society. Therefore the actual putting into practice of Plato.s
system would have involved favoring or putting into power this
same social class. Thus he says, for instance: “It is 1mpossu’ble to
avoid the well-grounded suspicion that the Platonic ‘gua_rds ...in
practice (if such a scheme could have been put into practice) would
have been, and could have been, recruited only from t!le
aristocratic class.”” Then he describes Plato as an “ideahs_tlc,
authoritarian reactionary,” and says, “The question-then remains:
what relative weight shall we attach to the idealistic aspects ang
the more realistic and authoritarian aspects of Plato’s thinking?

He concludes that:

It is very difficult to avoid the conclusion that if the
Platonic kallipolis [cloud-city] had ever come down from
the clouds and found earthly realization, it, too, wou_lq in
practice have been forced to neglect the idealizing
aspects of Plato’s thinking; it would have neces§ar11y
favored the landed aristocracy and equally have incur-
red the suspicion of the mercantile democrats.*

Now everything that Winspear says here is true {although there
is some question as to whether the early Pythagoreaps were par-
tisans of the aristocracy).®® But .it's all wrong in terms of
understanding the meaning of Plato’s political. plplosophy.
Winspear’s line of thought is the familiar one: “It’s fine in theory,
but in practice it would work out differer}tly.” But all theory is
linked with practice, and in Plato’s case, his 1Qe?.llst1c theory is an
integral part of an overall reactionary p_ohtlc:.al practice. The
idealistic aspect to which Winspear points is typical in such reac-
tionary ideology. ) o

For in what does this idealistic aspect consist? It consists in
things like the philosophers’ rule of the city .by moral force, in .the
unity and freedom from class conflict which Plato emphasizes
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again and again,’? in the ideal restraint of the rulers (who never
want more than their bare wage and the opportunity to pursue
their serene contemplation), and of the masses (who want no more
than their apportioned lot), etc. But this is essential to the
ideological function of works like Plato’s. For this function is to
find, traced in the sands of eternity, the basic structure of the
society that is being upheld—but minus the contradictions which
are the essence of that society in the real world and which,
moreover, are driving history forward and leading to the dissolu-
tion of that society. Such ideologists are like those of whom Marx
said that they “‘...want to retain the categories which express
bourgeois relations, without the antagonism which constitutes
them and is inseparable from them." 33

And because this is its function, such a scheme is, of course, im-
possible. To quote Marx again from the same work: ‘. . .it is total-
ly impossible to reconstitute society on the basis of what is merely
an embellished shadow of it.”” 3¢

But the impossibility of Plato’s project extends even further. He
wanted to impose an idealized aristocracy as the ruling class of
society. But he wanted to keep intact all of the economic develop-
ment which had taken place in Athens over the previous several
centuries. Thus, when he sets up his city in Book 11, he makes sure
to include within it every sort of occupation that was to be found in
the Athens of his day. Further, although slaves are not prominent-
ly mentioned, Vlastos has shown that slavery is an integral part of
the society projected in The Republic.?® In short, despite his dis-
dain for trade, commerce, money, and commodity production in
general, Plato did not propose to do away with them, even in the
ideality of his dreams; nor did he see doing away with any of the
forces or relations of production which he found in contemporary
Athens. He merely threw all this into the third class—in other
words he “merely” wanted to impose upon the Athens of his day
the political supremacy of a purified aristocracy.

But what was the Athens of his day—what were its forces and
relations of production? The old aristocracy had been based upon
the exploitation of those who worked the land—peasants, with an
intermixture of slaves. The merchants and traders, of course, arose
on the basis of merchant’s capital, accumulated out of the surplus
produced by all of the direct producers whose goods they bought
and sold. But all of these producers were not of one sort. They en-
compassed slaves, peasants, and artisans who owned their own
means of production. Merchant’s capital, because it initially arises
out of the development of exchange rather than production, is not
necessarily correlated with one particular mode of production (in
contrast to industrial capital). As Marx says, ‘“Merchant’s capital
is originally merely the intervening movement between extremes
which it does not control, and between premises which it does not
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create.’’s®

On the other hand, the formation of merchant’s capital will go on
to react back upon the production and social relations of the
societies which it touches, as Marx goes on to point out:

Of course, commerce will have more or less of a counter-
effect on the communities between which it is carried
on. It will subordinate production more and more to
exchange-value by making luxuries and subsistence
more dependent on sale than on the immediate use of
products. Thereby it dissolves the old relationships. It
multiplies money circulation. It encompasses no longer
merely the surplus of production, but bites deeper and
deeper into the latter, and makes entire branches of pro-
duction dependent upon it. Nevertheless this disinte-
grating effect depends very much on the nature of the
producing community.5’

This is exactly the sort of process that had been going on in
Greece, particularly in Athens, and the effect of it had been, above
all, to stimulate the growth and development of slavery as the
mode of production.®® It is not until around the end of the fifth cen-
tury that slavery predominates in production; during the sixth and
fifth centuries the relations of production are undergoing a change,
coming more and more to be characterized by the process of
slavery coming, in Marx’s phrase, to ‘‘seize on production in
earnest”’ (so that the democratic revolution which took place was
necessarily one which instituted a slave-owners’ democracy).

This was a process in which both the aristocrats and their op-
posite numbers, those whom Engels called “‘the new class of rich
industrialists and merchants’ (see above, p. 146), participated. Mer-
chants were closely linked with ‘‘industrialists”’—i.e., those who
employed labor, mostly slave, in workshops producing com-
modities. Aristocrats began introducing slave-labor into
agriculture (although the extent to which this occurred is unclear),
but even more, they began investing in commercial ventures and
buying slaves and renting them out. Of course some aristocrats fell
by the wayside. On the whole, however, they adjusted to the new
conditions, and once Greece had become quite fully a slave-based
society, they were to be found in the ranks of the biggest slave-
holders.

But although they adjusted, they of course had to move over to
allow the nouveaux riches to ascend into the ranks of the ruling
class, and they also resented the loss of their special political and
general social privileges. But what they most feared and opposed
was the mobilization and action of the masses (of non-slaves), for in
this they saw the potential for a real loss of their ruling position.
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And 1§hi§ was what they most had against the merchants and in-
dustrialists—for these latter would to a certain extent champion
the struggles of the masses and mobilize them for their own ends
to batte.r down the door of aristocratic privilege. ’
Now in qll this Plato can be seen—and is only understand-
able—as an ideologist of his class. It is only from an understanding
of th? dynamics of the class struggle and the development of the
relations of production of the Greece of Plato’s time that it can be
understandablg why Plato would come up with this apparently idle
dream of reinstituting the vanished aristocratic political
supremacy on the contemporary relations of production. It was an
idle dr(ta:a'r(rill in ttll(la sense off being impossible of realization; but it
was not idle in the sense of not havi irati
o socin] banbe sonse | ving the energy and aspirations
And at the same time as a dialectical materialist understanding
of Plato’s thought makes his cloudy meanderings intelligible, it
also me'lt’s away the last bit of the ‘“‘grandeur” which t’;he
bourgeoisie and its ideologues like to attribute to it. Plato stands
nakedly revealed as the puny and contemptible figure that he real-
ly was—-for his is the futile and petty fantasy of one who would
retargi history, not even to one epoch or mode of production, but to
one tiny fleeting moment which happens to suit him because he
and his cohorts are on top. His basic point of view is fear of the for-
ward movement of history, hatred of the masses, and opposition to
whate_zver was progressive at the time. No wonder he has been the
favorite of reactionaries through the ages, for his is nothing but
the basic stand of all reaction.
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Studies in Ancient Greek Society,Vol. 1. The Prehistoric Aegean,
Ch. VIII, “The Land,” and in the appendix, “On Greek Land
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instance Bury and Meiggs, A History of Greece, pp. 24, 80; Starr,
The Origins of Greek Civilization, pp. 130-32; Davisson and Harper,
The Ancient World, p. 98.
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China, the Dictatorship
of the Proletariat
and Professor Bettelheim

(or How Not to Criticize Revisionism)
by C.R.

That China is no longer on the socialist road is a fact now widely
recognized by people of quite varied political views. Even among
those who applaud the changes which have taken place since the
death of Mao Tsetung, the assertion is widespread that these
represent a departure from Mao’s revolutionary line and that what
is going on is anything but socialist revolution.

True, the Chinese revisionists have their followers. There are the
motley array of social-chauvinist ‘‘parties” from Norway to
Australia (in the U.S. Mike Klonsky & Co. of the Communist Party
Marxist-Leninist are the main, if pitiful representatives of this
trend) who warmly welcome the stinking revisionism coming out
of China since it matches so perfectly their own Browderite cowar-
dice. And there are some phony ‘‘friends of China,” people like
heads of the U.S.-China People’s Friendship Association or the
leaders of the China Policy Study Group in Britain, who for years
have been “fellow travellers’’ of China’s revolution but now find it
more comfortable to travel with its counter-revolution. They see in
the Chinese leaders’ “‘opening to the West” (which, as applied by
Teng, Hua, et al., can only mean grovelling before U.S. imperialism
and its war bloc), a new and unforeseen opportunity to at last cash
in on the (blind) “faith’’ they have long held so stoically—‘‘faith”’
that whatever went on in China would be good and that eventually
things would take a turn in China that would really be good. . . for
business.

But this kind of disgusting sycophancy is definitely over-
shadowed by a more significant and encouraging trend—a trend of
resistance to the treachery of Teng Hsiao-ping, Hua Kuo-feng and
company. Although the triumph of revisionism in China has
created some confusion and a great deal of turmoil among Marxist-
Leninist and other revolutionary forces internationally, which has
been multiplied by the disgusting desertion of Enver Hoxha and
the leadership of the Albanian Party of Labor from the ranks of
revolution and their hackneyed attacks on Mao Tsetung (see the
article in this issue of The Communist in reply to this), never-
theless there is a growing trend among Marxist-Leninist parties
and groups, as well as revolutionary-minded individuals, to firmly
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oppose the Chinese revisionists, while at the same time firmly
upholding the great revolutionary role and contributions of Mao
Tsetung. And among these forces there is a growing recognition of
the importance of correctly and deeply summing up the causes and
lessons of the bitter setback in China, in order to wage the revolu-
tionary struggle more consciously and resolutely.

In addition, among those who were part of that broader group
that was generally friendly to and supportive of socialist China,
there is significant opposition to and denunciation of the revi-
sionist reversal in China. Among these forces, too, there are at-
tempts to analyze the basis for this reversal—and some of these
analyses have, at the least, touched on some important questions
and therefore generated significant interest and controversy. One
such powerful voice has been that of Professor Charles Bettelheim,
former Chairman of the France-China Friendship Association, and
a prominent student of socialist society since 1936 when he first
went to work in the Soviet Union. He has been Director of Studies
at the Ecole Pratique des Hautes Etudes in Paris since 1948 and is
also Director of the Centre d’Etudes de Planification Socialiste
where he edits the journal Problemes de Planification (Problems of
Planning). Professor Bettelheim has served as an economic and
technical advisor in many former colonial countries, including In-
dia, Cuba, Algeria, Cambodia and Guinea.

Since the late 1960s, mainly under the influence of the (ireat
Proletarian Cultural Revolution in China, Bettelheim has beon
engaged in an ambitious project of reinterpreting the political
economy of socialist society on the basis of his own summation of
experience in both the Soviet Union and China. This effort has so
far resulted in the publication of several theoretical books as well
as the first two volumes of a history of Soviet society, Class Strug-
gles in the USSR, which to date has reached the year 1930. Bet-
telheim has also published several books and articles about China,
including his Cultural Revolution and Industrial Organization in
China, which did much to reveal the transformations in the rela-
tions of production which the Cultural Revolution achieved. Most
of Bettelheim’s recent work has been translated into English, and
he has gained a very broad international readership.

It is not surprising, then, that Bettleheim’s May 11, 1977 letter
of resignation from the France-China Friendship Association at-
tracted considerable attention. The influential French newspaper
Le Monde saw fit to publish extracts from this letter which said,
among other things, that ‘‘The way in which the ‘criticism’ of the
Four has been and is being conducted has nothing in common with
Chairman Mao’s teachings,” and that ‘““an examination of texts
published in China during the last few months, as well as what it is
possible to establish as to actual practice, has led me to believe
that a revisionist line is presently triumphing.” From this Bet-
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telheim concluded in his letter that ‘“to give approval to the
political line presently dominant in China, or even to maintain an
attitude that might appear to be approval, is of service neither to
the Chinese people nor to all those who are struggling for socialism
in China.’”?

Publication of this letter encouraged many who had questions
about the new leadership in Peking to further investigate the mat-
ter and not be cowed by the campaign of slander and demagogy
overflowing from the pages of Chinese publications. That Bet-
tleheim had struck a raw nerve was further revealed when, a few
months later, one Neil Burton, a Canadian living in Peking, wrote
him an open letter defending the new regime.* Burton sent his let-
ter to the editors of the U.S. journal Monthly Review and invited
them to print the two letters with an appropriate rejoinder by Bet-
telheim. Bettelheim and MR took up the challenge and the July-
August 1978 issue of the magazine was devoted exclusively to this
exchange. It included a fuller (94-page) critique of the Chinese revi-
sionists by Bettelheim, entitled ‘ The Great Leap Backward.” This
issue has since been reprinted as a book entitled China Since Mao,
which has become something of a best-seller and a hot item of
debate and discussion among fairly broad circles of radical and
revolutionary-minded people.

There is much that is positive about what Bettelheim has writ-
ten. For one thing, the simple fact that, as a prominent friend of
China, he has spoken out forcefully against the revisionist coup
and the line and policies of capitalist restoration currently being
implemented is in itself a good development. And many of the
specific points he raises in criticism are on target. He has pointed
to the hollowness and hypocrisy of the charges made against the
so-called ‘“‘gang of four”’ by the current rulers and in this context

*Burton’s letter is typical of so much of the pathetic apologist literature
published by sycophants of the Hua-Teng gang. Like other apologists for Chinese
revisionism, Burton’s theses of a year ago are outdated already and merit little
comment. For instance, he assures his readers that Tachai and Taching are still be-
ing upheld. But the Chinese press has been conspicuously silent about these two
models for some time now—with recent articles saying that Tachai is no longer a
model—and the new bourgeois wall posters uphold other models:Japan, Taiwan
and Disneyland. Indeed, it has been reported that a popular joke in China goes like
this: ““In agriculture, learn from Tachai, in industry learn from Taching, but the
whole country is modeled on America.” And as for Burton’s contention with
respect to the Cultural Revolution that ““some of its products will indeed be drop-
ped, others modified,” but its most important gains are ‘‘in our blood,’”* we can on-
ly note that what has been dropped is everything positive, including especially the
very notion that the Cultural Revolution was worth having in the first place, and
that what has been modified (really reversed) are only the correct verdicts
rendered by that revolution. Oh well, Mr. Burton, too bad. But then again you too
have probably deepened your grasp of the revisionist line since writing this
response to Bettelheim and no doubt have already been drained of your “bad
blood.”
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has exposed how these revisionists have even falsified the writings
of Mao where it has not been adequate to quote them out of con-
text and selectively. He has exposed the glaring falsehood of the
lie—widely repeated in the bourgeois press everywhere—that
China was on the verge of economic collapse as a result of the
Cultural Revolution and “‘interference” by the Four.

He has pointed out how the restoration of “rational” rules and
regulations, the struggle against “egalitarianism’’ in wages, and
the bourgeois glorification of supposedly “neutral”’ science and
technology are all part and parcel of an orientation in which “profit
is now to be the central preoccupation.’”® He has correctly paid con-
siderable attention to the new policies being implemented in
agriculture and has shown how these mark a retreat from the
policies of Mao. He has criticized the destruction of the educa-
tional reforms instituted in the Cultural Revolution as a ‘‘counter-
revolution in education,” explaining that the reinstitution of ex-
ams as the determining standard for admission to ‘‘higher educa-
tion”’ and of special schools for the *‘gifted,”” among other changes,
will only reinforce “‘the privileges possessed by those who have
money, and, above all, by the sons and daughters of cadres. ..
He has criticized the revisionist abandonment of Mao’s policy of
self-reliance in foreign trade and has correctly pointed out that the
new leaders cannot achieve their stated goal of modernization in-
dependent of the big imperialist powers.

All these are correct and necessary criticisms. However, this is
not all there is to Bettelheim’s treatment of the question. There is
also much that is disturbing and which itself merits serious
criticism in both his resignation letter and, more importantly, in
“The Great Leap Backward.” Most immediately noticeable is his
striking failure to fully uphold the revolutionary role played by
Mao’s closest followers, the Four, and his apparent acceptance of a
number of the phony charges made against them.* In his letter of
resignation Bettelheim even chided the current leadership for car-
rying out “‘the necessary criticism of the Four. . . from a revisionist
standpoint and not from a revolutionary one,”’® although in his
later and more lengthy response to Burton (“Leap Backward’’) he
basically upholds three of the Four while remaining ambiguous at
best concerning Chiang Ching. Linked to this is Bettelheim’s
tendency, especially noticeable in the final sections of ““The Great
Leap Backward,”” to place a major—if not the major—share of the
blame for the revisionist takeover on weaknesses in the revolu-
tionary line and on errors made by the revolutionary forces. As he
puts it: “‘If the line suffered defeat, this was because, in a certain
way, it had failed.”®

*For instance, Bettelheim repeats the baseless slander that Chiang Ching,
Mao's wife and close comrade for forty years, did not enjoy the Chairman’s ¢en-
fidence.
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In both his essays Bettelheim also remains conspicuously silent
with respect to a very key question in the struggle which raged in
China before Mao’s death, the question of culture. In fact, he has
next to nothing to say about the serious reversals in this impor-
tant sphere. This is not at all unconnected with his criticisms of
the ‘“‘authoritarian methods” employed by the Chinese revolu-
tionaries, particularly in dealing with intellectuals, and his calls for
expanding free debate and ‘‘democracy’’ under socialism which, as
shall be seen, disguise the real political questions involved and con-
ciliate not only to the demagogic ‘“‘freedom’” exalted by Teng
Hsiao-ping, but also to hackneyed bourgeois slanders against pro-
letarian rule which have been picked up by every revisionist and
every petty-bourgeois “leftist”’ from Kautsky and Trotsky to
Khrushchev, the Russian “‘dissidents’’ and their counterparts who
scribble and whine on China’s ‘“‘wall of (bourgeois) democracy.”’

These weaknesses are far from minor; nor are they in any way
fortuitous. Indeed, while Bettelheim can be said to program-
matically stand with those who oppose revisionism, and while
Marxist-Leninists should welcome his positive contributions, it
must be bluntly stated and emphasized that his stand, viewpoint
and method, not only in these articles on China but in all his
writings, are not at all those of Marxism-Leninism, Mao Tsetung
Thought. His work is seriously marred by important ideological
and political weaknesses which, if not sharply criticized and
thoroughly repudiated, could easily lead to the very same
bourgeois destination as the revisionist line he seeks to expose.
Moreover, the line that Bettelheim puts forward in opposition to
the revisionism of Hua and Teng is a line which not only differs
from but is in many respects actually opposed to the revolutionary
line of Mao Tsetung.

In a famous and often quoted passage, Lenin once declared:

It is often said and written that the main point in
Marx’s teachings is the class struggle; but this is not
true. And from this untruth very often springs the op-
portunist distortion of Marxism...Those who
recognize only the class struggle are not yet Marxists;
they may be found to be still within the boundaries of
bourgeois thinking and bourgeois politics. . . Only he is
a Marxist who extends the recognition of the class
struggle to the recognition of the dictatorship of the pro-
letariat. This is what constitutes the most profound dif-
ference between the Marxist and the ordinary petty (as
well as big) bourgeois.”

To.day this must be updated, on the basis of further experiénce
and its summation by Mao Tsetung, to say that to be a genuine
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and thoroughgoing Marxist-Leninist means to extend the recogni-
tion of the necessity of the dictatorship of the proletariat to the
recognition of the continuing existence of classes, class struggle
and the danger of capitalist restoration all throughout the long
socialist transition period and the necessity therefore of continu-
ing the revolution under the dictatorship of the proletariat as the
means for resolving these contradictions and advancing to com-
munism. As summed up in the article in the December 1978 issue
of Revolution in the series on Mao Tsetung’s Immortal Contribu-
tions (now reprinted as a book), ‘‘. . .it is the essential point of
Mao’s development of Marxist-Leninist theory on the state and
the dictatorship of the proletariat in particular that exercising this
dictatorship and carrying through the transition to communism
can mean nothing less than continuing the revolution under the
dictatorship of the proletariat.’”®

This basic line and theory, which constitutes the greatest of Mao
Tsetung’s contributions to Marxism-Leninism and the proletarian
revolution, is, of course, opposed and attacked in various ways by
(open) bourgeois as well as (Soviet and other) revisionist
spokesmen. But, especially among those who claim to uphold
Marxism-Leninism and stand against revisionism—that of the
Soviets and of the Chinese, as well as other varieties—this most
important line of Mao’s can be, and is, opposed from basically two
directions, two positions which are ultimately and in essence united
in their actual opposition to the dictatorship of the proletariat. One
of these would, in effect, accept the vague notion of continuing the
revolution—or at least of the continuing existence of classes and
class struggle—while divorcing this from the concrete question of
state power, of exercising the dictatorship of the proletariat. The
other does the opposite: uphold in words, and even quite emphatical-
ly, the concept of the ‘“dictatorship of the proletariat,” but deny the
continued existence of classes, at least antagonistic classes, under
socialism (after ownership is basically socialized) and therefore deny
the basis—and need—for the continuing revolution under the pro-
letarian dictatorship. This latter position has been taken by Enver
Hoxha and the Albanian Party of Labor. The former is in essence
the position of Professor Bettelheim.

Charles Bettelheim is precisely a person who recognizes the class
struggle under socialism but does not grasp the need to continue
the revolution under the dictatorship of the praletariat and how to
do so. Because of this his line essentially liquidates this dictator-
ship, using Mao’s revolutionary contributions as a ‘““left’’ cover for
an essentially social-democratic and idealist appeal to petty-
bourgeois prejudices about ‘‘participatory democracy.” It is this
appeal which characterizes Bettelheim’s errors. It is what links his
marked tendency to downgrade struggle in the superstructure, his
“forgetting”’ the cultural sphere, and, most important, his “criti-
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que’’ of the revolutionary line of Mao and the Four. Because Bet-
telheim does not really take up Mao’s revolutionary line, he falls
victim, in many ways, to a Trotsky-like petty-bourgeois outlook.
His response to the problem of how to struggle against the
bourgeoisie under socialism is not to strengthen the proletarian
dictatorship by continuing the revolution to deepen the transfor-
mation of both the base and the superstructure and as a decisive
part of this to repeatedly seize back the portions of power the
bourgeoisie has usurped. Instead he raises the by-now hackneyed
cry of petty-bourgeois liberalism masquerading as com-
munism—he demands an extension of ‘‘socialist democracy’’ and
an end to ‘““coercion’’ by the proletarian state.

The purpose of this article is to more thoroughly expose and
criticize this serious social-democratic and idealist tendency in
Bettelheim’s work and to reveal the ways in which this incorrect
and fundamentally rightist line (no matter how ‘‘left’’ its form may
be at times) runs through both his critique of the Chinese revi-
sionists and his other writings as well. Clearly, this is done in the
context of also recognizing the positive aspects of Bettelheim’s
work. But at the same time that Bettelheim is not an enemy, he is
also most definitely not a thoroughgoing Marxist. And it is essen-
tial to criticize his line precisely because it has had influence in the
revolutionary ranks.

Among those who are disgusted by the bourgeois filth oozing
out of China, there are many who have taken a somewhat despair-
ing “‘everybody was wrong’’ view of how this situation developed.
Most people in the category raise their criticisms and questions
honestly and if given the choice would not hesitate to side with
Mao and the Four against Teng and Hua—and Chou En-lai,
though his role remains more hazy to many. Nonethless they are
justly concerned that real errors be summed up so that something
positive can come from this bitter setback. And since Bettelheim
seems to offer a sober reassessment and criticism from within the
ranks of the revolution, people are drawn to his interpretation. But
while people can learn some things from Bettelheim, the essence of
what they get, and what many, particularly among the petty-
bourgeois intelligentsia, are spontaneously drawn to, is really a
“left” mirror of revisionism. The most thorough and scientific in-
vestigation and summation of what has happened in China is, as
the Revolutionary Communist Party has declared on numerous oc-
casions, an extremely important task facing the international com-
munist movement—and this is a job that is far from complete. But
such investigation and summation will only advance the cause of
revolution if it is carried out on the basis of Marxism-Leninism,
Mao Tsetung Thought.
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Part I. On Bettelheim’s ‘‘Great Leap Backward’’

Bettelheim first notes, by means of examples in area after area,
how the lines being officially put forward in China today, and the
practices being implemented, add up to the implementation of a
revisionist line and to the liquidation of the gains of the Cultural
Revolution in both theory and practice. He correctly notes that:

.. .Hua Kuo-feng’s accession to power resulted from a
coup d’'etat. This coup d’etat began a political turn
leading to the substitution of a revisionist and
bourgeois line for the previous revolutionary and pro-
letarian line.®

He then goes on to analyze why this happened, his starting point
being that the revolutionary line had failed and that he is out to
analyze the cause of its failure. And the causes of this failure, it
turns out on his analysis, lie primarily in errors of the upholders of
the revolutionary line (in other words, of the ‘‘gang of four”’). Their
errors, according to Bettelheim, were that they did not deal cor-
rectly with intellectuals, that they conducted struggle in a sec-
tarian way, that they were dogmatic and did not have a correct
theoretical understanding of Chinese society, and that the Chinese
Communist Party did not have a correct relationship to the masses
and to mass organizations.'®

Bettelheim particularly relates these back to the question of
democracy. He sums up at one point that *‘. . . the predominance of
antidemocratic practices [which he claims existed in revolutionary
China] contradicts the requirements for the revolution’s
advance.”’**

Indeed, a kind of “anti-authoritarian”’ and ‘‘democratic” spirit
seems to run through the pages of “The Great Leap Backward.”
But anti-authoritarianism and democracy are not the essence of
proletarian revolution. As Marxists have always stressed,
“‘democracy’’ is a category belonging to class society and can only
exist for one class or another.!*> Under socialism there can and
must be full democracy for and the increasingly broad participa-
tion of the masses of laboring people in all aspects of political,
economic and social life. But the purpose of this is to exercise dic-
tatorship—and authoritarian dictatorship at that—over the ol.d ex-
ploiters and any new exploiters who arise from within soclaI}st
society and the ranks of the revolution itself. In his argument with
the anarchists, Engels stressed that there is nothing more
authoritarian than a revolution. “Have these gentlemen ever seen
a revolution?’’ he asked.

A revolution is certainly the most authoritarian thing
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there is; it is the act whereby one part of the population
imposes its will upon the other part by means of rifles,
bayonets and cannon—authoritarian means, if such
there be at all; and if the victorious party does not want
to have fought in vain, it must maintain this rule by
means of the terror which its arms inspire in the reac-
tionaries. Would the Paris Commune have lasted a
single day if it had not made use of this authority of the
armed people against the bourgeois? Should we not, on
the contrary, reproach it for not having used it freely
enough?'3

The Great Proletarian Cultural Revolution was just such a
revolution as Engels described, even though it took place under
the dictatorship of the proletariat. In the Cultural Revolution the
masses rose up and through mass action—which, although (in the
main) not violent, was most certainly and most necessarily coer-
cive—seized back those portions of power that the bourgeoisie,
concentrated in the Communist Party itself under the leadership of
Liu Shao-chi, Lin Piao and Teng Hsiao-ping, Hua Kuo-feng and
others, had usurped. In doing so the masses took to the streets;
they intimidated—even kidnapped—people; they broke into the
homes of known Rightists without warning in search of evidence
against them; they forced those in authority to wear the dunce cap
and parade through the streets before angry, even violent crowds.
And, yes, dead bodies really did float down the Pearl River to
Hong Kong during this period, although because the working class
did hold state power the policy of the Communist Party correctly
oncouraged the method of reasoned persuasion and mass debate.

But debate and democracy, crucial as they were in mobilizing the
masses themselves to seize power and on this basis deepen the
revolutionary transformation of all of society, were not the essence
of the Cultural Revolution, as Bettelheim essentially contends.
Toward the beginning of his essay, in pointing out the significance
of the Cultural Revolution, Bettelheim states with specific
reference to the famous “‘Sixteen Point Decision” of August 8,
1966 by the Central Committee of the Communist Party of China,

that one of the fundamental aims it proclaimed was to
promote the development of a political line that would
enable the masses to express themselves freely, without
being subjected to constraint when expressing minority
views, ‘‘even if the minority is wrong’’ (point 6 of the
“Sixteen Point Decision”). The activity of the masses
was to be allowed to assume many different organiza-
tional forms and to lead to the formation of organs of
power in the factories, mines, and enterprises, in the
various quarters of the cities and in the villages, in the
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state organizations, and in educational establishments.
All this activity was to culminate in a “system of
general elections like that of the Paris Commune.”’ The
clected members were to be continuously criticized by
those who had elected them, and could be replaced or
recalled by the masses (point 9). This aim was not seen
as being merely provisional in character, for its ‘‘great
historic importance” was emphasized.'*

This was, of course, an important aspect of the Cultural Revolu-
tion. But to place this question of “free expression” and popular
election to grass roots organs of power first and foremost without
even mentioning the political target of the movement and the role
of mass participation in advancing the revolutionary struggle
against the bourgeoisie, as Bettelheim does, is to miss the very
point of the Cultural Revolution. The principal task of the (?ultural
Revolution was, as Mao himself put it, to “struggle against the
capitalist-roaders in the Party” and its object was ‘‘to solve the
problem of world outlook and eradicate revisionism.”**

Arousing the masses to express themselves and participate
politically was essential to achieving these goals, but this was not
and could not be the goal itself. The new organs of power created
by the masses were important, but not in the almost pluralistic
and bourgeois-democratic way Bettelheim describes. For a Mar?{-
ist a proletarian democratic organ of power is not simply one in
which the workers ““have their say” and are free to be correct or in-
correct. Real organs of proletarian political power are forms in
which the masses can be aroused and mobilized under communist
leadership to overthrow and suppress the bourgeoisie and in this
context raise their own political consciousness so as to continually
deepen the revolutionary transformation of society. This was
recognized in the ‘‘Sixteen Point Decision”” which noted that:

These cultural revolutionary groups, committees a:nd
congresses are excellent new forms of organization
whereby the masses educate themselves under the
leadership of the Communist Party. They are an ex-
cellent bridge to keep our Party in close contact with t.:he
masses. They are organs of power of the proletarian
cultural revolution.*®

The phrase ‘“‘under the leadership of the Communist _Party” is
not unimportant here, and it is significant that Bettelheim all .but
avoids this. For even at the height of the Cultural Revolution,
when the Party was torn apart by the struggle against the well-
entrenched bourgeois headquarters within it, Mao never abandon-
ed the important Leninist principle of Party leadership, and on a
national level the Party continued to exist and lead the struggle,
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including the struggle against the bourgeoisie in its own leading
bodies. What Mao recognized was that the Party itself had to be
constantly revolutionized and reconstituted by bringing its
leaders and members before the masses to receive criticism and
supervision. Bettelheim’s emphasis on democracy is actually a bit
reminiscent of Lin Piao, who demagogically propagated a very left-
sounding and quasi-anarchistic line in the earlier stages of the
Cultural Revolution—a line which insisted that, spontaneously
and in every situation, the masses are always correct—only to
prepare the way for his own unsuccessful attempt at installing a
right-wing military dictatorship. Indeed, calls for mass participa-
tion which ignore the question of line and which fail to recognize
that the broad category of ‘‘the masses” or ‘‘the people” includes
different classes; that the masses are at all times divided into ad-
vanced, intermediate and backward sections; and that the leader-
ship of the revolutionary party is essential to mobilizing them in
struggle; general calls of this type always cover, consciously or un-
consciously, for rightism and, in the end, bourgeois authoritarian-
ism. The proletariat emphasizes the substance, the content. The
question is, for whom, in the interests of what class? The
bourgeoisie, on the contrary, emphasizes the form—and any for-
malism which simply asks, ‘“‘were such-and-such procedures
followed?”’ is bourgeois. Thus in dealing with the question of
democracy, any purely formalistic approach can only end in pro-
moting bourgeois, and not proletarian, democracy.

Bettelheim repeats the famous statement from the *‘Sixteen
Point Decision’’ that “‘the only method is for the masses to liberate
themselves, and any methods of doing things in their stead must
not be used.”’!” But from this he merely concludes that ‘‘party
leaders at every level must therefore encourage the masses to
criticize the shortcomings and mistakes in their own work.”'® Of
course, this was very important, but it leaves out just what the
masses must liberate themselves from. The target of the move-
ment was not ‘“‘party leaders at every level” but the ‘““handful of
Party persons in authority taking the capitalist road.” What the
“Sixteen Point Decision’’ stressed was that in order for the masses
to be aroused to defeat these enemies and to learn the crucial
ideological and political lessons from the struggle, they had to
wage the struggle themselves and even genuine leaders had to be
criticized, supervised, even investigated.

But criticism of genuine leaders was surely not the main thing
Mao hoped people would do, as necessary as it was and always is.
Such criticism was a means to a far more important end—the
defeat of the revisionist headquarters and the deepening education
of the revolutionary masses. In fact, in the face of exposure and
defeat, Liu Shao-chi himself, with more insidious motives of
course, took the same line as Bettelheim does to whip up a phony
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‘“left”” wind aimed at criticizing all cadres and leaders precisely to
get himself and his revisionist cronies off the hook.

In other words, mobilizing the masses does not simply mean en-
couraging them to criticize leadership and voice opinipl_*ns, right or
wrong. Nor does it mean just getting them to participate more
directly in Party and state affairs, although it certainly must in-
clude these things. As the series on Mao’s immortal contrlbutlgns
in Revolution put it, it principally ‘“means mobilizing and arming
them with a Marxist-Leninist line to fight against the clqss
enemy—and enabling them to distinguish the correct from the in-
correct line and the actual interests of the proletariat from those of
the bourgeoisie through the course of their own struggle_ and t.he
study of Marxism-Leninism to master its basic stand, viewpoint

and method.”’*?
The Shanghai Commune

Bettelheim incorrectly dates the reversal of forward motion in
the Cultural Revolution from the abandonment of the Shanghai
Commune and the establishment in its stead of a Revolutionary
Committee in 1967. He falsely states that ‘‘no real argument justi-
fying this change has ever been set forth,”2° thus implying that
this was a mistake. And he argues in essence that abandonment of
this form represented a retreat by the revolutionary forces in the
face of opposition by a majority of the Party leaders to the situa-
tion as it had developed to that point. Now it is certainly true that
“without saying so openly’’ (though a few did) a majority of the old
leaders “‘were hostile to the Cultural Revolution.”” 2! But Mao and
the revolutionary forces did not retreat in the face of this. Mao’s
line was to isolate the diehards and win over wavering forces. It is
at the least very curious that in several places Bettelheim
castigates the revolutionaries for failing to make the necessary
compromises and unite broadly, even citing Mao in supposed sup-
port of such criticism, but then turns right around and (on the very
same page, no less!) bemoans that the achievement of broad unity
with some centrist elements against the revisionist headquarters
was the basis on which the forward motion of the Cultural Revolu-
tion was supposedly reversed!

According to Bettelheim:

.. .the coup d’etat of October 1976 . . . was the culmina-
tion, in the forefront of the political stage, of a process
which had been going on for years. This process was
favored by the priority given to forms of organization
led from above over mass movements with many dif-
ferent forms of organization. It was connected to the
abandonment of the political form of the commune.??
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Of course, the coup was certainly the result of a process—a process
of sharp and complex struggle concentrated in the highest levels of
the Party. And the battle Mao and his headquarters waged in the
Central Committee was an expression of the deep-seated social
struggle between classes. Its ebbs and flows resulted from the in-
teraction of numerous objective and subjective factors, mainly in-
ternal to China but also heavily influenced by international condi-
tions. Bettelheim, however, writes as if the revolutionaries con-
sciously ‘‘gave priority’’ to ‘‘forms of organization led from above”’
in abandoning the form of the commune. Despite his ‘“‘democratic”
rhetoric, he ends up making the struggle simply one of conflicting
“policies” at the top—the elitist and coercive policy of the revi-
sionists versus a revolutionary policy of more democracy. And he
faults the revolutionaries for retreating from this latter approach.

But there was no retreat after the abandonment of the Shanghai
Commune. Of course, all the revisionists had not been removed
from office, and even had they been the basis for the emergence of
revisionism could not yet be eradicated. And, of course, unity was
being forged with allies who were, at best, wavering. (Significantly
Bettelheim fails to mention the most important of such waverers,
Chou En-lai, who in the final analysis proved to be an arch-
revisionist and traitorous new mandarin.) But how could such uni-
ty be avoided? Had the commune not been replaced with the
revolutionary committees (which were, by the way, a tremendous
advance in involving the masses themselves in the exercise of
political power), and had Mao not sought to unite all who could be
united, a revisionist coup might actually have taken place sooner,
if not in 1967 then certainly when Lin Piao jumped out for his trial
of strength with the proletariat.*

Mao recognized that the kind of mass mobilization which went
on during the early stages of the Cultural Revolution could not
always take place. After all, history develops in spirals. Leaps like
the Cultural Revolution must be prepared in the course of long
periods of quantitative buildup. For Mao the Cultural Revolution
was not an end in itself, and he recognized that it would have to be
repeated, probably quite a few times. Given this, he sought first of
all to educate the Party and the masses in dialectical materialist
principles so they might better understand the laws governing the
continuing class struggle. And, at the same time, he sought more
lasting forms of mass involvement and education, more permanent
and powerful organs of proletarian dictatorship which correctly
reflected the objective stage of the struggle at that time. Of

*While he pays considerable attention to the Shanghai Commune, it is signifi-
cant that Bettelheim nearly ignores the role of Lin Piao and the struggle against
his line. The Lin Piao affair was a much more significant turning point in the class
struggle in China than was the decision not to develop the commune form in the
cities. For more on this see The Loss in China and the Revolutionary Legacy of
Mao Tsetung (RCP Publications, Ghicago, 1978).
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course, it would have been much ‘““nicer”’ and more ‘““convenient’
had the bourgeoisie not been so strong, had people like Chou En-lai
not been such stubborn bourgeois-democrats—in short, had it not
been necessary to continue the revolution. Indeed, it would have
been ‘“‘best’” had there already been communism and no need for a
proletarian state at all! But to act on such “nice”” dreams would be
in fact to betray the revolution.

This is why Mao questioned and finally rejected the utility of the
commune form as initially adopted in Shanghai. While Bettelheim
cites a few of Mao’s objections to this form, he significantly fails to
mention the most important. There was one basic reason why Mao
opposed the formation of the Shanghai Commune and instead
counseled the establishment of a revolutionary committee. As he
quite bluntly put it: ‘‘Communes are too weak when it comes to
suppressing counter-revolution.”’ 23

Mao’s analysis here is a thoroughly materialist one, based on an
understanding of the continuing existence of antagonistic classes
and a concrete estimate of the actual state of the struggle between
them, of the strengths and weaknesses—material and ideologi-
cal—of the opposing class forces. Mao’s analysis was—and quite
correctly so—that the commune form, while in the abstract, and
perhaps in reality for a short time, it might allow for broad
democracy among the masses, would also allow too much freedom
and maneuvering room for the counter-revolutionary forces, who
would themselves make use of this democracy to prepare for an
usurpation of power and the imposition of the dictatorship of the
bourgeoisie over the proletariat and broad masses. The commune
form was something which, as a general model, it was correct to
hold up as a goal for the future, but which, if implemented in the
actual conditions of the time, would bring serious loss to the
revolution. If such an analysis strikes some—including those with
the outlook of Professor Bettelheim—as “elitist,”” that is basically
a reflection of the fact that—and is true to the extent that—such
people are infected with idealist, utopian and bourgeois-democratic
notions of what it means to build socialism and that they fail to
grasp the living, and life and death, struggle between classes that
characterizes and determines the movement of socialist society. In
sum, the necessity to abandon the commune model in 1967 was the
result of not only the existence of classes and class struggle in
general, but of the actual relation of class forces at that point, of
the actual state of the development of the contradiction between
the proletariat and the bourgeoisie at that stage. It was necessary,
in short, precisely in order to be able to consolidate gains that had
been made by the proletariat through the mass upsurge of the
Cultural Revolution to that point and to carry forward the class

struggle in accordance with the concrete conditions.
Were Bettelheim only raising his analysis of the Shanghai Com-

;
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mune as part of tracing the shifting balance of forces between the
classes in China, and in this context highlighting the fact that
things were never simple for the revolutionaries and that the revi-
sionist bourgeoisie had always been stronger, even at the height of
the Cultural Revolution, than previously recognized, there would
not be as much to quarrel with. (It should be noted, however, that
even taken in this way his history of the Cultural Revolution is
definitely not an accurate one.) But Bettelheim does not just re-
count the history of the struggle. Clearly, he is arguing that after
January 1967 the revolutionaries increasingly made a big and fatal
error—they failed to rely on and miobilize the masses in the spirit of
the Cultural Revolution, but instead resorted to ‘“‘authoritarian’’
and “coercive’”” methods, carrying out the struggle on a top-down
basis. This, he argues, is in fact the main reason why revisionism
triumphed in China.

Such an argument is 100% wrong, There is, of course, abundant
evidence that the revolutionary forces did uphold the
achievements and lessons of the Cultural Revolution. And it is
clear that they did take the struggle to the masses and mobilize
them, not just to democratically participate in organs of power,
but to struggle in a wide variety of ways against the increasingly
arrogant revisionist headquarters. This was done on the basis of
educating them in genuine Marxism-Leninism. One can point to
the many political campaigns undertaken for this purpose: the
campaign to criticize Lin Piao and Confucius, to study the dic-
tatorship of the proletariat, to criticize Water Margin, to criticize
Teng Hsiao-ping and repulse the right deviationist wind. One can
point to places like Shanghai, Hangchow and Liaoning province,
among others, where the revolutionaries led various forms of mass
struggle—including armed struggle at times—against the
capitalist-roaders in and out of power. Of course, these efforts were
in the end unsuccessful, but this was due mainly to the balance of
forces and the objective situation and not to an incorrect line.

Bettelheim writes as if the revolutionaries always have complete
freedom. In the final analysis he in essence denies that class strug-
gle exists objectively, with its ebbs and flows, that the dictator-
ship of the proletariat is necessary, and that the bourgeoisie really
does continue to exist and pose an extremely signficant danger
under socialism. His line is utopian and idealist to the core since it
substitutes the ‘““good intentions” and “‘correct policies”—or the
lack of these—of the conscious forces for the actual movement of
ovents. Indeed, Bettelhem is basically advancing a new version of
the “‘automatically’” line. For the revisionists the development of
production ‘‘automatically’’ gharantees success at revolution. For
Bettelheim ‘“mass participation” based on free and open debate
“automatically”’ guarantees success at revolution. As he puts it,
“Only a broad discussion and social experimentation (neither of
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which took place) would have made it possible concretely to
eliminate the mistakes that were committed by deepening the
revolutionary line.”’?* This contention is not only false (anyone who
claims there was no broad discussion and no social experimenta-
tion in China from 1967 to 1976 must have had his eyes and ears
closed), it is rightist in essence and to the core. In fact, it is not all
that different from classic bourgeois liberalism, which argues that
the free exchange of ideas will of itself lead to truth and progress,
irrespective of the development of the class str}lggle. What, it
might well be asked, is to guarantee that this social experimenta-
tion and discussion will favor the proletariat? The development of
production perhaps?

Class Analysis Must Be Based on Practice

Bettelheim claims that the revolutionary forces in China were
prevented from going to the masses mainly because of ‘“‘the
absence of a class analysis of present-day China,” which they were
incapable of making because they had ‘‘an inadequate grasp of the
theoretical concepts needed for a class analysis of a social forma-
tion in transition.”’?® He recognizes that the revisionists have
““charged” the Four with striving to carry out such an ana}ysis,
and he credits Chang Chun-chiao and Yao Wen-yuan in particular
with making important efforts in this direction. But, according to
Bettelheim, their efforts were not nearly enough. As he states:
“One cannot transform class relations in a revolutionary way if
one does not know what these relations are.” 2¢ Without a ‘‘serious
and rigorous” class analysis, he argues, the various divisions in
society can only be ‘‘apprehended intuitively and globally, and so
without subtlety. Under these conditions it is impossible to trace
correct lines of demarcation, to deal properly with the secondary
contradictions (which may thus assume an antagonistic character),
and, therefore, to arrange compromises corresponding to the class
alliances demanded if the transition to socialism is to be carried
through.’”’#” )

Now Chang Chun-chiao in particular did insist that an updated
class analysis of Chinese society was called for, and he made. con-
crete steps in this direction. But Chang and the other Ch1ne§;e
revolutionaries who, under Mao’s leadership, broke new ground in
the area of class analysis of socialist society, differed sharply in
their approach from that of Bettelheim. They insisted that such an
analysis must be linked to and ultimately based on the actual prac-
tice of the class struggle as it took place under socialism. Bet-
telheim, in fact, reverses the correct relationship between pragtice
and theory in the movement of knowledge, arguing essentially
that such a class analysis had to be made before any progress
could be made in carrying forward the class struggle under
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nocialism,

In class analysis, as in all things, there is the necessary process,
nu Mao said about armed struggle, of learning warfare through
muking warfare. By this Mao did not mean that theory was unim-
portant or could be derived simply by summing up immediate ex-
purience. Quite the opposite, he called on and led the Chinese Com-
munist Party to study the laws of warfare as well as the specific
foatures of the various wars in China, in a sweeping and
thoroughgoing way. But had he taken the position that no warfare
could be waged until all such study had been completed, then both
the practice and theory of warfare would have been prevented from
doveloping, and slaughter at the hands of the enemy could have
hoen the only outcome. It was by applying the basic principles of
warfare to the actual situation of the warfare in China, and on the
basis of experience in warfare further developing military strategy
nnd operational principles and tactics, that both the practice and
theory of revolutionary war was advanced. This was the same
mothod Mao and his comrades applied to the relationship between
class struggle and class analysis in socialist society.

Had Mao and the Four followed Bettelheim’s approach and tried
to develop a full and rigorous class analysis of Chinese society
under socialism before and apart from engaging in the class strug-
Kle Lo change that society, they would have been acting as
bourgeois academics and idealists and not as proletarian revolu-
tionaries and Marxists. Any “analysis’” produced in this way
would, of course, have been dead wrong and useless to the revolu-
Lion. Moreover, the tremendous advances they did make in analyz-
Ing not only the specific balance of class forces in China but, more
importantly, the general laws governing classes and class struggle
in the socialist period, were achieved only on the basis of the very
nharp class struggle of the two preceding decades. Can one honest-
ly claim that the analysis presented by Chang Chun-chiao in his
puthbreaking essay “‘On Exercising All-Round Dictatorship Over
the Bourgeoisie’” is not a significant advance over the more
primitive (yet still basically correct) presentation in the 1964
polomic “On Khrushchov's Phoney Communism and Its
Historical Lessons for the World’’? And can it be dénied that such
ndvances could only have been made on the basis of what was
rovoealed in the course of revolutionary practice during the Cultural
Roevolution?

On Base and Superstructure

More importantly, however, Bettelheim not only. downplays
such efforts, he fundamentally disagrees with the ideological and
political line they represent. Indeed, his bemoaning the “absence’”’
of u class analysis masks a more basic disagreement with the ac-
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) communist principles to all phases of life.
tual class analysis, and the revolutionary strategy based on this Even under socialism, the dictatorship of the pro-
analysis, which Mao and the Four upheld. He finds fault in par- letariat, commodity production continues and there is
ticular with some scope for the law of value. As Lenin pointed out,
o of tod this provides the material basis for capitalist relations,
the tendency to define the Chinese bourgeoisie of today even in socialism, and provides the material basis for
not by referznce to its place in production rel:tgmi, b,:;t capitalist restoration. Class struggle in socialism con-
by its ideology or its political line—or, at best, by tinues between those who want the law. of value and
dg’stribution relations conceive'd asan effect of bourgeois blind market for.ces to regulate production, and those
right. At bottom, the bourgeoisie was seen as a pmdz‘fft who want to subject production to class conscious con-
of the superstructure and not of the economic base. trol of the proletariat. Increasing the power of subjec-
! tive class conscious forces over production, narrowin
This is actually the very approach that numerous revisionists and finally eliminating the law OI; value, is the task ng'
d Trotskyites have already used in criticizing Mao’s line as socialism as the transition from capitalism to com-
ial‘I'ldealist” b}(,ecause he allegedly placed too much emphasis on the munism. This is why it is not idealist to stress the im-
! tructure. The RCP has several times refuted this criticism, portance of proletarian ideology as the leading blow
:lrllgeil;:swill be useful to quote at some length from what we've said against capitalism, and why it was essential that [for
in the past. For instance, with reference to the Soviet Union, it was Khrushchev & Co. to restore capitalism] Stalin’s and
argued in Red Papers 7: Lenin’s proletarian line be smashed first, to disarm the
b dis a struggle fvorkifng'i:las:s, azld dmafk.i possilzlg Epe ezistension of the
le for socialism must be and 18 aw of value instead of its constriction.
fo;'r ?ﬁeig:i%ous control of society by the working class.
This is why socialism can never grow up spontaneously And, in the course of sharp struggle against a revisionist clique
within capitalism as did capitalism within the bowels of formerly within our own Party, which stubbornly, if pitifully, at-
feudal society. This is why socialism is a radically dif- tempted to defend revisionism in China, we argued:
ferent form of revolution from all previous upheavals in
society which simply brought forward a new system of As pointed out before, the economic base of any given
exploitation. . society consists of the relations of production, while
To build socialism and advance to communism the these are ultimately Qetermined by the lgvgl of develop-
“lever” that makes possible the production, accumula- ment of the productive forces. The socialist economic

tion and utilization of the surplus cannot be commodity
production and the law of value, _but can .only be
ideological and political line. That is, soc1a!1sm, and
even more fully communism, can only be bull.t by the
workers in society (under socialism the working class
through its state power and .unde:r communism thﬁ
whole population, no longer divu_lefi into classes, apd a

acting as both workers and administrators) cons.czously
and collectively determi{zing a plan tfm ?xﬁ)fducmg and

istributing the material requirements ot life. .

dl!’;l‘tﬁg?rtx tugrn can only be accompljshed by first drawing
on the experience and collective w_13d9n.1 of th.e masses o§
people, and applying the scientific principles o

Marxism-Leninism to summing these up. Under
socialism this is accomplished by the Party, thr.ough. t}}e
application of the mass line..Under communism it 'llsl
done by the whole of society, since by theq everyone wi

have reached the stage of consciously striving to apply

base cannot grow spontaneously out of the old system
of capitalism nor can it advance under socialism without
decisive interventions by the working class itself. What
is required in the first place is a revolution in the
superstructure which is the seizure of state power by the
working class. This constitutes only the first step of its
historic mission, which is to wipe out all class distinc-
tions and achieve communism. In order for this to hap-
pen the working class must subject production to con-
scious control, and this requires grasping the economic
laws of society and acting in accordance with them.
This, however, is possible only by sweeping away
ideological influences, the force of habit and other rem-
nants of capitalism which stand as obstacles to
understanding and transforming the world on the basis
of the proletariat’s interests. Hence, the working class
must carry out revolution in all spheres of the
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superstructure as well as in tlfle ec.ortlomitch :éiisse ‘t.h.e e
m, the economic base of society— , _
ti(}rrllsSlcl)f production—is principal over the _supe;strtl;xﬁ:e
ture. It is principal in so far as (a) it determines ofr the
tran.sitional period as a whole the characi‘,er n?ent e
superstructure, and (b) at each stage of develop

the revolution it sets the limits or terms in which the

S all
superstructure can exercise 1ts influence. Yet, at

times the superstructure reacts upon the baseé &n(\lf ;rny
fluences it enormously. This can be seen 1{1 the Vo
powerful role that the Party of the worklrllngbc :e  and ivs
line plays. The relationship between the hathe nd the
superstructure can be seen as one 1n whx}cl Rovuit
the principal or determining factor and the sup

e o 30
ture is the initiating one.

And it was further pointed out that often, and especiatllll}ef3 v;/(}:rin ?}112
uestion of which class will actually rule comes to1 e soc{alist
(sluperstructure plays the principal and decisive role
et i 1di eement with this ap-
i nds in fundamental disagreer .
E:Efleullin:sssgce he denies the dialectical 1nte;11‘penﬁt(:)rarltelt(;:a(t)£
b . ’ this basis it is he w :
erstructure, and on . _ 1
?li)sri ?;lgt:gglism to idealism. Mao’s line I:ecogm?es tg; g?ﬁfﬁ:.
basis for capitalist restoration in the splll 1ncorn;;l ete s
tion of the economic base under socialism ar'ldl.tte Fl)::ions ity
i i i ives to the socialist re
dity production which gives o
3?;&?:;1 1ce};t;21in bourgeois aspects. But Mao also argued that

seizure of state power (and its continuing defense) and, on this

i f the system of ownership
basis, the subsequent transformation o yon o o aing

i i luti
the basis for deepening the revo ng
?tllllseobc;j?;zois aspects step by step—providing that the proletaria

its 1 i d political

i its state power and its 1§1e010g1cal and political
f'ont:;nu;ilgioli;: ?:}:Z masses;;n struggle against t}hg bou.r%:aoml:; 1:8
mii'o and especially against the new bourgeoisie Whlc.1 egll rg s
?lut}in%i hest levels of the Communist Party 1tsg1f. Wh} e | e s
lrkll k? isg for every leading cadre to degeperate, there is a s<i)t the
s afs r them to overcome the bourgeois pull of thfelr p;)s tio :
t;‘xa:(lisit; (i)s the revolutionary line of the Party, the conslstecrlle sablgs
le against revisionism, which enables many to go S0 a}I:o e
%he rr%asses to struggle against and overthrow é oggevglo do not.,
Bettelheim denies the central rple playe.d y i met‘ﬁphysical
litical line. Instead he bases his analysis on_al_ taphysiea.
e 1tment of very real contradictions under socia 1sn'lxl he &V
tr'ea f labor particularly between mental an(_:l manua a‘h t;) thé
s10r(1i ?;h's oés hand in hand with a metaphysical approact > th
ﬁ:)?ltradlicgion between the economic base and {he superstruc ,
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tending to separate the two absolutely instead of recognizing their

interdependence and interpenetration, and in particular negating,

or seriously downgrading and distorting, the reaction of the
superstructure on the base.

In this Bettelheim goes against the essential spirit of Lenin's
well-known dictum that ‘‘politics is the concentrated expression of
economics.”” By this Lenin meant that, while class forces in society
are overall determined by the relations of production, these rela-
tions find expression, in fact concentrated expression, in the
political power relations of the superstructure, which in turn react
upon the base. In fact, Bettelheim’s method would lead to.obvious-
ly erroneous conclusions even when applied to capitalist society.
For example, according to his view, would it not be incorrect to
classify many politicians—and all of the bigshots in this
category—as part of the bourgeoisie? Yet, clearly, they are part of
this class, acting as its political representatives, even if they are
not owners of capital.

In socialist society, moreover, the reaction of the superstructure
on the base has far greater importance, including in the analysis of
classes. This is precisely because of the character of the socialist
economic base, in particular socialist ownership, in which the state
is the central and most important economic unit. In this situation,
the question of what policies are applied with regard to the other
aspects of the relations of production—the relations between peo-

ple in the process of production and the distribution
system—assume great importance. And, in turn, these policies, and
the overall viewpoint and program that guide them, find expression
as questions of line—which is part of the superstructure.

This takes us back to the point made earlier—Bettelheim’s
metaphysics in dealing with such things as the mental/manual con-
tradiction, etc. Instead of viewing these as things in meo-
tion—instead, in other words, of looking at them as things which
will either be restricted or expanded, depending on which class
holds power and which line is in command—Bettelheim basically

treats them as static and absolute. Thus, the logic and implication
of Bettelheim’s position is that every cadre who holds a privileged
position in the division of labor would have to be considered
bourgeois, part of what he calls the ‘‘state bourgeoisie.”” This, he
would argue, is more materialist, because it defines class position
not by ideology but by position and role in the process of produc-
tion. But, as noted, it is actually metaphysics, mechanical
materialism, and ends up being idealist as well, since it separates
politics from economics, the superstructure from the base.

Such a ““class analysis’’ fails to grasp that the implementation of
one kind of line or another—representing one class or another, the
proletariat or the bourgeoisie—will actually decide what the real
production relations are. And, similarly, for cadre in leadership
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positions, the line they apply, the ideological and political content
of their leadership, will determine their actual relations with the
masses they lead and whether that leadership is as a political
representative of the proletariat or as the personification of
capital. And Bettelheim’s ““class analysis” of socialist society can
only lead to programmatic dead-ends—to defeatism and ultimately
defeat itself. For if every cadre, manager, etc. is ipso facto
bourgeois, who in the Party and positions of leadership and
authority can ever represent the working class? The difference be-
tween the line of Mao, and the Four, and that of Bettelheim here
is—perhaps ironically in light of Bettelheim'’s accusations of sec-
tarianism against the Chinese revolutionaries—the difference bet-
ween the orientation of identifying the capitalist-roaders in
authority as the main target of the revolution on the one hand and
on the other hand the line of “‘overthrow all”’—that is, everyone in
authority is a capitalist-roader (or a member of the ‘‘state
bourgeoisie,”” to use Bettelheim’s term).

Bettelheim’s metaphysics and idealism lead him further to
negate the existence of the socialist system so long as men-
tal/manual differences and other aspects of the division of labor
persist. He even denies that a distinct form of socialist ownership
exists. According to Bettelheim, there is not even such a thing as
the socialist system!®! This formulation is totally undialectical,
not in the least Marxist therefore, and its essence is rightist to the
bone. Bettelheim holds that as long as commodity production, and
on this basis social classes, exist there can only be a “‘transitional”’
system. This concept of ‘‘transitional society’’ has been borrowed
by Bettelheim from the repertoire of the Trotskyites, among whom
the notion of ““transitional society’” or “transitional social system”
is currently quite fashionable—and of course it goes right back to
Trotsky’s original position that there cannot be socialism in one
country, from which it follows that a “workers’ state”” can only im-
plement a transition toward socialism in the period before a

worldwide revolution.*
Recognize Stages, Avoid Stagism

Central to the Marxist-Leninist understanding of the continuing
class struggle under socialism is the recognition that the socialist
stage is but a long transitional period during which all relations
characteristic of class society are uprooted and finally eliminated
through revolutionary struggle until classless society, com-
munism, is achieved worldwide. But Marxist-Leninists also

*The term “transitional society’’ appears in much of Bettelheim’s work, in-
cluding “The Great Leap Backward.” His The Transition to Socialist Economy
and Economic Calculation and Forms of Property are based on this Trotskyite no-
tion, which will be examined below.
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struggle waged by the proletariat under socialism. (Mandel argues,
of course, that socialism did not really exist in countries like China
when it was under the rule of the working class.) Nor is there any
room for revolution in this view. Mandel never breaks with the
economist ‘“‘theory of the productive forces.” Hence his ‘‘transi-
tional period” is one where the development of production gradual-
ly creates the conditions for socialism and, with fits and starts and
no doubt “assisted” by condescending saviors like the Trots,
pushes forward the transformation of the relations of production.
In other words, his ‘‘transitional systems’’ are not all that dif-
ferent from the peaceful development of socialism prophesied by
more openly reformist social-democracy. For if his notion of a
“hybrid,” ““transitional” system describes the Soviet Union since
1917, doesn’t it also describe contemporary Sweden? Don’t they
too have a social system which combines capitalist and ‘‘socialist”
aspects?

In a number of important respects, Bettelheim presents a
similar theory—dressed, however, in ‘““Maoist”’ garb. He
recognizes that there is a leap involved in moving to socialist socie-
ty (although he, of course, will not admit that it is socialism, but
only ““the transition to socialism”’), but he fails to understand the
nature of the leap. He recognizes that the proletariat has seized
power, but he does not see any decisive change in the economic
base—whereas in actuality the proletariat’s state power is (and
must be) applied to carry out the gocialization of ownership as
rapidly as possible, which in turn provides the base for the con-
solidation and extension of the dictatorship of the proletariat
(which in turn reacts back on the base to remold it). Bettelheim
does not really grasp this dialectical relation between base and
superstructure. And therefore he is incapable of grasping the real
basis for—and the actual possibility as well as necessity of—carry-
ing out further transformations both in the base and superstruc-
ture. The dictatorship of the proletariat, for Bettelheim, neither
rests on any material foundation in the economic base nor has any
real role to play in determining the nature of the base.

Hence, in Bettelheim’s ““class analysis”’ and his analysis overall,
recognition of the dictatorship of the proletariat—indeed, recogni-
tion of the centrality of revolution and revolutionary struggle—is
sorely lacking. Again, like the Trotskyites, he is led to very “‘left”
sounding anti-authoritarian and anti-bureaucratic appeals for
“democracy.” But, also like the Trotskyites, the essence of this
line is quite rightist. For by failing to recognize the centrality of
the proletarian dictatorship in the socialist stage and by belittling
the role of the superstructure—particularly the main aspect of the
superstructure, political power— Bettelheim ends up depriving the
proletariat of its key weapon against the bourgeoisie. Thus, Bet-
telheim’s stated recognition—and attempted analysis—of the con-
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tinuing presence of the bourgeoisie in the economic base is quite
hollqw. For,h if one follows his position to its logical conclusion—in
particular his separation of base and superstructure—then there is
no need to .struggle politically against this bourgeoisie; or if
somehow, this necessity is allowed, there remains, nevertheiess n(;
way to wage struggle against and overthrow this class.* ,

On the Intellectuals

) Because Bettelheim does not recognize the centrali inu-
ing the revoll}tion under the dictatgrship of the proltgt;):i:?n}tll: lils
reduced—.—agam, very much like the Trotskyites—to criticizir’1g the
Rroletarlan forces for being too harsh and ‘“‘coercive.” In par-
ticular, Bettelheim castigates the Chinese revolutionaries for their

allegedly sectarian attitude toward intell i
-~ ellectuals. He argues this

The supporters of the revolutionary line showed
themselves able to build various forms of alliance be-
tween the working masses and the intellectuals (in par-
t*cul,?r, in the different forms of ‘‘three-in-one combina-
tion ), but they did not always manage to deal correctly
with the contradictions within this alliance. Conse-
quently, .they tended to substitute coercion for political
leadership . . . . Furthermore, even the leaders of the Left
took a sectarian attitude toward scientists and artists.
Consequently, obstacles were placed in the way of the
development of scientific and technical knowledge and
qf .the full progress of literary and artistic ac-
tivity . . . ..Under such conditions it became inevitable
that a majority of the intellectuals declined to support
the revolutionary line, or only gave it lip service.?*

This is wrong on several counts. First of all, it is a distortion and
blames thq proletariat for the sabotage of the bourgeoisie, to
say—referrlng to the policies of the Left—that ‘‘obstacles vs,iere
placed in the way of the development of scientific and technical
knqw.led%e and of the full progress of literary and artistic
activity.” Of course, Mao and the Four led sharp struggle against
any attempts to develop bourgeois methods in science and
bourgeois art, but, by and large, the period after the upsurge of the
Cultural Revolution saw a great flowering of proletarian art and

* For more on Bettelheim’s line on ¢ iti
) > A the ‘““transitional society’’ and on his kinshi
;V;t;lfyﬁ;t:;ré T;?t:kgflte f(f)r;r;mlsilltions, see part two of this article. A morelsholrlz)?ltgﬁ
utation of the theory of “‘transitional society,” whi i
ty of forms and has had a certain influ o iich takes a vare
: h ¢ ence among revolutionary-mi i -
tuals, especially in Europe, is beyond the scope of this article. yrminded intellec
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literature and of a proletarian approach to science. What the
revolutionary line emphasized in the development of science and
technology was the involvement of the masses, to the greatest
degree possible at this stage, in this sphere. Thus, access to scien-
tific literature was restricted only in the sense that professional
scientists were not permitted to retreat to their studies and
alienate themselves from the workers and peasants, and ape the
bourgeois methods of plagiarism, turning knowledge into “‘private
property,”’ seeking after fame and money, etc.—all of which
obstruct scientific development. And on the basis of uniting with
the masses, Chinese scientists and technicians achieved many
breakthroughs—some of which were at ‘‘advanced world
levels”’—during this period. For instance, if the development of
science was so blocked how did China manage to launch earth
satellites? How was it that Chinese medical researchers were the
first in the world to synthesize insulin? And how did the Shanghai
workers construct a 10,000-ton ship on a drydock equipped for on-
ly 5000 tons? Many other examples of the flowering of science
under the guidance of a proletarian line during this period can be
found simply by leafing through the pages of Chinese periodicals
published during those years.

As for art and literature, it is nothing but a bourgeois lie and a
slander on the culture of the masses to argue that the “full pro-
gress of literary and artistic activity”” was hindered by the “sec-
tarian’’ application of Mao’s revolutionary line in this field. In fact
it would have been really sectarian—toward the masses—had Mao
and the Four conceded to the pressure which did come from many
petty-bourgeois intellectuals (and which was consolidated and
refined into a full-fledged opportunist political line by the revi-
sionist headquarters) for more emphasis on traditional works and
foreign classics and less emphasis on developing the revolutionary
culture cherished by the masses of laboring people. As our Party’s
response to the Mensheviks documented, these years saw the pro-
duction of literally thousands of new revolutionary literary,
dramatic and other artistic works.?®

Moreover, while many intellectuals did oppose the revolutionary
line championed by Mao (we shall discuss why in a moment), the
revolutionary line also succeeded in winning over significant
numbers of intellectuals. After all, it should not be forgotten that a
good deal of the initial abuse heaped on the Four immediately after
the coup had a distinct anti-intellectual flavor to. it, describing
them as useless “‘thinkers” who knew nothing of production.
While this was mainly a pragmatic attack on Marxist theory, it is
true that the Four, especially Chang Chun-chiao and Yao Wen-
yuan, were indeed intellectuals themselves—proletarian revolu-
tionary intellectuals. And, as a British intellectual friendly to the
Four noted, their Shanghai journal, Study and Criticism, which
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has been shut down by the current leadership, was ‘‘the most lively
and dialectical of all Chinese journals.’’3®

For an outstanding example of how the revolutionary line did
unite with intellectuals let’s look briefly at the case of Yu Hui-
yung, Minister of Culture before the coup, whom the revisionists
intimate has since committed suicide by swallowing drain cleaner
{no doubt he has been murdered). A recent ‘‘biography’’ of Teng
Hsiao-ping published by Hong Kong mouthpieces of the current
leadership contains a thumbnail sketch of Yu’'s life. Yu, a Shanghai
music teacher and erh-hu (traditional Chinese instrument) player,
was, even in the opinion of these revisionist hacks, “not an un-
talented musician.”’?” He had been active in left-wing intellectual
circles since the Civil War but only really began to come forward
during the Cultural Revolution. On the basis of grasping Mao’s
revolutionary line on culture, Yu played an important role in ar-
rangement and writing of the two model operas Taking Tiger
Mountain by Strategy (recently withdrawn from performance in
China) and On the Docks. He was a member of the writing groups
Chu Lan and Chang Tien, which made significant contributions to
defending and developing the revolutionary line. Clearly, Yu was
himself an intellectual who was able to unite with the proletarian
line and, on this basis, become a revolutionary communist.

Of course, most intellectuals were not like Yu. Most, as Mao
pointed out several times, still retained to a significant degree
their bourgeois world outlook. However, in addition Mao
pointed out that the majority of intellectuals were willing to sup-
port and work for socialism, while a minority on the one hand were
actually Marxists and on the other hand a minority were die-hard
reactionaries. The correct policy toward the great majority of in-
tellectuals, Mao said, was to unite with, utilize and remold them.
But this required firmly following the line of politics, not exper-
tise, in command, struggling against the tendency for the
knowledge of the intellectuals to be turned into capital, and carry-
ing out a consistent ideological struggle against the influences of
bourgeois and petty-bourgeois thinking that are particularly
strong among intellectuals. And it also required popularizing ex-
amples, and presenting models in culture, of intellectuals who did
take up the stand of Marxism, who stood firmly with the masses
and truly became proletarian—communist—intellectuals.

As a whole, intellectuals, even in socialist society, should be con-
sidered part of the petty bourgeoisie, and there is a strong basis for
the proletariat to unite with the great majority of them. Only
socialism and ultimately communism can offer a future to the in-
tellectuals.

The bourgeoisie seeks just to use them, pervert or suppress what
is most advanced and inspiring in their work, and turn their ideas
into commodities and their persons into slaves of the cash register.

——
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But, at the same time, the intellectuals, like other members of their
class, exhibit a very strong and exceedingly stubborn tendency to
retain their independence of the proletariat and their privileged
position, even when they do unite with the workers. They tend to
try to turn their ideas into “private property’’ which they can use
to lord it over the masses. And it is clear that all the traditional
practices and customs of class society, the “‘tried and true”’ ways
of getting things done, only feed and strengthen these weaknesses.
All this is why the proletariat cannot unite with the intellectuals
without at the same time waging a persistent and protracted
struggle against their bourgeois tendencies.

The bourgeoisie will also seek to unite with the intellectuals
against the proletariat and, at times, will have considerable in-
fluence among them. Hence the struggle to both politically win
over and ideologically remold the intellectuals cannot help but be a
very sharp one at times, and waging this struggle is a crucial and
difficult task of the proletarian dictatorship.

That, in the last battle, the revisionists were able to win support
from a significant section of the intellectuals is a fact. This,
however, was not mainly due to errors on the part of the revolu-
tionaries—though they may have made some in the acute and com-
plex struggle which raged particularly sharply on the fronts of
culture, education, science and technology—but primarily to the
strengthening of conditions favoring the bourgeoisie in the battle
to win over middle strata, including the intellectuals. This includes
as a major factor the international situation and the decision of the
revolutionaries, in the light of the growing Soviet danger to China,
to make certain compromises, agreements, etc., with the im-
perialist and reactionary countries of the U.S. bloc—all of which
strengthened bourgeois forces and tendencies in China politically
and ideologically and which was seized on with full force by the
revisionists to promote bourgeois standards and values and
capitulation to the imperialists in all spheres, not the least being
culture and education. It is significant that Bettelheim, in
attempting to explain the triumph of revisionism in China, makes
no analysis of this very important aspect.

It is also significant, and consistent with his own erroneous
analysis, that Bettelheim is silent on the reversals taking place to-
day in China in the sphere of culture and fails to defend the
revolutionary line in this area. He does not explicitly raise the
argument, but his readers cannot avoid the impression that Bet-
telheim opposes the struggle which was waged to revolutionize
and proletarianize culture and that he feels petty-bourgeois in-
tellectuals should have been left ‘‘free” to develop all sorts of
cultural works, regardless of their class content. This, he seems to
think, would have in and of itself insured their loyalty and, since
Bettelheim obviously does not believe the superstructure can real-
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ly exert influence on production relations, it would not have done
much harm. Once again, this whole approach smacks of bourgeois
liberalism, specifically of the idealist notion that in the ‘“‘free ex-
change of ideas” truth will inevitably win out. This is closely link-
ed, of course, with the vulgar economist notion that transfor-
mation of the economic base will “‘automatically” transform the
superstructure, so little or no struggle is needed to do this. That
Bettelheim essentially shares this view propagated by the Chinese
revisionists is revealed in part by his liberal line on culture as well
as his overall emphasis on—and petty-bourgeois view
of—“democracy.” But, as Mao put it, “where the broom does not.
reach, the dust never vanishes of itself,” and “Everything reac-
tionary is the same [including ‘‘ideas”’—C.R.}; if you don’t hit it, it
won't fall.”’?®

But, it may be protested, didn’t Mao also call for letting a hun-
dred flowers bloom? And wasn’t it Mao who declared that Al at-
tempts to use administrative orders or coercive measures to settle
ideological questions or questions of right and wrong are not only
ineffective but harmful,”* and that, “Questions of right and wrong
in the arts and sciences should be settled through free discussion
in artistic and scientific circles and through practical work in these
fields’?*® Yes, Mao did say these things—and he really meant
them. But such statements, and the hundred flowers policy Mao
initiated, must be placed in their proper context. And the context
in which these policies were developed was the struggle, yes, strug-
gle, against the bourgeoisie and its influence in the ideological
sphere.

As early as 1957 Mao declared that ““In the ideological field, the
question of who will win out, the proletariat or the bourgeoisie, has
not yet been really settled. We still have to wage a protracted
struggle against bourgeois and petty-bourgeois ideology.”’*' And
Mao also noted that:

Those who demand freedom and democracy in the
abstract regard democracy as an end and not as a
means. Democracy as such sometimes seems to be an
end, but it is in fact only a means. . . Both democracy
and freedom are relative, not absolute, and they come in-
to being and develop in specific historical conditions.
Within the ranks of the people, democracy is correlative
with centralism and freedom with discipline. They are
the two opposites of a single entity, contradictory as
well as united, and we should not one-sidedly emphasize
one to the exclusion of the other.*2

The “specific historical conditions’” under which freedom and
democracy developed for the intellectuals in China under Mao’s
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leadership included the fact that until the Cultural Revolution
educational and cultural affairs were very strongly influenced—in
fact, dominated—by revisionism. In 1967 Mao himself declared
that:

As I see it, the intellectuals, including young intellec-
tuals still receiving education in school, still have a
basically bourgeois world outlook, whether they are in
the Party or outside it. This is because for seventeen
years after the liberation the cultural and educational
circles have been dominated by revisionism. As a result,
bourgeois ideas are infused in the blood of the intellec-
tuals.*®

In this context it is not surprising that there was indeed con-
siderable resistance to the revolutionary line and that the
bourgeoisie was quite influential among many intellectuals.

This is the context in which the policy of “letting a hundred
flowers blossom and a hundred schools of thought contend’” must
be understood. This was never a liberal policy of letting intellec-
tuals and artists ‘‘do their thing.’” Rather, it was a method of wag-
ing the class struggle in the sphere of arts and sciences. Much of
its purpose was to get bourgois ideas out into the open so they
could be combatted and uprooted.**

Further—and especially in regard to artists and intellectuals
who aspire to be revolutionaries and communists—Mao’s line was
never one of spontaneously letting ideas ‘‘blossom’ forth. His line
on this was elaborated as early as 1942 in the famous ““Talks at the
Yenan Forum on Literature and Art,”’ a work the revisionists have
always attacked—openly or indirectly, depending on their
necessity—and the revolutionaries, especially Chiang Ching, have
always sought to propagate. In this work Mao enunciated the
stand that the primary task of revolutionary artists and writers is
“to understand people and know them well.”’** And decisive in
this, Mao declared, is the question of intellectuals integrating
themselves with the masses, a concept completely absent from
Bettelheim’s analysis.

In a famous passage Mao described his own ideological transfor-
mation. He recalled that, as a result of bourgeois (even feudal)
education, he

used to feel it undignified to do even a little manual
labour, such as carrying my own luggage in the presence
of my fellow students, who were incapable of carrying
anything, either on their shoulders or in their hands. At
that time I felt that intellectuals were the only clean
people in the world, while in comparison workers and
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peasants were dirty. I did not mind wearing the clothes
of other intellectuals, believing them clean, but I would
not put on clothes belonging to a worker or peasant,
believing them dirty. But after I became a revolutionary
and lived with workers and peasants and with soldiers
of the revolutionary army, I gradually came to know
them well, and they gradually came to know me well too.
It was then, and only then, that I fundamentally chang-
ed the bourgeois and petty-bourgeois feelings implanted
in me in the bourgeois schools. I came to feel that com-
pared with the workers and peasants the unremoulded in-
tellectuals were not clean and that, in the last analysis,
the workers and peasants were the cleanest people and,
even though their hands were soiled and their feet
smeared with cow-dung, they were really cleaner than
the bourgeois and petty-bourgeois intellectuals. That is
what is meant by a change in feelings, a change from one
class to another.4¢

Since this was hardly an easy change for Mao, and since he did not
accomplish it overnight and without considerable struggle, could
it be said then that such a transformation would be any easier for
the masses of Chinese intellectuals? And is it in any way con-
ceivable that such a massive transformation of the intelligentsia
can be carried out without some ‘“‘coercion,”’ that is, without the
dictatorship of the proletariat?

For example, let us take the movement of educated urban youth
to the countryside in China. Could this massive movement ‘‘up to
the mountains and down to the villages”” have been accomplished
without a certain amount of coercion? This was a very important
step in building socialism and moving toward communism. It was
a concrete and necessary step in beginning to break down the con-
tradiction between town and country which has been a part of all
class society—and it also attacked the other two of the “three
great differences,”” namely those between worker and peasant and
between mental and manual labor. It was something that had to be
actually implemented, and not simply left to spontaneity. Of
course, the principal aspect of this implementation was persuasion
and winning people to it politically; but this was not the only
aspect. It also had to involve a certain amount of coercion directed
against a part of the masses.

Or let us take culture. Here Mao not only put forward the policy
of “100 flowers blossoming” but also insisted that the proletariat
must exercise dictatorship over the bourgeoisie in the sphere of
culture as well as all other aspects of society. This does not mean
that dictatorship should be exercised over the great majority of in-
tellectuals—a line the Chinese renegades in power have falsely at-
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tributed to the Four, and by clear implication to Mao himself, in
order to cover their own revisionist line. What it does mean is that
the proletariat must struggle to occupy such spheres with Marx-
ism, to expose and defeat the reactionary ideas of the bourgeoisie
and drive its culture from the stage through this struggle. It is this
struggle itself that the Chinese revisionists hate and are now sup-
pressing, in order to exercise dictatorship over the proletariat in
this as in all fields. And here their line finds a supporter (however
unwilling) or at least an echo (however unintentional) in Professor
Bettelheim.

According to Bettelheim, the ‘“‘sectarian”’ weaknesses of the
revolutionaries in China in dealing with the intellectuals affected
the Party’s relationship with all strata of the masses. ‘“As soon as
the element of coercion enters into what ought to be an alliance,”
he argues, “it tends to spread. In the end, coercion was brought to
bear upon a section of the masses as well, and gave rise to
discontent. . . Unity of the masses therefore failed to develop.”’*"In
this context, Bettelheim claims, the revisionist line “‘seem[ed] less
coercive.”’*®

But alliances concluded by the proletariat with other classes and
strata, including and especially with the petty-bourgeois in-
telligentsia, are not simply voluntary agreements or compromises.
The proletariat must lead such alliances. And to do so it must not
only extend the hand of comradeship to its allies, it must also fight
unyieldingly for its own class interests. Thus, in a certain sense,
there must be an element of “‘coercion” in any revolutionary class
alliance, although what must be primary is political unity forged in
the common struggle against the common enemy.

Even among the masses of workers there are always advanced,
intermediate and backward elements. The proletarian party must
at all times seek to unite the advanced to win over the intermediate
and raise the level of the backward, while paralyzing the latter’s
tendency to act as shock troops for the reactionary line. This is
itself an integral part of waging the class struggle. Under certain
conditions, even when the proletariat has held state power for
some time, the backward—and at times even the in-
termediate—will be successfully mobilized by the reactionary
bourgeoisie, often under the signboard of ‘“‘socialism,” to strike
against the revolutionary interests of the proletariat and against
the vanguard leadership of the revolutionary headquarters in the
proletarian party.

Under these conditions the proletariat must struggle politically
to win those who have been deceived away from bourgeois in-
fluence. But, in fact, this can never be achieved without a certain
measure of coercion, including coercion brought to bear against
backward sections of the popular masses. Anyone who has ever
been involved in revolutionary political struggle—or even a strike,
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for that matter—knows this. Of course, there is a basic difference
between coercion directed against the enemy and coercion brought
to bear on any section of the masses, however backward. In the
first place, such coercion must not be relied on in the case of the
masses, whereas this is precisely where reliance is placed in the
case of the enemy. And secondly, where it is employed against
some section of the masses, there is a different objective—for the
possibility is not ruled out of winning them over, and doing so re-
mains a strategic orientation. But although there is a real dif-
ference here, it is idealist, and in the final analysis reactionary, to
think that revolution can be accomplished and continued without
coercion—and even violence at times—against some whose overall
position in society objectively places them among the masses.

Democracy in the Party

Given what we have seen of Bettelheim’s line so far, it is not sur-
prising that he also raises the old Trotskyite bugaboo of ‘‘freedom
of expression in the party’’+® to attack by innuendo the fundamen-
tal principles of democratic centralism. This is no surprise, since
the question of organizational line flows from and is an expression
of political line and world outlook. As the pamphlet Important
Struggles in Building the Revolutionary Communist Party, USA
pointed out with respect to the history of such struggles in our
own Party:

Opportunism in matters of political line always leads to
opportunism in organization affairs; or as Wang Hung-
wen put it in his report to the 10th Congress of the CPC,
““If one practices revisionism. . . one will inevitably go in
for splits, intrigues, and conspiracies.” The question of
whether or not to uphold democratic centralism, “to
adhere to party principle,” as the Chinese said, is a
basic question of world outlook and class stand. It
depends on whether you believe that correct ideas come
from the experience of the masses in the struggle to
change reality, and that it is the masses that make
history; or whether you believe that correct ideas come
from a few ‘‘geniuses’’ and that ‘‘heroes’’ make revolu-
tion. And this applies to reliance on the masses in the
communist movement, as well. As Mao said, “We must
have faith in the masses and we must have faith in the
Party. These are two cardinal principles. If we doubt
these principles we shall accomplish nothing.”’5°

Democratic centralism is the set of organizational principles
based on the Marxist theory of knowledge. Organization according
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to democratic centralism makes it possible for the proletarian par-
ty to apply the mass line—to gather the scattered experience and
ideas of the masses, concentrate what is correct in these and then,
in a unified manner, return these ideas to the masses and unite
with them to carry them out—and begin this process again, on a
higher level. Democratic centralism is the dialectical unity of two
opposites. Democracy, the principal aspect in this contradiction,
means mainly the initiative of Party members, the flow of ideas,
opinions, criticism, etc., from the whole membership to the Party
leadership. Centralism means essentially the centralization of cor-
rect ideas through the application of Marxism-Leninism, Mao
Tsetung Thought, and it also includes the discipline of the Party
built on its unity of will, unity around its basic ideological and
political line.

Bettelheim, however, undialectically separates democracy from
centralism. In his view, democracy stands for little more than free
expression, while centralism means essentially giving and taking
orders. He argues from this that democratic centralism did not
work in China because the revolutionary forces did not put the cor-
rect emphasis on democracy in Party life. Thus, leadership sealed
itself off from the masses through a policy of “self-recruitment’’
which was favored by the “high degree of centralization.””s! And
because there was no real democracy, the struggles which were
waged against revisionism tended to take on an allegedly
“hermetic”’ [sealed off, or hidden] character which, in Bettelheim’s
words, ‘“‘reflected the fact that those promoting them were not real-
ly trying to get the masses to take part.”’s?

Bettelheim clearly implies that it would have been better had all
“factions” in the Party been free to organize openly. As the basis
for this revisionist argument he drags out the tired old Trotskyite
tale of how the ban on factions instituted at the 10th Congress of
the Soviet Party in 1921 was “only a temporary measure, which
the circumstances of a particular moment could alone justify,’’s?
thus intimating that the existence of opposing factions should be
permitted, indeed, encouraged, in a communist party.

Of course our historian does not tell us what the particular cir-
cumstances were in 1921. Let us then remind him that before this
Congress there had been in Soviet Russia a period of virtually un-
bridled ‘‘free expression” for opposing factions of the very kind he
seems to advocate for China. The Soviet Party leadership, headed
by Lenin and with the support of the overwhelming majority of
Party members, opposed this factionalism as a mortal danger to
the Party’s very existence as a proletarian revolutionary
vanguard. Moreover, while it is true that the Bolshevik Party did
not declare any formal ban on factions before 1921, this was only
because such a ban was not necessary until then. Before the
seizure of state power, bourgeois factions eagerly split away from
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the Party as struggle against their rotten lines sharpened. But
once the Party was in power, this situation changed. Defeated fac-
tions were far from eager to abandon the share of power they held.
Hence the organizational line of Bolshevism had to be more ex-
plicitly spelled out.

This organizational line, Lenin’s line, had always been militantly
opposed to the bourgeois-democratic notion of ‘‘free expression’
for minority factions (although not, however, for minority views
expressed through the appropriate Party channels). Much of the
foundation of the Bolshevik line on organization and the fun-
damental principles of democratic centralism was laid by Lenin in
his famous work What I's To Be Done? (1902) and more specifically
formulated in 1904 in his polemic against the opportunist—and in
particular bourgeois-democratic—organizational line of the Men-
sheviks, One Step Forward, Two Steps Back. In this latter work
especially, as well as others of his writings, Lenin tore into the
Mensheviks for their refusal to submit to the democratic will of the
majority in the Party, their ‘‘feeble whining’’ about Lenin’s
“autocracy,” and, more importantly, he linked this to their oppor-
tunism on organizational questions in general, which he attributed
to ‘‘the individualism of the intellectual.’’34

While he had not as yet formulated the term democratic cen-
tralism, Lenin clearly presented an argument diametrically oppos-
ed to what Bettelheim tries to palm off as Leninism. For instance,
he pointed out that calls for more democracy and less bureaucracy
tend to mask calls for more autonomy and less centralism:

Bureaucracy versus democracy is in fact centralism ver
sus autonomism; it is the organizational principle of
revolutionary Social Democracy as opposed to the
organizational principle of opportunist Social Democra-
cy. The latter strives to proceed from the bottom up-
ward, and, therefore, wherever possible and as far as
possible, upholds autonomism and ‘‘democracy”, car-
ried (by the overzealous) to the point of anarchism. The
former strives to proceed from the top downward, and
upholds an extension of the rights and powers of the
center in relation to the parts.5®

Lenin’s stand here does not go against what was said earlier
about the contradiction between democracy and centralism—that
the former is the main aspect and the foundation for the latter. For
centralism founded on democracy in this way also represents a
concentration of democracy, and it is precisely for this reason that
it is necessary to uphold the principle that the lower level in the
party is subordinate to the higher level, the individual to the collec-
tive, the minority to the majority, and the parts to the center. The
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center represents precisely the party as a whole, to which its
various parts must be subordinate. This dialectical understanding
of the relationship between democracy and centralism, and the
Marxist-Leninist organizational principles based on it, are worlds
apart from the view of “‘democracy’ and “freedom’’ characteristic
of the petty bourgeoisie, including the particular forms of in-
dividualism common to the intellectuals, which Professor Bet-
telheim shares to a significant degree.

Democratic centralism certainly means that the views of the
minority must be respected and given a full hearing. It was Mao
more than anyone who stressed this. But what Marxists mainly
stress is that democratic party debate can only advance the cause
of communism if it takes place in accordance with the party’s
chain of knowledge and chain of command, its organizational
structure. Factional activity, even when carried out, as it so often
is, under the guise of “‘freedom to criticize,”” only breaks this chain
of knowledge and command and thus prevents the party from
testing its line in practice in a unified way. Factionalism actually
prevents the party from relying on the masses and reduces line
struggle to the bourgeois realm of intrigue and demagoguery.
“Free expression” for opposing factions has no more in common
with proletarian democracy than does the “freedom” to choose
one’s oppressor in bourgeois elections.

Mao’s line on this question, like any revolutionary line, gets at-
tacked from what are apparently two sides (although they are in
reality one). From one side, people like Enver Hoxha undialectical-
ly attack Mao for recognizing the inevitability of two-line struggle
in the party, while someone like Bettelheim comes along and, from
the other side, attacks Mao (in a more veiled fashion) for not en-
couraging free expression of opposing views. Damned if you do,
damned if you don’t! Yet both these criticisms (or outright attack
in the case of Hoxha) are wrong because they start from the same
erroneous place; each views the class struggle in the party un-
dialectically.

Hoxha’s line metaphysically pretends that the party, unlike
everything else in life, can be characterized by its “iron unity.”
What is wrong with Hoxha’s position is not that the party does
not need unity, nor that it is wrong to fight for the organizational
principles of democratic centralism that embody that unity. What
is wrong is that Hoxha thinks that the party—and in reality he ex-
tends this to socialist society as well—can somehow avoid class
struggle within itself by administrative decree and mere suppres-
sion of alien elements. Further, Hoxha’'s metaphysics (and
idealism) prevent him from seeing not only the inevitability of
class struggle within the party, but also the possibility of turning
this necessity into freedom, into a strengthening of the party. Hox-
ha’s metaphysics miss the actual relationship between struggle
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and unity, failing to grasp that the former is unconditional and ab-
solute, while the latter is conditional and relative—and is achieved
and advanced to a higher level repeatedly through struggle.

Bettelheim also denies dialectics by speaking as if two opposing
lines can coexist peacefully, with ‘free expression’’ guaranteed for
all. His position is Hoxha’s metaphysics turned inside out, essen-
tially denying that what defines the internal life of the party is the
ceaseless life-and-death struggle between the two lines that in-
evitably exist within it.

Bettelheim’s accusations about lack of democracy in the Chinese
Communist Party are as unfounded as his other attacks on pro-
letarian dictatorship. They reflect once again his bourgeois-
democratic prejudices and his social-democratic line. Mao and the
revolutionary leadership of the Chinese Communist Party
recognized the existence of two lines within the Party, ultimately
reflecting the existence of two classes, and they also recognized
that these lines could only exist in contradiction and struggle with
each other. In this struggle Mao consistently held to and defended
the principles of democratic centralism precisely because he did
seek to mobilize and rely on the masses. This is why Mao and the
Four fought hard against the revisionist headquarters on the
crucial question of the tasks of the basic Party units. At the revi-
sionist 11th Congress of the CPC, the Party Constitution was
specifically changed to remove the clause which calls on all units to
“wage an active ideological struggle so as to keep Party life
vigorous” and replaced it with the instruction to report the opi-
nions and demands of the masses to higher bodies so the new Con-
fucians can ‘“‘benevolently’”’ respond. The revolutionaries fought
hard to retain the language adopted at the 9th and 10th Con-
gresses precisely because they recognized that only on the basis of
continued struggle could unity be achieved around the correct line
and could the incorrect line—and its die-hard advocates—be expos-
ed and defeated.

Of course, Bettelheim’s persistent calls for the extension of
democracy and mass participation are addressed to real contradic-
tions which do exist under socialism. For even where the pro-
letarian line is firmly in command and the masses are advancing in
the struggle to transform all of society, there remain contradic-
tions in and between the base and superstructure (as well as be-
tween the forces and relations of production) which can give rise to
relations of oppression and exploitation, and pose the danger of
capitalist restoration. As the 1977 Report of the Central Commit-
tee of the RCP noted:

And in general the fact that economic units—and the
economy as a whole—can be turned from socialist to
capitalist is a result of the fact that the means of produc-
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tion under socialism are still not completely the com-
mon property of all of society and that the masses of
people still have not yet completely become masters of
the economy and society as a whole. These contradic-
tions will exist all the way throughout the long socialist
period of transition to communism and will provide the
material basis for capitalist restoration and point to the
grave danger that revisionism poses, especially as it
emerges at the top of the Party. . .5

The revisionists openly deny or belittle the importance of such
contradictions and idealistically declare that the establishment of
socialism will eliminate these things as long as production goes up
and occasional ‘“‘adjustments’’ are made. Bettelheim, to his credit,
recognizes the blatant dishonesty of such a view and unites with
Mao’s important analysis that the struggle to ultimately resolve
these contradictions and in this way advance to communism is the
central task faced by the proletariat under socialism. But Bet-
telheim’s solution merely represents an apparently strange, but ac-
tually rather common, combination of idealism with mechanical
materialism. He is idealist in thinking that social contradictions
can be overcome all at once and now, through the establishment of
greater formal democracy and participation. On the other hand, he
is a mechanical materialist in his attitude toward the forces of pro-
duction, thinking that they can be simply developed on their own
over a long period of time, and neglecting the interaction of the
relations of production (along with politics and ideology) with the
productive forces. Thus he actually downgrades the very struggle
to overcome these contradictions in the real world.

For example, Bettelheim complains that as a result of the
Cultural Revolution, ‘‘The separation of the immediate producers
from their means of production was thus only overcome to a slight
degree, and therefore capitalist and commodity relations con-
tinued to be reproduced.”’” But wasn’t this inevitable? Was it
possible to overcome this separation fully? No, it was not. And
this is a major reason why it was necessary to remain vigilant in
exercising the proletarian dictatorship and why it was crucial to
recognize that the struggle did not and could not come to an end.

Bettelheim’s one-sided denunciation of the ‘* ‘ideological
heritage’ derived from the degenerated form of the Bolshevik
ideological formation dating from the end of the 1930s’'%® also is
based upon very real questions. For if the reversals of the pro-
letarian revolution in the Soviet Union and China teach anything,
it is that the line of the international communist movement must
be critically reviewed and revisionist errors which have infected it
since the ’30s must be ruthlessly rooted out. But this is not what
Bettelheim’s critique really does. For under the cover of rooting
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out revisionism, Bettelheim really roots out Marxist materialism
and dialectics! His blatant condemnation of the “‘degenerated
form of Bolshevism” is undialectical and unproductive and merely
feeds the revisionist notion that our onmly response to “failed
history”” must be to throw out ‘“‘old dogma’’ (like the dictatorship
of the proletariat) and adopt supposedly more up-to-date—but real-
ly old, incredibly out-dated bourgeois—ideas.

The Fundamental Error in ‘“‘The Great Leap Backward”

At first reading it does seem that the fundamental weakness in
Bettelheim’s arguments is that he believes the mistakes made by
Mao and the Four were responsible for their defeat. Indeed, the
most objectionable parts of his essay come when he tries “‘to
understand how matters have got to this state.”’>® However, the
fact that the revolutionaries did not fully succeed in their efforts to
rouse the masses does not mean that they did not try or that their
failure was due principally to their own errors. As Mao himself put
it:

In social struggle, the forces representing the advanced
class sometimes suffer defeat not because their ideas are
incorrect but because, in the balance of forces engaged
in struggle, they are not as powerful for the time being
as the forces of reaction; they are therefore temporarily
defeated, but they are bound to triumph sooner or
later.6®

This is true as well under socialism,where, owing to the develop-
ment of internal contradictions as well as the international situa-
tion, the bourgeoisie may temporarily gain the upper hand. This is
what has taken place in China.

As for the question of mistakes by the revolutionaries, of course
they made some—no one can avoid that. But while it is correct to
investigate and sum up those errors which may indeed have been
made, this cannot be the main thing to focus on in analyzing the
setback in China. If one takes this approach one will inevitably end
up in the same revisionist swamp as Hua and Teng or, perhaps, the
Hoxha variation on the same.%!

Bettelheim'’s critical evaluation of the line and policies of the re-
volutionary forces in China leads away from the real lessons to be
learned from this setback, including from the mistakes made by
the revolutionaries, although as stated these are secondary. From
what has been said so far, it is clear that in the final analysis what
is wrong with ‘“The Great Leap Backward’’ is not simply that its
author is ““too critical” of Mao and the Four or even that he
incorrectly places the main share of the ‘“blame” for the defeat on
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their errors. What lies behind the criticisms Bettelheim levels at
the revolutionary forces in China is an incorrect, fundamentally
rightist, ideological and political line. It is a line greatly influenced
by bourgeois-democratic and liberal conceptions, a social-demo-
cratic, very close to Trotskyite, line. The fundamental error (and
great irony) in “The Great Leap Backward’’ is that, in the name of
Mao Tsetung, its author liquidates, indeed attacks, what Mao
fought, above all, to defend and strengthen—and in so doing pro-
vided pathbreaking leadership on the road to communism—the
dictatorship of the proletariat.

Part I1. Bettelheim’s Other Writings

These are harsh words, and to some they will seem unfair. In this
critique so far it has been necessary to literally drag Bettelheim'’s
incorrect line out from behind a few seemingly unfortunate
phrases and paragraphs, and it might seem that too much is being
read into these erroneous formulations. But an examination of
other of Bettelheim’s works and of his political history reveals that
the weaknesses which mar ‘“The Great Leap Backward” very
definitely represent a distinct political line, one that runs counter
to Marxism, a line built upon a shaky foundation of revisionist and
Trotskyite formulations which Bettelheim has espoused in various
forms for many years.

Who is Charles Bettelheim? His political biography is quite
revealing. While Bettelheim has informed us that he is critical of
many of the positions he held before 1968, in fact his past history
is not at all what he would have us believe. For he has never made
any kind of thorough self-criticism of his past associations with
Trotskyism and other petty-bourgeois trends. This is not insignifi-
cant. Such a self-criticism would do more than expose past errors;
much of what Bettelheim puts forward today is rooted in
ideological and political views in which he has persisted since the
"30s.*

A complete account and analysis of Bettelheim'’s career is inap-
propriate to this article, but some revealing highlights must be

*Most of the information on Bettelheim’s pre-1968 career presented here is
taken from Claude Varlet, Critique de Bettelheim, Vol. I: La revolution d’octobre et
les luttes de classes en URSS (Paris, 1978). This illuminating study, of which only
the first volume has appeared, is a quite detailed refutation of many of
Bettelheim's propositions from a generally correct standpoint. It is a source of
considerable information and makes many perceptive and telling criticisms of Bet-
telheim’s line. However, while definitely upholding Mao Tsetung and the Cultural
Revolution and calling correctly for further analysis of Soviet history and the
Stalin era on the basis of Mao’s line, the book does tend toward a somewhat one-
sided defense of Stalin, which is linked also to a tendency to downplay the impor-
tance of the superstructure.
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touched upon. Bettelheim entered the revolutionary movement
during the period of the anti-fascist united front, a period in which
the Communists in France and many other countries made serious
revisionist errors. But although Bettelheim was affected by the
revisionism and economism of this period, this was not his only
problem. In 1939 he wrote a study (not published until 1946) of
Soviet planning, a study marked by strong tendencies toward
Trotskyism. Bettelheim explicitly holds here, for example, that
Trotsky was the leader of ‘‘the Left”’ in the Bolshevik Party in the
1920s, and that by the time Bettelheim was writing, in 1939,
power was exercised in the Soviet Union by a ‘‘bureaucratic-
technical oligarchy.”’¢? Trotskyite tendencies are deep-rooted in
Bettelheim.

Bettelheim as Trotskyite

At the end of World War II Bettelheim became -closely
associated with a new journal, the Revue Internationale, as a
member of its editorial committee. This journal was founded by
one David Rousset, who split from the Trotskyite Parti Com-
muniste Internationaliste in October 1945. Rousset’s platform
was summed up by the phrase ‘‘one must pass over the corpse of
Stalinism to realize the socialist revolution.”’s* What this meant
was that it was necessary for the Trotskyites to put behind them
the struggle of the '20s and move ‘‘beyond Stalin.”” This view had
been denounced as a ‘‘capitulation to Stalinism’ by the orthodox
Trotskyites, but it did attract the attention of a number of “‘left”
intellectuals seeking an ‘‘independent’’ (and safe) niche in the
revolutionary movement.

The Revue Internationale, under the banner of
“anti-dogmatism’’ and ‘‘freedom of criticism,”” united a wide and
motley array of prominent Trotskyites, bourgeois academics,
social democrats, anarchists and surrealists. What brought these
people together was their common ideological hostility to the
revolutionary heart of Marxism-Leninism and their concern about
questions of Soviet history and politics. The journal rarely con-
cerned itself with practical questions of revolutionary politics, and
it virtually ignored the struggle against revisionism which was
then beginning to heat up in the international communist move-
ment. Most of its articles dealt, in a wooden and academic way,
with Soviet affairs and socialist theory.

Bettelheim contributed several articles on the subject of
socialist society to the pages of this politically questionable
publication. In these writings he focused on themes destined to
reappear in new form in his writings on China today. One subject
of concern to Bettelheim was the continuing division between men-
tal and manual labor and the relatively privileged positions en-
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joyed by cadres and technicians under socialism. In his articles
Bettelheim argued that these inequalities were inherited from
capitalism but as the productive forces were developed the basis
for their existence would gradually disappear. For example, he
wrote:

The upper strata of the working class [cadres and techni-
cians] are henceforth called on to fulfil some functions
from which they had been excluded under capitalism.
The necessity of these functions is, moreover, closely
linked to the complexity of organization of the new
society, a complexity which, during this whole period,
makes the role of those charged with organizing the new
society a decisive one. But clearly when the new society
gains a certain stability, that is to say when the func-
tions of organization cease to be as decisive as during
the initial period, the role of these organizers will be con-
siderably restrained.4

As for the division of labor which increasingly placed managers in
command of society, Bettelheim condemned this but, like Trotsky
and those who had developed Trotsky’s theories in the immediate
pre-war period (people like Burnham in the U.S. and Rizzi in
Italy)* he saw no way to fight it, arguing instead. that this
“managerial society’’ reflected the transitional character of Soviet
society and would ultimately fade away:

This division of labor represents simply the provisional
maintenance of a situation which existed already in
capitalist society, which survives for technical reasons
and can disappear only when, on the one hand, the tasks
of management become sufficiently simple and when, on
the other hand, the general level of knowledge and of
culture has reached a sufficiently high level.¢s

While more openly rightist in its essence, this line is essentially
similar in its fundamentals to the line Bettelheim holds today. To-
day Bettelheim argues that classes and class struggle continue
under socialism and even that class distinctions and the division of

*Bruno R_iz_zi published La Bureaucratisation du Monde (The Bureaucratization
of t'he World) just before the outbreak of World War 2. In it he held that the Soviet
Umo'n'was neither capitalist nor socialist (nor in transition to socialism), but ex-
eg‘nphfled a brand-new form of exploitation called “‘bureaucratic collectivism.” Riz-
zi’s theory was seized upon by U.S. Trotskyites like Max Schachtman and James
Burnham. The latter went on, as an ex-Trotskyite, to write The Managerial
Revolution (which put forward the same ideas, but without an attempted Marxist

cover'), and ended up on the editorial board of William F. Buckley’s arch-
reactionary National Review.
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labor must be narrowed step by step. But at the same time he fails
to see how continuing the revolution under the dictatorship of the
proletariat is the way to do this. In these Revue Internationale ar-
ticles, just as in a different way in ‘‘The Great Leap Backward,”
Bettelheim denies that the political power of the proletariat can be
applied to reduce the differences between mental and manual labor
and other inequalities inherited from capitalism. In essence, he
argues that socialist revolution isn’t needed; the development of
the productive forces alone is adequate.

In fact in these articles Bettelheim went so far as to defend the
privileges of managers and technicians. As he put it: ‘“The
privileges of the upper strata of the working class are in no way
violations of principle but to the contrary they are inherent
necessities of the development of socialist society.”’¢® In other
words, the proletariat cannot wage revolution under its dictator-
ship to step-by-step transform the base and narrow differences; on-
ly the development of production will guarantee this. But until the
productive forces reach the stage when such inequalities will
(magically, perhaps) disappear, the proletariat must continually
defend and ‘“‘regulate” their existence. Isn’t this Hua Kuo-feng’s
line?*

It is true that, at the time Bettelheim was writing this, the
understanding of the international communist move-
ment—including its leaders, like Stalin—was not nearly as de-
veloped as it became later, especially through Mao Tsetung’s con-
tributions. Bettelheim’s positions then were in many ways in line
with (or were the “flip side” of) errors being made in the Soviet
Union with regard to these questions. But, again, our purpose here
in analyzing Bettelheim’s earlier writings is to uncover the founda-
tion for erroneous positions that have continued to characterize,
and mar, Bettelheim’s line up to the present time.

In “The Great Leap Backward’’ Bettelheim contends in essence
that, given the continuation of classes and the inequalities which
persist under socialism, the key to defending the interests of the
working class at this stage is the extension of democracy. And this
theme too can be found in his early Revue Internationale writings.
He wrote that formal democracy is in fact the answer to the prob-
lem of inequality under socialism: ‘‘As in all previous societies the
proletarian state can assunie both authoritarian and democratic
forms. The democratic forms will not cease asserting

*This is strikingly reminiscent of a peint made in defense of the Chinese revi-
sionists by a pretentious Menshevik scribbler last fall at the US-China Peoples
Friendship Association convention in San Francisco. This puffed-up professor,
speaking at a workshop on China’s economy, made the “profound’” analysis that
since bourgeois right can only be restricted, not eliminated, under socialism, the
call for its restriction must also be a call for its defense! This unabashed exercise in
eclectics is really not so different from the position Bettelheim presents in these
early articles.
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themselves. . . In proletarian society democracy is based on the ex-
istence of different social strata within the dominant class.”’¢7 In
other words, what we have here is a kind of “proletarian’
pluralism; the various strata of the working class
“democratically’’ resolve their differences just as the capitalists
before them used ‘‘democracy’’ to resolve the contradictions which
divided them. But such “democracy’’ is no response at all to the
problems of inequality, etc., under socialism. In fact such a view is
but a denial of revolution, of the dictatorship of the proletariat. It
is nothing but bourgeois liberalism.

It is true, of course, that in socialist society there are different
strata among the workers and different political tendencies, too.
But this is an expression of the fact that, materially and
ideologically, socialist society is, as Marx said, stamped with the
birthmarks of the old society (there will always be different and
conflicting political tendencies in society, even under communism,
but in socialist society these are determined by the continuing ex-
istence of classes and class struggle). And through all this remains
the salient fact that the workers are one class with one class in-
terest, which they can and must grasp and unite around on the
basis of consciously applying the science of Marxism. All this does
not deny the fact that there is only one correct line and that, while
the free expression of opinions and the struggle over ideas, etc.,
must be encouraged and developed among the masses, still one
opinion is not just as good as another. And all this does not deny
but on the contrary emphasizes the importance of leadership, of
the party’s vanguard role based on its correct line—and in this
sense of centralism, founded on democracy (as summarized
earlier).

Bettelheim as Sweezyite

The Revue Internationale ceased publication in 1951, its editor,
Rousset, having left in 1949 to found the petty-bourgeois
Rassemblement Democratique Revolutionaire with Jean-Paul Sar-
tre. Bettelheim then rejoined the Communist Party from which he
had exited in 1945, but he continued to orient himself to the world
of petty-bourgeois intellectualist “Marxism.” Between 1951 and
1968 Bettelheim’s politics were an eclectic mish-mash of a number
of fashionable leftist trends, including Khrushchevite revisionism
(despite his recent claims to the contrary, he was an early apologist
for the revisionist theses of the 20th Congress of the CPSU), Trot-
skyism and “‘third worldism.”’

Bettelheim was especially drawn to the ideas being propagated
in the United States during this period by Paul Baran and Paul
Sweezy (who had also been on the editorial board of the Revue In-
ternationale). The Baran-Sweezy line (which was dissected in an ar-

BETTELHEIM 215

ticle, ““Against Sweezy’s Political Economy’ in The Communist,
Vol. 2, No. 1) was a specific reflection of the post-WW 2 period. At
this time U.S. imperialism was riding high and, despite tremen-
dous losses, the imperialist system overall had temporarily
stabilized under U.S. leadership. In this situation the U.S.
monopoly capitalists were able to use their increased power inter-
nationally to temporarily avoid serious crises at home. The main
focus of the international class struggle shifted to the national
liberation movements in Asia, Africa and Latin America. Baran
and Sweezy explained all this by arguing that in the monopoly
stage the laws of capitalism discovered by Marx no longer apply.
They argued that the main problem with monopoly capitalism is
not crisis but the tendency of the system to produce a “surplus”
which cannot be consumed in a sensible way, thus leading to
stagnation, waste and anarchy.

Bettelheim quickly embraced these ideas which were at the time
being echoed as well in leading circles of the revisionist Com-
munist Party of France. He applauded the publication of Baran’s
The Political Economy of Growth as ‘“‘a fundamental contribution
to the progress of economic thought.”’®® In his 1967 book,
Planification et croissance acceleree (Planning and Accelerated
Growth) Bettelheim expanded upon Baran and Sweezy’s notion of
the “surplus.” Like these writers he based his arguments on the
assumption that the inability of the capitalist system to develop
production in a rational way can be separated from the fundamen-
tal contradiction of capitalist production, the exploitation of the
working class by the bourgeoisie.

Like many other petty-bourgeois reformers before him, Bet-
telheim (as had Baran and Sweezy) confined his criticism of
capitalism to its inability to guarantee rational economic growth.
In other words, he separated the question of developing the pro-
ductive forces from the relations of production in which they
develop. This led Bettelheim to extol planning, which he treated as
the essence of socialism, as the “answer’’ to the problems caused
by the anarchy of capitalism and its market. As he put it:

The market economy and the planned economy are fun-
damentally opposed to each other. In a market economy
real and ultimate economic decisions are made by in-
dividual economic agents as a function of their par-
ticular material interests. The capitalist economy is the
most developed form of the market economy.*®

Bettelheim applied Baran and Sweezy’s reformist theories to the
political economy of socialism. And the result of this application
was an economist and narrow view of socialism which essentially li-
mited the transformation of society to the spheres of distribution

o -
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and management. Bettelheim one-sidedly stressed planning as op-
posed to the anarchy of the capitalist market. In doing so he aban-
dons the central point of socialism—the rule of the proletariat over
society and its use of that rule to transform both base and super-
structure and move toward communism. In his hands socialism be-
came little more than an effective strategy for economic growth, es-
pecially in the underdeveloped countries. This, by the way, is how he
came to serve so many governments as an economic advisor.

Bettelheim as Khrushchevite

Bettelheim propagated this economist vision of socialism in
various ways in a series of essays he published between 1962 and
1967. These were collected in a book, La transition vers l'economie
socialiste (The Transition to Socialist Economy). In this book Bet-
telheim eclectically combined a number of Trotskyite and revi-
sionist theses in an attempt to ‘“‘explain” the course which the
Soviet Union and its allies in Eastern Europe had been following
since the mid-'50s. As the title itself indicates, the book was based
on the incorrect Trotskyite theory of ‘‘transitional society,” which,
it will be recalled, appeared in ‘“The Great Leap Backward” and
was criticized earlier in this article. In this earlier work Bettelheim
posited the thesis that there is a long period of transition between
capitalism and ‘‘socialism” during which there can be no §table
mode of production with its own laws. Thus, this entire period of
transitional society is inevitably characterized by a non-
correspondence between the forces and relations of production,

...and it seems that the specific form of this non-
correspondence of the phase of transition to socialism
must be the following: the mode of property is for-
mally—for the principal means of production—that of
the entire society, while the mode of actual appropria-
tion is still that of limited collectives of workers, for it is
only at the level of these collectives that the real ap-
propriation of nature can be effected. . . When there is a
correspondence between the mode of appropriation and
the mode of property...the phase of transition will
end.”®

It is true, of course, that the continuing existence of the con-
tradiction—or ‘“‘non-correspondence’”’—between the forces and
relations of production is an extremely important aspect of
socialist society, and correctly understanding this, and the results
and implications of it, is a very important requirement for _advap—
cing the revolution. Bettelheim’s presentation of this question, l’!lS
understanding of the nature and consequences of this contradic-
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tion, is, however, by no means entirely correct. He identifies the
essence of it as the ‘“‘non-correspondence’” between ‘‘the mode of
appropriation and the mode of property.” There is, it is true,
something to this point. There is under socialism the contradiction
between formal state (or collective) ownership and the various
aspects of management and administration, etc., as well as of
distribution, which still reflect the influence—or, in the case of
distribution, the dominance—of ‘‘bourgeois right.” And the
elimination of these remnants of the old society is a crucial task
during the transition period.

But two things here. First, this transition is the transition to
communism, and not to socialism, which is itself the long transi-
tion period between capitalism and communism, characterized
politically by the dictatorship of the proletariat. And second, the
complete elimination of the ‘‘non-correspondence” between ‘‘the
mode of appropriation and the mode of property,” as Bettelheim
envisions it, will never be achieved, even under communism,
because to a certain extent it will always be true that *‘it is only at
the level of these collectives that the appropriation of nature can
be effected.” That is, there will never be a time when production is
not carried out by separate units of society, in one form or another,
and when some kind of exchange—though not commodity ex-
change—is no longer required. Ownership and appropriation by all
of society will always be relative and never absolute. And it will
always be the case that there will be contradiction (‘“‘non-
correspondence’’) between the forces and relations of production
{(and the base and superstructure) though these will find different
expression in different conditions and at different stages—and
under communism specifically they will not find expression in
class distinctions. As against this understanding, Bettelheim’s
metaphysics, and idealism, stand out once again.

Applying his views (including the significant errors contained in
them) to socialist society, Bettelheim came to the conclusion that
the political economy of socialist countries—or, as he would have
it, of “‘societies in transition”’—must begin with the ‘‘recognition”
of this non-correspondence and of the fact that this means that
“fully socialist’’ relations of production cannot be achieved over-
night. And on this basis Bettelheim joined in the revisionist
criticism of the Stalin years as characterized by “‘voluntarism.”” As
he put it:

If for a long period the changes made in the organization
of the socialist sector of the Soviet economy have been
due above all to immediate practical considerations, this
has hardly been the fruit of a profound theoretical
analysis. It is only recently that this has changed and
that, at the level of organization of the socialist sector,

e
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the exigencies of the law of correspondence between the
relations of production and the character of the produc-
tive forces has been taken into account.”!

Bettelheim thus found himself in unity with Khrushchev’s pro-
posals for economic reform. In the spirit of the notorious revi-
sionist economist Liberman, Bettelheim declared that for thirty
years socialist construction in the Soviet Union had “neglected, on
the tactical level, the exigency of maximizing economic
efficiency.”’” On this basis he rationalized many of the economic
reforms carried out in the Soviet Union in the early 1960s, reforms
which marked the restoration of capitalism in the specific form of
state monopoly capitalism in that country.”

Now it is true that Stalin did fail to fully recognize the continu-
ing contradictions of socialist society, that, especially after owner-
ship was basically socialized in the 1930s, and up until the last few
years of his life in the early 1950s, he tended to argue that the pro-
ductive forces and the relations of production were in complete
harmony, etc. And this did lead, especially in the early ’30s, to
some “‘voluntarist” errors, i.e., errors stemming from not fully and
correctly recognizing the effects of the continued operation of the
law of value in socialism, etc. But Bettelheim turns this criticism
on its head. For the very point of recognizing the continuing con-
tradictions of socialist society can never be to capitulate to them,
but can only be to more consciously struggle to overcome them.
And Bettelheim very significantly fails to stress that in today’s
world the fundamental contradiction between productive forces
and production relations (as well as between base and superstruc-
ture) finds its principal expression in the contradiction between
the proletariat and the bourgeoisie. Only the revolutionary victory
of the proletariat over the bourgeoisie can liberate the productive
forces. Bettelheim ‘‘forgets” this basic principle.

Debate With Sweezy

During the 1960s, the Chinese polemic against Soviet revi-
sionism and the outburst of the Great Proletarian Cultural Revolu-
tion, and then the 1968 invasion of Czechoslovakia by the Soviet
Union, apparently combined to force Bettelheim to reconsider
many of the political conclusions he had been drawing from his
research in political economy, particularly his rationalization of
Soviet revisionism. When Paul Sweezy published an essay on the

-Czech experience which posited that the key to staying on the
socialist road was strengthening the dominance of planning over
spontaneous market forces, Bettelheim wrote a response which in-
itiated a widely followed debate between the two, which was later
published in an important book, On the Transition to Socialism.
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Bettelheim certainly agreed with Sweezy’s condemnation of the
Soviet invasion, but he objected to his argument that ‘“whoever
acts to strengthen the market instead of struggling against the
market is, regardless of intentions, promoting capitalism and not
socialism.””* According to Bettelheim,

.. .the contradiction ‘“‘plan’’-““market” designates an
essential contradiction in socialism viewed as a transi-
tional or passing form; this contradiction is the surface
effect caused by a deeper contradiction, by the basic
contradiction in the transitional form which is obviously
situated at the level of the production relationships and
productive forces...What characterizes socialism as
opposed to capitalism is not (as your article suggests)
the existence or non-existence of market relationships,
money, and prices, but the existence of the domination
of the proletariat, of the dictatorship of the proletariat.
It is through the exercise of this dictatorship in all
areas—economic, political, ideological—that market
relations can be progressively eliminated by means of
concrete measures adapted to concrete situations and
conjunctures,”®

This statement capsulizes the position Bettelheim took against
Sweezy, and because he took this stand his contributions to this
decade-old debate definitely stand as the high-water mark in his
career. In no other work did Bettelheim come closer to the correct
line. Especially for their time, the ideas he expressed in this debate
were in a sense pathbreaking and what he wrote helped many
understand much better the true nature of the struggle for
socialism. It seemed then that Bettelheim was destined to make
important contributions in summing up the lessons of both
capitalist restoration in the Soviet Union and the Cultural Revolu-
tion in China. Had he continued in the direction he was heading at
this time and had he more thoroughly summed up his past
weaknesses, this would have been the case.

But even in this, his best work, there were significant
weaknesses. Most importantly, while Bettelheim recognized the
dictatorship of the proletariat here, he still did so in the context of
the “transitional society’ thesis, and thus he failed to really grasp
the essence of this dictatorship. In particular, he once again did
not understand that this dictatorship in the superstructure can
and must be an instrument for transforming the economic base. In-
stead he undialectically posed the role of this dictatorship as just
establishing the political prerequisites for this transformation,
which apparently must take place spontaneously or as a byproduct
of developing production. As he puts it:
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.. .the essential effect of the dictatorship of the pro-
letariat is to make it possible to establish some of the
political conditions that must obtain before the direct
producers can achieve collective social control over their
means of production and conditions of existence.”®

According to Bettelheim what distinguishes the proletarian
state from the bourgeois state is, once again as in ‘“The Great Leap
Backward,” the non-top-down character of the workers’ govern-
ment:

The basic difference between a proletarian state ap-
paratus and a bourgeois state apparatus is the non-
separation of the proletarian state apparatus from the
masses, its subordination to the masses, i.e., the disap-
pearance of what Lenin called ‘‘a state in the proper
sense,”’ and its replacement by ‘‘the proletariat organiz-
ed as the ruling class.”””

Of course, Bettelheim acknowledges that such a state must be led
by a communist party, but here too he argues that the most impor-
tant thing is that the party maintain formal democratic ties with
the masses:

In brief, a ruling party can be a proletarian party only
if it refrains from imposing orders on the masses and re-
mains the instrument of their initiatives. This is possi-
ble only if it submits fully to criticism on the part of the
masses, if it does not try to impose ‘‘necessary’’ tasks
upon the masses, if it proceeds from what the masses
are prepared to do toward the development of socialist
relationships.”®

And further:

The role of the party, therefore, consists not only in
defining sound objectives, but also in grasping what the
masses are prepared to do and in leading them forward
without ever resorting to coercion, and by advancing
slogans and directives which the masses can make their
own, elaborating adequate tactics and strategy, and
helping the masses to organize themselves.”™

Here the reader will quickly recognize several of Bettelheim’s in-
correct themes from ‘‘The Great Leap Backward,”” most especially
the appeal to petty-bourgeois democratic prejudices. What is miss-
ing, however, is once again the fundamental question of the party’s
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line and its crucial task of educating the masses in Marxism-
Leninism, Mao Tsetung Thought so that in the course of struggle
they can distinguish genuine from sham Marxism. Once again
there is no mention of content, of proletarian ideology, which must
guide the party and be embodied in its policies and actions, but on-
ly a one-sided emphasis on formalistic criteria.

Bettelheim’s party is really just an enlightened educator—a
group of condescending saviors who have their fingers on the
“pulse” of the people. According to Bettelheim, ‘“‘The only
‘guarantee’ of progress along the road to socialism is the real
capacity of the ruling party not to become separated from the
masses.’’5°

Here again, Bettelheim has a point—or part of a point. The
tendency for the party, especially its leading cadres, to become
separated from the masses and to be transformed in fact into
overlords over and actual exploiters of the masses is a serious pro-
blem and poses a grave danger under socialism. Mao repeatedly
warned of this and more than that developed the scientific thesis
that those in power taking the capitalist road become the
bourgeoisie right in the party. Obviously, resolving this contradic-
tion between the leadership and the led in a revolutionary
way—developing the concrete means to link the cadres with the
masses and narrow differences between them to the greatest
degree possible at every point, to strengthen the political supervi-
sion by the masses over the cadres, and to identify, isolate and
overthrow die-hard capitalist-roaders—is a decisive question con-
fror}t(iing the party and the masses all throughout the socialist
period.

But what is to keep the party in touch with the masses in the
first place? ‘‘Democratic” institutions? Populist sentiment? And
what is the party’s purpose in fusing with the masses—is it to
stand at their head or merely in their midst? The party will remain
in close contact with the masses and will continue to lead them on
the socialist road only if it continually and concretely leads them in
waging sharp political and ideological struggle against the
bourgeoisie—including and especially the bourgeoisie in the par-
ty—and if such struggle is also carried out inside the party itself.
T}iis i:s the key, the only “guarantee,” that the party will not turn
color.

*Even when Bettelheim shows signs of recognizing the incorrectness of his line
of thought he simply turns around and falls into it with renewed vigor. Thus he

_ says:

Without resorting to the formalistic use of ‘“‘abstract criteria”
posited without any reference to time and place, it can be stated that
an extremely important characteristic of non-proletarian state power,
or of state power that has largely ceased to be proletarian, is the fact
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Economic Calculation and Forms of Property

After the Czech invasion Bettelheim decided to embark on his
mammoth project of reinterpreting Soviet history. Following the
debate with Sweezy, his first step was to deal with certain
theoretical questions. In his previous work he had stressed two
themes. First, he had emphasized in a formalistic petty-bourgeois
way the need for more extensive democracy and working class par-
ticipation in government under socialism. Second, he had con-
tinually called attention to the continued existence under
socialism of commodity/market relationships and declared that
this was why there were still inequalities and privileges in socialist
countries. He had argued quite strenuously that socialist planning
must recognize the continuing existence of these bourgeois rela-
tions and their basis in the continuing operation of the economic
laws of commodity production in order to avoid voluntarist errors
and thus develop production efficiently.

But these views had led him to welcome the Khrushchevite
takeover. He had accepted at face value that bloated demagogue’s
assault on the “tyrannical” rule of Stalin and his phony promises
of greater democracy. He had welcomed the revisionist ‘‘economic
reforms” as a long overdue recognition of the role played in the
planned economy by the law of value. Yet Bettelheim now
understood he had been fooled. The Soviet revisionists were not
talking his language. Thus his problem became to discover just
where he had gone wrong.

In a certain sense this is why Bettelheim wrote his 1970 volume
Economic Calculation and Forms of Property, which is now
available in an English-language paperback edition. This work,
more than any other, is the “Bible” of Bettelheimism. In its pages
Bettelheim set out to do nothing less than ‘‘to produce and to spe-
cify the concepts necessary for the analysis of social formations in
transition between capitalism and socialism, primarily with the
aim of determining the meaning of monetary calculation and eco-
nomic calculation . . .”’82 While not very long, the book is extreme-
ly dense. Difficult to understand and written at a very high level of

that the state apparatus is placed above the masses and acts in an
authoritarian manner with respect to the masses.®!

Although now this ‘‘separation” of the state from the masses has been demote_d
from ‘‘the basic difference between a proletarian state apparatus and a bourgeois
state apparatus’ (which Bettelheim had claimed it was only a few paragraphs
previous to this), to “an extremely important characteristic,” and although now he
warns against using formalistic and abstract criteria, it is plain that he is still put-
ting forward the same incorrect picture. For what is his use of the ideas of separa-
tion and coercion except the use of purely formalistic criteria, abstracted not only
from time and place, but more importantly from the line and content of the policies

of the state and party?
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abstraction, it articulates in a very refined way the basic themes,
correct and incorrect, of Bettelheim’s line. Although it merits a
clos.e (and critical) reading by students of the political economy of
socialism, a thorough analysis of its strengths and weaknesses is
well beyond the scope of this article. However, one specific passage
deserves some comment here. This reads:

In effect, during the transitional period, the state (or a
political form fulfilling the same functions in this
respect) is the support for ‘“social’’ property. This means
that this property is not social, since it is exercised by
the state ‘“‘in the name of society.” Thus, even at the
level of property, the immediate producers are separated
frqm their means of production: they are only ‘“pro-
prietors’’ through the intermediary of the state.

The real significance of state property depends on the
real relations existing between the mass of the workers
and the state apparatus. If this apparatus is really and
concretely dominated by workers (instead of being
situated above them and dominating them), then state
property is the legal form of the workers’ social proper-
ty; on the other hand, if the workers do not dominate the
state apparatus, if it is dominated by a body of func-
tionaries and administrators, and if it escapes the con-
trol and direction of the working masses, then this body
of functionaries and administrators effectively becomes
the proprietor (in the sense of a relation of production) of
the means of production. This body then forms a social
class (a state bourgeoisie) because of the relation ex-
isting between itself and the means of production, on
the one hand, and the workers on the other.%?

The significance of this passage lies in its implicit treatment of
the forces/relations, base/superstructure contradictions. In the
past Bettelheim had determined that bourgeois commodity rela-
tions were inevitable under socialism essentially because they
reflected the state of development of the productive forces. Only
the development of production would make it possible to further
transform these relations. Until then, Bettelheim postulated,
“gocialist democracy’’ would prove the best defense against any
negative effects stemming from the inequalities and privileges
which derived from this, although, of course, even this democracy

- had to be limited because the superstructure must reflect the

economic base. In Economic Calculation and Forms of Property
Bettelheim explicitly rejects this whole view. However, he fails to
grasp that the essence of his error lay in his mechanical separation
of forces and relations and of base and superstructure. Instead of
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grasping that the answer lies in a correct understanding of the
dialectical nature of these contradictions, he merely turns his
previous error upside down. It is economism, he declares, to argue
that the productive forces determine the production relations
which in turn determine the nature of the superstructure. The
truth is the other way around, he says. Under socialism it is pro-
duction relations that are determined by the superstructure.

This is the meaning of the passage cited. Bettelheim’s argument
in the debate with Sweezy that it is the existence or non-existence
of the dictatorship of the proletariat which will determine whether
a society remains on the socialist road or not is here idealistically
extended to make the nature of political relations the determining
factor in socialist society. Now this would seem to ‘‘upgrade’’ the
importance of the superstructure and thus run counter to the line
in “The Great Leap Backward.”” But since this line (in Economic
Calculation and Forms of Property) is really just a mirror image
and not a fundamental refutation of economism, its essence is still
rightist and economist and it is thus very easy to flip from one side
to the other. Bettelheim doesn’t put emphasis on the active and in-
itiating role which the superstructure must play in transforming
the base; he just argues that a state ‘‘democratically’’ controlled
and directed by the workers will counteract, so to speak, the ex-
istence of bourgeois relations in the base. In other words, despite
turning his former economism upside down, Bettelheim remains a
prisoner of the theory of the productive forces. He stresses the
superstructure only to put more emphasis on his bourgeois-
democratic conception of ‘‘socialist democracy.”

What Bettelheim misses is the dialectical relation between
strengthening the masses’ control of the state and generally carry-
ing out revolution in the superstructure on the one hand and on the
other hand continuing to transform the production relations. The
ability of the proletariat to maintain power and continue the ad-
vance toward communism, the material base of the proletarian dic-
tatorship, is the socialist economic base, and first and foremost the
socialist ownership system. On the basis of the initial transforma-
tion of the base, embodied in the socialist (state and collective)
ownership system, the workers can and must strengthen their ac-
tual control and direction over the state, which in turn enables
them to further transform the base. But despite the necessary
steps to increase the mastery of the masses over the state organs,
it remains true that so long as there is the state, even the pro-
letarian state cannot help but stand above the workers to a certain
degree, and, in a certain sense, dominate them. Elementary Marx-
ism teaches that this derives from its very nature as a state.

Only when communist relations of production exist, which have
no bourgeois aspects, will the state no longer stand above the
workers—it will have withered away. The point is how to get to
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this, how to correctly grasp the dialectical relationship between
base and superstructure (and forces and relations of production) in
order to carry the struggle forward; in other words how to continue
the revolution under the dictatorship of the proletariat.

Class Struggles in the USSR

Bettelheim'’s in-progress study of Soviet history, Class Strug-
gles in the USSR, of which two volumes have appeared covering
t!le years 1917-1923 and 1923-1930 respectively, has attracted con-
siderable attention. Many see it as an historic work characterized
by both a high level of scholarship and a clear political vision. To
some it is nothing less than the most thorough presentation of the
“Maoist’’ position on the degeneration of Soviet society published
to date. Yet in actuality these two volumes are quite disappointing
to anyone who turns to them in search of either factual information
or, more significantly, enlightening Marxist commentary on ques-
tions of socialist construction and revolution. First of all, despite
their length, when it comes right down to it there really isn’t all
that much that is new in these books. Bettelheim himself has done
little or no original research. Instead he has relied upon published
works.x of bourgeois and Trotskyite historians. He has drawn some
very interesting material from these sources, but his overriding
tgndency is to eclectically and selectively combine this material to
simply illustrate (but not really concretize or expand upon) the
theoretical propositions espoused in Economic Calculation and
_Forms of Property. Hence the study is at best uneven. In places it
is very informative and the analysis is certainly thought-
provoking. But elsewhere it is just tedious and wordy. Again,
while a full critique goes beyond our task here, some further brief
comments need to be made, since some of the weaknesses of this
work reflect similar problems in Bettelheim’s handling of the
China question.

The first point which needs emphasis is that in the more than
1200 published pages of this supposedly “Maoist”’ study there is
not a single reference to the restoration of capitalism in the Soviet
Union! Indeed, there is as yet no real evidence that Bettelheim ac-
tually believes this is what has happened. The introduction to
volume one of Class Struggles in the USSR speaks about the 20th
Congress of the CPSU, at which Khrushchev opened his frontal
assault on Stalin and the dictatorship of the proletariat. According
to Bettelheim the congress

.. .seemed to confirm that the Soviet Union, having
reached a certain level of economic development, was
now about to enter upon a phase of greater socialist
democracy, thus opening up vast opportunities for
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working-class initiative. This congress seemed to show,
too, that the party had retained—or rather, had
recovered—the capacity for self-criticism that was
essential if errors were to be rectified.®

But this was Bettelheim’s old line. He now realizes that “this
was not at all the case.” 8 Nonetheless his criticism of the revi-
sionist line consolidated at that congress is still quite limited and
one can only be left to wonder why it was not the case. In his cur-
rent view the congress was mistaken only because:

The contradictory reality of Soviet history and Soviet
society was not subject to the least analysis. The
aspects of reality which needed to be condemned and
transformed were not explained in relation to the inner
contradictions of the Soviet Union. They were presented
as being “perversions’ due to the actions of a certain
“personality,” namely, Stalin. The acceptance by the
Soviet Communist Party of such a pseudoexplanation
testified to its abandonment of Marxism as a tool of
analysis. This made the party incapable of helping to
transform the social relations that had given rise to that
which was being condemned in words. The pseudoex-
planation given thus fulfilled its task of consolidating
the class relations which concentrated economic and
political power in the hands of a minority, so that the
contradictions engendered by these class relations, far
from diminishing, were actually deepened.®®

This is as close as Bettelheim has yet to come to acknowledging
the restoration of capitalism. What kind of new ‘‘class relations”
were consolidated? This he has still to say! In fact this line isn’t
really very different from the revisionist line taken in the late '50s
by Togliatti, the Italian father of the ‘‘eurocommunist’ trend of
revisionism. Togliatti agreed with Khrushchev that everything
was rotten under Stalin, but he argued that no real explanation of
why this happened was being offered; the ‘‘cult of personality’’
just didn’t make it. Now, of course, the ‘‘cult of personality”’ really
doesn’t explain anything, but the real point to.be made in opposi-
tion to Khrushchev is that everything was not rotten under Stalin!
That, in fact, the dictatorship of the proletariat and the building of
socialism were carried out under Stalin’s leadership after all. And
here both Togliatti and Bettelheim remain silent.

Bettelheim also fails to acknowledge the capitalist-imperialist
basis of current Soviet foreign policy, which he presents in this in-
troduction as ‘. . . more and more like that of a great power seek-
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ing to secure as many economic and political advantages as possi-
ble for itself by utilizing the close relations it has formed with
other countries.” 7 What an inadequate, un-Marxist, view! There
is no mention at all here of the export of capital, of the economic
basis of imperialist politics. (Yet another instance of Bettelheim’s
separation of politics and economics.) In fact he carefully refrains
from characterizing the Soviet Union’s present role in the world as
being imperialist.

Far from recognizing that the Soviet social-imperialists, like
their U.S. rivals, are driven by the demands of the profit system to
seek hegemony abroad, Bettelheim writes as if their expansionism
is just a stupid mistake. He says: “In order to have at their
disposal instruments of an imperialist-type foreign policy, the
Soviet leaders are imposing a heavy burden on the people of the
USSR, which hinders the country’s economic development.” 88
This is ridiculous! One might well ask what it is that makes them
imperialists. Do these revisionists just have big ambitions and a
great-nation swagger? Don’t they like economic development?

A comment is also called for on Bettelheim’s discussion of the
Soviet New Economic Policy, adopted in 1921, which appears
toward the close of the first volume. The NEP marked a ‘‘retreat”’
by the Soviet state in the specific situation that developed after
the victorious civil war. During the civil war the economy had been
run according to the principles of ‘“war communism,” in which
economic laws were in effect short-circuited. Grain, for instance,
was requisitioned and rationed, and there was no market. Private
enterprise in industry was completely wiped out. At the war’s end,
however, the Bolsheviks were forced to recognize that, while “war
communism’’ had been appropriate to the emergency war situa-
tion, it could not be applied to the situation after the war. As the
History of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union (Short
Course) put it,

War Communism had been an attempt to take the for-
tress of the capitalist elements in town and countryside
by assault, by a frontal attack. In this offensive the Par-
ty had gone too far ahead, and ran the risk of being cut
off from its base. Now Lenin proposed to retire a little,
to retreat for a while nearer to the base, to change from
an assault of the fortress to the slower method of siege,
80 as to gather strength and resume the offensive.®®

Bettelheim, however, labels the notion of a “‘retreat’ a
““misleading metaphor.” In his view

.. . the NEP was not really a retreat, but only apparent-
ly so. It corresponded to the abandonment of measures
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that were illusory from the standpoint of progress
toward socialism (even if necessary in order to cope with
the demands of war), because they could not affect the
profound nature of economic relations. Abandoning
such measures meant not a ‘‘retreat’” but an ‘‘advance,”’
for to take one’s stand on real relations instead of on il-
lusory ones is in fact to advance: and such an advance is
necessary if the real social relations are actually to be
transformed.®°

But the analogy of a retreat was crucial. The NEP did clarify for
the Bolsheviks that commodity relations and economic laws could
not be eliminated overnight, that socialism is itself still a form of
commodity production. As Lenin was already stressing, this was
why a new bourgeoisie could be engendered from various sources
under socialism. The NEP was a recognition of reality, as Bet-
telheim says, but it was also still a retreat. For the Bolsheviks
could not lose sight of the fact that the final goal remained the
elimination of the commodity system. That this could not come
about in the go-for-broke way that war communism seemed to imp-
ly did not mean that further struggle, including more revolu-
tionary ‘‘frontal assaults’’ on the fortresses of the bourgeoisie, was
uncalled for. In fact Lenin’s line on the NEP presupposed a
resumption of frontal warfare and the abandonment of this ‘‘state
of siege.”” And such a changeover did come about in 1929 with the
collectivization of agriculture and the launching of the first five
year plan.

But Bettelheim goes further than just holding that the NEP
represented recognition of reality in 1921. He claims that it was
the recognition of the reality of the entire period of socialism. He
goes to considerable lengths to supposedly show that just before
his death Lenin himself came to recognize that the NEP was not a
retreat but in fact the strategy for building (or, in Bettelheim’s
view, advancing to) socialism, in conjunction, of course, with
measures designed to insure greater ‘‘socialist democracy.” In this
he is not very different from both the Soviet and Chinese revi-
sionists, who are also fond of citing Lenin’s writings of this period
in support of their policies of capitalist restoration. Like Bet-
telheim they conveniently avoid Lenin’s formulation of the NEP
as a retreat to get away with contending that its essence was the
recognition of the persistence of market relationships, etc., under
socialism. As espoused by the Soviet and Chinese revisionists, this
serves to rationalize capitalist restoration. As espoused by Bet-
telheim, it is a line of naive reformism.

What Bettelheim is really saying in his passages on the NEP is
this: In building socialism we must recognize that commodity rela-
tions, classes, etc., will exist and that our task is a protracted one.
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Therefore, to transform society and in the end rid ourselves of
these bourgeois holdovers, we must be aware of them. We can’t
drive them underground but must let them develop. (Are you
listening Chinese revisionists? Although Bettelheim is opposed to
you on the surface, there is a deeper identity between you on cer-
tain key points—bourgeois right is a necessary part of socialism
and must thus be defended. As you put it: ** “To each according to
his work’ is not an obsolete capitalist principle; on the contrary, it
is a new-born socialist thing, a socialist principle. . .” ®1)

This line is nothing but gradualism and lifeless reformism. Bet-
telheim wants everything to develop in an orderly way. But things
don’t. There are leaps, contradictions sharpen and come to a head.
Lenin’s line on the NEP recognized this, and that is why he did
refer to it as a retreat to a temporary state of siege. In fact one
might say that the wave-like development of things virtually
guarantees that the class struggle under socialism will always
develop in a pattern of alternating states of siege and revolu-
tionary frontal assaults, qualitative leaps forward, on the for-
tresses of capitalism.

It is clear especially from Bettelheim’s second volume that he
doesn’t grasp this at all. Indeed, he fears the qualitative leaps, the
moments of revolutionary upsurge, ‘‘coercive’’ as they so generally
are. According to Bettelheim it was the failure of the Bolshevik
leadership after Lenin to correctly understand the ‘“true meaning”’
of the NEP which led to that policy’s hasty and, in Bettelheim’s
view, incorrect abandonment. Bettelheim completely fails to com-
prehend the new revolutionary leap which took place in the Soviet
Union in 1929. In his study the end of the NEP appears
more as a disaster than anything else. Although he never states it
openly, it is crystal clear to anyone who gives volume two even a
superficial reading that Bettelheim would have much preferred the
Soviet Party to have followed the line of Bukharin instead of the
line of Stalin. Indeed, volume two is little more than an eclectic
combination of Mao Tsetung Thought and Bukharinism (sprinkl]-
ed, of course, with healthy doses of Trotskyism—after all, both
Trotsky and Bukharin were essentially social democrats). And in
this combination it is definitely the Bukharinism that is primary.

Of course, as gone into earlier, it is not being argued here that
Stalin’s line, even in the '20s, was flawless, and it is recognized
that Bettelheim does make some illuminating criticisms. Mao
learned much from the mistakes Stalin made during this time, par-
ticularly in collectivization, and the way China handled these prob-
lems, even given the differing conditions, was a significant ad-
vance. But Mao was in no way a Bukharinist, and whatever
Stalin’s weaknesses, his line did indeed represent the proletariat in
opposition to the bourgeoisie, and the victories won under his
leadership were surely great ones.
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Once Again on China

Before concluding it will be useful to look briefly at Bettelheim’s
writings about China before the coup. He published two books on
China before contributing to China Since Mao. The first, co-
authored with Jacques Charriere and Helene Marchisio, La con-
struction du socialisme en Chine (The Construction of Socialism in
China) was written in 1965 just as the Cultural Revolution was
beginning. The second book, Cultural Revolution and In(?ustrial
Organization in China, is widely available in English. It flr'st ap-
peared in France in 1973. In these works (mainly, however, in .the
latter) Bettelheim made positive contributions to building
understanding of the Chinese revolution. But in both volumes
there are a number of errors which once again reflect the overall
weaknesses in Bettelheim’s line.

In La construction du socialisme en Chine we find the follqwing
passages describing the stages of development of the Chinese

revolution:

This objective situation, combined with a policy of the
popular democratic united front, the policy practiced by
the CPC, has permitted the maintenance of the coalition
of three classes throughout the course of the stage of
people’s democracy, up to the stage of the transition
toward socialism. This stage. . . has led to the socialist
transformation of the economy . . .

Starting from this moment (1956) the true construc-
tion of socialism began on the basis of resolving the
principal contradiction of the previous period, the con-
tradiction between the proletariat and the bourgeoisie,
in favor of the proletariat. This contradiction still exists
but it is no longer the principal contradiction.

In order to build socialism one must progressively
resolve the principal contradiction of the new period,
that between the advanced forms of socialist property
and the still low level of development of the productive
forces.%?

Here Bettelheim makes two fundamental errors. First of all he
essentially denies that the PRC was a proletarian state gince 1949.
The people’s democratic dictatorship is not a transitional form
leading to the establishment of proletarian rule. It is itself a form
of the dictatorship of the proletariat, suitable to a (formerly) semi-
colonial, semi-feudal country, where victory in the new-democratic
revolution under the leadership of the proletariat opens the door to
socialism. Bettelheim’s line here is the precise line which had been
defended in the early ’50s by Liu Shao-chi (and Chou En-lai too).
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Liu (and Choul), like Bettelheim, did not acknowledge that with the
founding of the People’s Republic in 1949 China had begun the
socialist revolution. Instead he argued for a long period of ““con-
solidation of the new democratic society.”

Similarly, Bettelheim’s argument that the contradiction be-
tween the proletariat and the bourgeoisie is no longer the principal
contradiction under socialism, having been replaced by the so-
called “contradiction between the advanced forms of socialist
property and the still low level of development of the productive
forces,” is also Liu’s line. In.fact this whole book reeks of the
“theory of the productive forces,”” even where it does a relatively
good job of popularizing some of the advances achieved in China.

Some more examples: Bettelheim argues that the comparative
lack of inequality in China was mainly a reflection of the still low
level of production. He declares that the policy of cadre participa-
tion in productive labor ‘““can have no more than a retarding effect
on the disappearance of social differentiation, which could only be
avoided in a society where the productive forces are very
developed.” ** He belittles the principle of self-reliance as ap-
propriate only to the specific situation faced by China in the early
'60s. As a general slogan, however, this *“simple formulation,” he
declares, ‘“‘cannot resolve the theoretical problems posed by the
necessary international socialist division of labor.”” ®*

Cultural Revolution and Industrial Organization in China did
correct many of these errors and overall was a very positive con-
tribution to understanding the significance of the changes
wrought by the Cultural Revolution in the factories and in plan-
ning. But here, too, there were errors. The most significant of these
lay in Bettelheim'’s critique of Lin Piao presented in the book’s
“Postscript.” Here Lin’s line is characterized as ‘“‘ultra-left.”” This
reflects the fact that in China at that time such a summation was
commonplace and being pushed vigorously by rightist forces hop-
ing to capitalize on the struggle against Lin. It was not until 1973
that Lin’s line was correctly summed up as rightist.

Bettelheim’s acceptance of this initial incorrect summation is,
however, still significant, for it is unclear whether he would
repudiate it today. He sums up Lin’s line this way:

The ultra-leftist line advanced two kinds of slogans.
On the one hand, it pushed measures that did not corres-
pond to the needs and possibilities of the moment, thus
trying to represent a secondary contradiction as a prin-
cipal contradiction [ isn’t this also what Bettelheim says
of the Four?—C.R.] and dividing the workers by present-
ing them with objectives that cannot be realized at the
moment. On the other hand—and this was more impor-
tant—it launched petty-bourgeois slogans—slogans cor-
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responding to the guise which bourgeois ideology
assumes when it is operative among the masses. These
slogans obstruct viable transformations by presenting
the masses with objectives that appear ‘‘radical’’ but do
not lead in the direction of a real transformation of
social relationships.®s

But the main content of Lin Piao’s opportunism did not lie in the
attempt to skip stages, a la Trotsky, as this implies. Nor was his
line generally “‘ultra-left”’ in form. It is true that, especially at the
early stages of the Cultural Revolution, when he was attempting
to use the mass upsurge to ‘“‘overthrow all”’ of his opponents and
rivals (both bourgeois and proletarian), Lin did advocate some lef-
tist,”’ anarchist-type slogans and actions. But, especially as the
Cultural Revolution advanced and as Lin increasingly found it dif-
ficult to manipulate and misuse the struggle of the masses for his
own ends, he increasingly came into opposition to and tried to sup-
press the mass movement. And, by the time of the Ninth Congress
of the Chinese Communist Party in 1969, Lin had already come in-
to complete opposition to the general orientation and basic prin-
ciples guiding the Cultural Revolution—and promoted against
them the theory of the ‘“‘dying out of class struggle’’ (revisionism
had already been thoroughly defeated, he proclaimed) and the
“theory of productive forces’ (production, not class struggle, was
the main task, he argued). And, along with this, he attacked and
slandered the transformations—‘‘socialist new things’—that were
created or strengthened through the Cultural Revolution.?®

The critique of Lin Piao as an ‘‘ultra-leftist’’ served objectively
during the years 1971-73 to cover for a powerful rightist
resurgence in China. In particular, the Rightists used Lin’s distor-
tions of Mao’s correct slogan ‘‘Fight self, criticize revisionism” as
a means of liquidating such ideological struggle completely.* Bet-
telheim also attacks this slogan under the pretext of denouncing
the ‘“‘abstract struggle against self-interest.”” He claims it “‘is an il-
lusory substitute for the eradication of bourgeois social relation-
ships.”” ®7 But this tends to pit the ideological struggle against the
struggle to transform society, when in fact the two must be in-
timately linked. As the slogan implies, it is impossible to concrete-

*An excellent example of how these revisionists opposed the revolutionary
thrust of this correct formulation can be found in William Hinton’s 1971 interview
with Chou En-lai where Chou points out that for there to be a public there must be
a self, thereby eclectically defeating the whole point of this slogan—that the
ideological concept “self” represents the bourgeoisie, and although (like the
bourgeoisie) this concept can’t be eliminated under socialism, it still must be
fought. Just as Mao was not satisfied to ‘‘recognize’” the continuing existence of
the bourgeoisie without fighting it, so too he did not say ‘‘Recognize self, criticize
revisionism."’
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ly criticize the revisionist line without fighting selfish interest.
This is not idealism at all. Indeed, if it is idealist to think that the
struggle to change ideas will materially influence the struggle to
change social relationships, then why would anyone calling himself
a materialist bother to write a book in the first place?

It is a fact that Lin Piao did promote the bourgeois line of self-
cultivation in the guise of fighting self-interest. He ranted about
“setting off an atomic explosion in one’s soul” in an attempt to
divert the masses’ attention inward and away from the larger
questions of society and the real revolution—and thereby away
from the real target of the revolution, capitalist-roaders like Lin
himself (as well as Liu Shao-chi et al. ). But it was Mao, not Lin,
who put forward the slogan “Fight self, criticize revisionism.”
And, despite Lin Piao’s perversion of it, this struggle, correctly
understood and carried out, is an important part of the overall
struggle against the bourgeoisie.

.Bettelheim has formally repudiated some of the weaknesses of
hl? earlier writings on China and other subjects, and the point of
bringing these out here has not been to hold him responsible for
past errors in a taunting way. But can it really be said that roots of
these errors have been dug out? Doesn’t “The Great Leap
Backward” reveal their persistence in new guise?

Conclusion

Given his checkered history it is hardly surprising that Charles
Bettelheim has proven incapable of correctly summing up the set-
back in China. At the start of this article we noted the positive ef-
fects of Bettelheim’s opposition to the Hua-Teng gang of
traitors,and in closing we should again acknowledge these. Yet as
the Chinese revisionists grow more exposed each day, the impor-
tance of Bettelheim’s positive contributions continually lessens.
When it first appeared, people read ‘“The Great Leap Backward”
to help them decide where to stand; and in this context it mainly
played a good role. But insofar as people are now turning to Bet-
telheim for an explanation of what happened, his work can only
hold them back and set them off the track.

For Bettelheim’s line is not now and has never been a thorough-
going revolutionary line. He appears as a champion of the struggle
against economism and mechanical materialism; an opponent of,
to use his own phrase, ‘‘simplified Marxism.” But in reality he is a
champion of idealism and métaphysics, and ultimately of refor-
mism and social democracy. Insofar as he articulates a political
line, it is, as Marx wrote of Bakunin’s politics, “‘a hash superficial-
ly scraped together from the Right and from the Left.”” ®® But it is
also more than this. As we have seen, its essential nature is
rightist, a slicked-up version of the economist “theory of produc-
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tive forces”’ turned inside out and masquet:ading as a critique of
this theory. At the heart of his errors I%es his consistent an(.i long-
standing failure to really grasp dialectics, a weakness rqamfested
in the mechanical separation he makes between productive forces
and production relations, between base and superstructure, bet-
ween economics and politics. Bettelheim has never really broken
with social democracy; at heart he has always been a petty-
bourgeois democrat and a pedantic §cholar. . .
Today the international communist Ipovement is at a crucia
turning point. The challenge we face is clear—to uphold Mao
Tsetung Thought and continue the forward mal:ch along the high
road of proletarian revolution in the face of bitter b.etrayal and
cowardly retreat. In words Bettelheim has acceptqd this challenge,
but in fact he has not. In this situation the working class and all
oppressed people demand nothing less than a clear and ppwerful
beacon to illuminate the path ahead. Professor Bettelheim does

not even offer a flashlight.
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The Loes in Dhing and
The Hevolinlonary
OF Moo Tostung

REVOLUTION

AND COUNTER-REVOLUTION

e Revisionist Coup in China and the
Struggle in the Revolutionary Communist Party USA

These books, more than anything else now available, provide a basis for understand-
ing the counter-revolution which has taken place in China.

Like all advances in knowledge, these writings were the result of struggle. Revolution
and Counter-Revolution contains the detailed analysis, made in late 1977 by the Revolution-
ary Communist Party, which showed that the new leadership of the Chinese Commu-
nist Party was putting forward a fundamentally revisionist line, the line of capitalist-road-
ers who had seized power in a military coup after the death of Mao Tsetung, imprisoned
the nucleus of the revolutionary leadership in China (the so-called “gang of four”), and
were engaged in suppressing revolutionaries throughout the country. But this analysis
was violently opposed by a revisionist headquarters within the RCP itself, and in the
course of splitting off from the Party, they put out a bitter attack on the RCP’s position,
an attack which is reprinted here. The Party replied in a document, also reprinted, which
not only answers these revisionists, but takes the opportunity to go more deeply in
analyzing the meaning and lessons of the Cultural Revolution and the contradictions
within socialist society and socialist relations of production. (The book also contains ap-
pendices reprinting documents showing how the struggle within the Revolutionary
Communist Party manifested itself in terms of the class struggle in the U.S.)

The second book, The Loss in China and the Revolutionary Legacy of Mao Tsetung, reprints
the speech by Bob Avakian, Chairman of the Central Committee of the RCP, at the Mao
Tsetung Memorial Meetings in September 1978. Here the course of class struggle in
China since liberation is comprehensively outlined and analyzed. The major two-line
struggles within the Chinese Communist Party since 1949 are seen to be both the signs
and the means of this sharp struggle between two classes and two roads, a struggle in
which the proletarian forces were led by the revolutionary line of Mao Tsetung, a strug-
gle which culminated in Mao's last great battle, a battle which only ended after his death
with the victory (for the time being) of the new bourgeoisie in China.

But these books do not just provide the basis for understanding what has happened. Us-
ing Marxism-Leninism, Mao Tsetung Thought, they provide the basis for advancing off
this defeat in China. The correct analysis of the blow dealt to the revolution in China
and the correct summation and lessons drawn from this bitter experience provide the
prerequisite for advancing toward final victory over the bourgeoisie and all reaction

world-wide.
Revolution and Counter-Revolution $4.95
The Loss in China and the Revolutionary Legacy of Mao Tsetung $2.00

Order from: RCP Publications, Box 3486, Chicago, IL 60654
(Add 50¢ for postage)
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