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THE CHARACTER OF THE CHINESE REGIME
By Daniel Roberts
(Report to the National Committee Meeting, Feb., 27, 1960)

The discussion in the National Committee which began in
the spring of 1959 over the Chinese communes has now become a dis-
cussion over the character of the Chinese Communist party's regime.

That the discussion would shift onto that ground was im-
plicit in the first writings of Comrades Swabeck and Liang on the
communes, and it became explicit with their article, "The Third
Chinese Revolution, the Communes and the Regime." (See Internal
Bulletin, Vol. 21, No., 2, January 1960).

The different appraisals of the communes have now become
subordinate to the differing appraisals of the regime. On the one
hand, Comrades Swabeck and Liang's views about the communes form
but a component part of their viewpoint about the regime and should
be discussed with them within that context. On the other hand,
differences of opinion on the communes that might still exist among
those who do not accept Comrades Liang and Swabeck's views about
the regime are secondary to their agreement on the question of the
reglime.

Again, once the guestion of the nature of the Chinese CP
regime is posed categorically, the question of whether the Mili-
tant's treatment of Chinese developments has been "too negative"
and should be made "more positive” disappears altogether.

All signed articles or editorials in the Militant dealing
with China during the last year have been written in accordance
with the statement on the Chinese communes adopted by the 1959
SWP Convention. This statement in turn reaffirmed the analysis
of social relations in China and of the Mao regime set forth by
the resolution, "The Third Chinese Revolution and Its Aftermath,"
first adopted by the SWP National Committee in September 1955,
then ratified by the 1957 SWF National Convention. (See text of
the resolution in Discussion Bulletin A-31, October 1955,)

This resolution is distinctly "positive" about the Chinese
revolution and the workers' state that it brought into being. The
resolution says that the fundamental social achievements of the
revolution -- expropriation of landlords and capitalists, nation-
alization of the means of production, and planning -- are progres-
sive and must be defended unconditionally.

But so far as the Mao regime is concerned, the 1955 resolu-
tion says it is bureaucratic and represents a fetter on the pro-
gress of the Chinese revolution. The resolution predicts -- it
does not call for, but it predicts -- that a political revolution
will be necessary to replace the present regime with one of
workers' democracy oriented toward helping to advance the world
socialist revolution.
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Thus what the 1955 resolution says about the Chinese CP
leaders is clearly "negative." It indicates opposition. But if
it is in line with reality, as I firmly believe it is, then "neg-
ative" though our position may be toward Mao's regime, we still
have a revolutionary duty to publicize it. As can be seen, the
articles in the Militant on China cannot be evaluated as "negative"
or "positive" as if these terms had independent meaning and as
if the Militant were under instruction at all times to accentuate
the "positive" and eliminate the "negative." The Militant endea-
vors to reflect party policy and has clearly done so in its treat-
ment of Chinese developments.

Liang and Swabeck's real bone of contention is not that the
Militant is "too negative" but that the 1955 resolution is wrong
in its appraisal of social relations in China and in its assess=
ment of the Mao regine.

They propose in effect that we abandon opposition to the
regime, and extend critical support to the CP leaders. They don't
want us to stop at unconditional support to the Chinese state in
its fight against imperialism or against attempts at capitalist
restoration. They want us to go all the way and give endorsecment,
though critical, to the regime in its dealings with the Chinese
working people and in its overall policies.

They say that the Chinese CP has "engaged in a struggle
for power by revolutionary means," that it has "departed from Stal-
inism," and that it has "proved itself an adequate instrument for
the gigtoric task" posed by the revolutionary crisis from 1946
to 1949.

Furthermore, they maintain, the CP leaders have tried to
guide an ever-rising revolutionary wave, which has not yet spent
itself. IEvidently, the CP leaders have succeeded, for Swabeck and
Li?ng say that the CP was "compelled to keep step" with the re-
volution.

The revolution has been moving uninterruptedly from stage
to stage toward socialism, say Swabeck and Liang, The measures
that have made the uninterrupted progress possible were "promoted
by the regime and they are identified with the regime."

There has been no Thermidorian downturn in the revolutionary
curve; no decisive backsliding.

"Democratic electoral forms" have developed in Ching --
especially with the advent of the communes. There is bureaucratism
but not a malignant bureaucracy. The Mao regime resembles the
Bolshevik regime of 1920 -~ it is a workers' state with deformations
in the sense that Lenin applied this definition to the Soviet state
in the early years, It is not a Stalinist regime. '

The Trotskyist program must consequently be one of seeking
to reform the regime along more democratic lines and cannot be
aimed at promoting a political revolution, say Swabeck and Liang.
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Here a word of warning about the Liang-Swabeck position is
imperative, In outward appearance -- the advocacy of reform rather
than political revolution -~ the Liang-Swabeck position is similar
to that of the Trotskyist Left Opposition toward the Stalinist
regime from 1923 to 1933. Yet, in its essence, the Swabeck-Liang
position is totally different from the Left Opposition's reform pro-
gram, For this program was motivated by opposition to the Stalinist
regime. And the Trotskyists maintained their opposition even after
1928 when Stalin adopted sections of the program on industrialization
and collectivization that had first been advanced by the Left Oppo-
sition and that had been fought by the Stalinist group.

Eventually, the Left Opposition's aim of reforming the CP
developed into a program of political revolution, as deepening de-
generation eliminated the possibilities of restoring workers' demo-
cracy through reform of the party.

Liang and Swabeck's proposals to reform the Mao regime is
headed in the opposite direction. What they are proposing in essence
is political reconciliation with the Chinese CFP leaders.

In 1928, Trotsky justified continued opposition to Stalin
on the ground that it wasn't enough that, uyander Stalin, industrial-
ization and collectivization should finally have been undertaken.
Who does it and how it is done -~ these questions are just as im-
portant, said Trotsky.

With Liagng and Swabeck, on the other hand, the fact that in-
dustrialization and collectivization have been undertaken is suf-
ficient grounds for crediting the regime with following a revolu-
tionary policy.

The concept animating the 1955 resolution -- that revolution-
ary gains in China as in the Soviet Union have been made despite
the Communist party regime and its false policies -~ is overthrown.
Liang and Swabeck proclaim the revolution and the regime to be one.
The revolution molded the party and the party molded the further
course of the revolution.

We are told to hail this development and to please hold down
the criticisms.,.

Here a question mark is posed -- one we ask Liang and Swa-
beck to ponder well. Are we to be partisans of the Chinese CP and
opponents of the Soviet CP? Or are Khrushchev and Co, also moving
with the revolutionary tide? Is the Soviet CP also being remolded
by the successes of the Soviet Union?

Liang and Swabeck have not answered this question. But
their method in regard to China opens the door for a reconciliation
with the Khrushchev regime as well as with Mao's regime. '

For, if promotion of some needed measures -- regardless
of who does it, how it's done and how many harmful measures are in-
tertwined -~ is to be the criterion for judging the regime in China,
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why not adopt this c¢riterion for the Soviet Union? If Stalinism
is to be defined exclusively as a product of revolutionary ebb-
tide (and that is how Liang and Swabeck define it), what about
Khrushchevism which operates in the same alleged epoch of revolu-
tionary flood-tide as Maoism. Indeed, didn't Khrushchev come to
power by dumping Stalinist excesses?

We must ask Liang and Swabeck to carry their analysis
through to the end, They have demarcated China today from the Sov-
iet Union of the time of Stalin's rise to power. Are we also to
demarcate China today from the Soviet Union today? If so, why?

The party must know if Swabeck and Liang propose a recon-
ciliagtion with Stalin's heirs in the Soviet Union as well as with
Mao and Go.: who have always avowed Stalin as their leader and tea-
cher. That's not an unessential question. It goes to the heart
of whether we are to remain Trotskylsts or not. That is how many
comrades pose the question,

Before we rush in with Swabeck and Liang to hail the Mao
regime, let us re-examine the 1955 resolution. According to Swa-
beck and Liang all the resolution did in effect was to take Trot-
sky's book, The Revolution Betrayed, and to substitute Chinese nanmes,
dates and places for the corresponding Russian ones. In other words,
they score the resolution as a mechanical application of our ap-
praisal of the Soviet Union in Stalin's time to China today.

Now, this accusation is simply not valid, as a reading of
the resolution will show and as anybody who recalls the 1955 plenum
discussion can testify. We had something new before us. A workers'
state had been created -- that appeared obvious by 1955. The bur-
eaucratic deformations too were obvious. None of us were strangers
to the history of the Chinese Communist Party. We knew it was not
a revolutionary party. We knew it to be a bureaucratized, Stalin-
ist party from as far back as 1927. Its cadres were declassed
retty-bourgeois, and for nearly two decades, until after its ac-
cession to state power, the party's principal mass base was the
reasantry.

This posed serious theoretical problems to us. How could
a social overturn have taken place without a revolutionary party
to lead it? Can 3talinists ever do anything except bring revolu-
tion to defeat? If a victorious revolution took place in China,
wasn't this proof that the CP had ceased to be Stalinist? Or, on
the other hand, didn't this prove that Stalinism was no longer
really counter-revolutionary?

One could answer these questions (I shall not attempt to
do so here) only through a painstaking review of the facts -- that
is, only through a meticulous examination of how the revolution
had actually unfolded and of the role the CP leadership had played
in the events. VWhen Swabeck and Liang accuse the authors of the
1955 resolution of having slapped a copy-book label on the Chin-
ese reality, my reply to them is this: There was no copy-book
label to slap on. The reality was too unprecedented to permit
of simple labels being pasted on, This was admitted on all sides
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during the discussion. In reality, the 1955 resolution summarized
all the factual material available on the Third Chinese Revolution
and drew its conclusions from that. The most valuable material
extant is that supplied by the Chinese Trotskyists in articles
printed in the Fourth International and in International Informa-
tion bulletins in 1945-51. Swabeck and Liang quote selectively
from some of these articles -~ that is, they take whatever they
want from them to back up their particular position, but they
neglect whatever does not fit their point of view. The authors of
the 1955 resolution proceeded more rigorously. They took the whole
material at their disposal and derived their conclusions from it.

These conclusions can be summarized as follows: The Com-
munist party leadership deformed the revolution but did not suc-
ceed in derailing it. The enormous revolutionary surge of the
masses and the inner rottenness of the Chiang Kai-shek regime
pushed the CP onto a road it had not previously envisaged and in
fact onto a road it had previously barred. But the CP succeeded,
nevertheless, in bureaucratizing the mass movement and in keeping
the movement from breaking out of bureaucratic confines. In par-
ticular, they deliberately avoided forging a link between the pea-
sants'movement and the workers. They never appealed for indepen-
dent working class efforts., The unprecedented collapse of bour-
geois rule -- beyond the capagcity of imperialism to repair --
facilitated the process, American imperialism itself could not
rush forces to repair the damage and when it intervened militarily
against the extension of the Chinese revolution into Korea, prepa-
ratory to assaulting the Chinese revolution itself, it was stale-
mated.

The result of the revolution which carried the CP to power,
without shattering its monolithic hold over the mass movement
(though to further the revolution, the CP leaders had at times to
relax their grip), was a deformed workers' state, says the 1955
resolution. The workers' state was deformed because the revolu-
tion was deformed. The Communist party was not changed into a
revolutionary party (an "adequate instrument of revolutionary
change.") It remained Stalinist.

Furthermore, once the revolution entered new channels of
expropriating foreign and domestic capital -- and this was forced
on the Mao regime by the exigencies of economic reconstruction and
imperialist blockade ~- Mao and Co. deliberately confined the lines
of economic development to those already laid down by the Stalin
regime for Russiay; namely, the construction of "socialism in a
single country." It was then that the Mao regime consciously
patterned the Chinese development on the Russian, Stalinist de-
velopment, It was the Maoists and not the authors of the 1955
resolution who introduced the similarities with what Trotsky had
described and analyzed in The Revolution Betrayed, The authors of
the 1955 resolution did no more than summarize the evidence on
this score.

What was some of the evidence? It included a statement
by the CP leaders envisaging fifty years of "soclalist" construc-
tion through heavy sacrifices by the masses. This is the Stalinist
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perspective of building "socialism" in a single country instead of
relying on -- and promoting - successful revolutions abroad, es-
pecially in the industrially advanced countries.

The foreign policy pursued by the Chinese CP leaders was
one of "neutralizing the bourgeoisie" -- that is the perspective
of "peaceful coexistence" deals with imperialism. This was most
openly pursued from 1954 to 1958, But it remains the governing line
for the CP even in this period when they are at odds with the Krem-
1lin over how it is to be applied.

The 1955 resolution noted that ranks had again been intro-
duced into the Chinese army, signifying the deliberate fostering of
privileges and the elevation of a privileged caste above the popu-
lation. The army is a reflection of society as a whole. Gradations
of privilege in the army mean gradations in the rest of society.

The resolution also cited the existence of totalitarian rule. One
indication of that was the execution of Trotskyists and the crushing
of the Trotskyist movement.

This last point is not a small matter. We need not be
modest at all in asserting that every purge of Trotskyists is reac-
tionary. A good indication of the character of the CP regime is
its attitude towards Trotskyists ~- that is, towards the fully con-
scious revolutionary socialists. At one point in their article,
Swabeck and Liang, seeking to prove the CP regime is democratically
inclined, state that the CP regime even maintains itself through a
governmental coalition with other parties. ( "It can also afford to
have elements of a coalition still in the government,"” they say.)
Aside from the fact that the bourgeois and petty-bourgeois parties
involved are thoroughly housebroken, the question arises: Why
couldn't the CP leaders form a coalition with the Chinese Trotsky-
ists? Why did they purge them?

The Russian Bolsheviks under Lenin merged with every revolu-~
tionary-socialist grouping in 1917. They fused with Trotsky's
group (The Mezhrayontsi), with a section of the lMenshevik-Interna-
tionalists led by Larin, and even with many Left Socialist-Revolu-
tionists after the coalition between the Bolsheviks and the Left
S-R:s, under which the Soviets seized power, was dissolved by the
S-R's.

In China, on the other hand, the CP purged the most revolu~
tionary elements. Were the Trotskyists perhaps at fault? Did their
conduct imperil the revolution as had the policies of the Left S-R's
after the Treaty of Brest-Litovsk? Even in their case, it should be
noted that the Bolsheviks maintained the collaboration up to the
time the S-R's employed individual terrorism to put their policies
into effect. Did the Chinese Trotskyists turn to sabotaging the
revolution or to individual terror?

The Chinese Trotskyists have thoroughly refuted any pos-
gibility that they were to blame even in part for the ruthless
rurges launched against their organization from 1949 to the early
et of 1953. They gave their record in full at that time, con-
scious of the fact that they owed an accounting of their policies
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and conduct to the world working class even though they were the
victims of the purge.

The Trotskyists had a fairly big movement in China, It was
not nearly as big as the CP, of course, or as powerful. DBut the
Trotskyists had influence among important sections of the workers
and very close ties with them, whereas the CP, because it had op-
erated for two decades in the hinterland had relatively few influ-
ential cadres among the workers and needed badly to reknit ties
with them, Had the CP reslly acted as a revolutiongry party, it
would have cemented an alliance with the Trotskyists at that point
or even have proposed a fusion,

But the CCP considered these heroic revolutionaries, some
of whom they had even singled out individually for praise, as a
threat to their bureaucratic rule and eliminated them.

Here are excerpts from the appeal to the "international work-
ing class and revolutionists," written by five Chinese Trotskyists
Jan. 28, 1953, It was printed in the October 19 Militant:

"This document is written in Shanghai and will be taken
to Hong Kong at the risk of death. We hope it will be
published to the whole world by our friends.

"No sooner did the Chinese Communist party overthrow
the reactionary Kuomintang regime and establish the People's
Government of China than several local organizations of the
Chinese Trotskyist party were raided, In August 1949 most
members of the Kiangsu~Chekiang Emergency Committee of our
party and several other responsible comrades were arrested
but were later instructed to cease politicgl activity and
released.

"Meanwhile, the CP mobilized an anti-Trotskyist campaign
in two districts, Wenchow of Chekiang Province and Shunsan
of Kwantung Province where the Trotskyists had a long tra-
dition of broad activities and had considerable strength
in numbers -~- and arrested many of them. Some were shot
on the false charge of being ‘'Kuomintang agents,'

"When they were bound and dragged to the execution
grounds, they demanded that the signboard hung on their backs
should be marked with the name 'Trotskyist,' but this just
demand was denied to them. Their mouths were stuffed with
cotton to prevent them from shouting at the moment of
execution,

"In 1950, a new wave of similar general arrests occur-
red in another place (Ewangsi Province) where the Trotsky-
ists had the most profound traditions and influence. The
fate of dozens of arrested comrades is not yet known to
this day. soe

"From December 1952 to January 1953, wholesale arrests
of Trotskyists were staged throughout the country, from
Peking to Canton, and from Shanghai to Chungking. These
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arrests occurred at midnight of two different days, Dec.
22, 1952 and Jan. 8, 1953. Such a simultaneous action on

a national scale clearly indicates that it was by no means
a 'local incident,' but a planned action conducted directly
by the supreme authority of the CP.

"Up to now we have not yet learned exactly how many were
arrested, but there are at least a few hundred already. Hhe
victims are not limited to official members of the Trotsky-
ist party, but include sympathizers and even those who do
not have any organizational relations with the party itself
except as wives and brothers of Trotskyists.

"Among the arrested, ranging them in revolutionary gen-
erations, there are o0ld militants over 50 years of age like
Cheng Chao-lin, Yun-Kwan, etc., who were leaders in the
1927 Revolution and passed a number of years of their lives
in Chiang Kai-shek's prisons.

"There are those around the age of 30 who were involved
in the whirlpool of political struggle during the Resistance
War against Japanese imperialism. There were those who par-
ticipated in the military activity of the resistance war-
fare (including both field battle and guerrilla wars), or
risked their lives in the underground activities against
Japanese imperialism.

"There are also young people of about 20 who awakened
during the struggle to overthrow Chiang Kai-shek's regime in
the post-war period and, like the older generations, were
all active participants in this revolution.

"Among those arrested are factory workers, trade-union
officers, university professors, teachers in colleges or
primary schools or in the 'work of social education,' stu-~
dents, land-reform workers, functionaries in state financial
or economic institutions.

"In the past they never lagged behind in any progres-
sive struggles; and in recent years, they have been working
consistently in their respective positions in the struggle
against imperialism and the landlord-bourgeoisie, and in
the projects to industrialize the country.

"In the land reform, together with peasant masses, they
participated in liquidating the landlord class. In the
movement against American aid to Korea, they joined ardent-
ly in the contribution campaign, offering as much as they
could financially and taking part actively in all kinds of
‘*Against American Aid to Korea' propaganda campaigns.

"In the movement to suppress counter-revolutionaries,
they fought in the battle to exterminate the remaining
forces of the o0ld regime.

"In the movement of democratic reform of factories
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and mines, they have always been in the vanguard in resis-
ting the despotism of ‘'feudal foremen.,'

"They were active in the 'San-fan' and 'Wu-fan' campaigns.
(San-fan -- Chinese abbreviation for ‘'against three'; the
campaign against corruption, bureaucratism and wastes. 'Wu-
fan' -- abbreviation for 'against five.' Besides the three
targets of the 'San-~fan' campaign, two more were added: theft
of state property and tax evasion.)

"They resolutely opposed the corrupt elements in govern-
ment institutlions and supported the government in purging the
bourgeois corrosion of state properties. Some even came out
openly in favor of liguidating their own fathers. 1In the
movement to eliminate illiteracy, they exerted their utmost
efforts in response to the call of the government.

"Some of these revolutionary activities of the Trotsky-
ists were even reported in the official papers and openly
praised (without mentioning them as Trotskylsts, of course).
But all these comrades have now disappeared.

"Many of the comrades of these arrested Trotskyists died
under the bayonets of the hangman Chiang Kai-shek, or
spent years in prison during the period of reaction of
1928-1937. Among them were the well-known Lee Ping, Own-fan,
Chen I-mo, Chan Shir, Peng Tao-tze, etc. Many died in the
Resistance War against Japan, like Chen Shun-shi, member
of the Central Committee of the party and a guerrilla
leader in Kwangtung Province, Cheng Chi-chang, an old mil-
itant of the party, and Chao Tse-ching, a young leader in
the South of China, etec.

""Still others, who spent long years in Wan Ching-wei's
prisons and Chiang Kai-shek's concentration camps, died
in the civil war or (like Comrade Wang and his wife in
Chungking) were buried alive together with CP revolution-
ists on the eve of the liberation, or were assassinated
by landlords and autocrats in the land-reform movement.

"Yet, today, the companions of these heroes,who con-
secrated thelr lives in revolutionary struggles, are ar-
rested by the leadership of the present revolution -- the
Chinese Communist party."

* * *

Well, that was in 1953. Has there been evidence of total-
itarian rule in China since then? The period of 1956-1957 is crucial
for testing all reglmes in the Soviet orbit -- including the Yugo-
slavs, by the way, and all the leaderships of Communist parties
outside the Soviet orbit. In the wake of the Khrushchev revelations
at the twentieth congress of the Soviet Communist party, the Polish
and Hungarian working-classes with rank-and-file Communists in the
leadership sought to put an end to bureaucratic tyranny. In the
showdown over the right of the working class to exercise socialist
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democracy, not one of the CP leaderships aligned itself with the
workers. Though differing in their degree of hypocrisy (with the
Titoists playing the most hypocritical role of all) or bloodthirsty-
ness, the leaders of all Communist parties proved themselves to .e
Stalinists to the core.

As for the Chinese, they put themselves at the service of
the Kremlin in the drive to restore bureaucratic rule in Eastern
Europe. Taking advantage of the prestige enjoyed by the Chinese Rev-
olution throughout tiie Soviet world, Chou En-lai fronted for Khrush-
chev and visited Poland and Hungary during the spring of 1957. In
Poland, ne threw hls weight beiind Gomulka who was then beglinning
systematically to crack down on the workers' councils movement and
the independent student youth. In Hungary, Chou threw his weight
behind the Kadar regime. At the end of 1957, the Chinese took the
leadership in the Kremlin's drive to reassert full dominance over all
Communist parties and in attacking the Yugoslavs, who alone clung
to their demands for national independence.

But that is not all. Swabeck and Liang, while admitting
that the Maoists played a counter-revolutionary role in Hungary,
(a2 damning admission, which by itself Llows their praise for the
Chinese CP leadership sky-high!), aver that they did not need to
fear from any Hungarian-type revolutionary movement at home. This
1s manifestly untrue.

The twentieth congress revelations and the liberal reforms
promulgated by Khrushchev had their counterpart in the Hundred Flow-
ers policy of the Mao regime. In Mao's speech, the Chinese people
were invited to criticize shortcomings of the regime; Mao himself
scored Stalinist excesses of the Soviet govermment; and strikes
were even declared tolerable. "Let a hundred flowers bloom and
contend," was Mao's motto.

But just as Khrushchev's attacks on Stalin and on bureaucracy
quickly led to the appearance of '"rotten elements"” who sought to
go beyond the limits fixed by the bureaucracy, so the Hundred Flowers
policy rapidly encouraged the growth of "poisonous weeds" in the form
of the expression of mass discontent among workers, peasants, stu-
dents and intellectuals that went far beyond what the Mao regime
was prepared to put up with, The movement among the students took
such organized scope that it was within an ace of involving the
workers. Authorities sounded the alarm against a Hungarian-type
explosion. At that point the Mao regime cracked down on the students
and brought the "bloom and contend" policy to a halt.

The pages of the Chinese CP press themselves provided infor-
mation about the scope of the student movement and its political
character. The Militant, Oct. 7, 1957, ran a report by Mei Lei-tar,
a leading Trotskyist in Hong Kong, based on the Chinese CP press
accounts,

It is worth guoting at length from this article, all the more
so because it will help spike an accusation made Ly Comirade Swa-
beck that the Militant never presented any substantial evidence
for labelling the Mao regime "Stalinist."
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"The student movement, especially, acquired such a
momentum that by the beginning of June (1957), in a little more
than a month, Tseng Chao-lun, the vice-minister of the Higher
Education Department, and Chien Wel-chang, vice-prineipal
of Tsingshua University in Peking admitted that 'a demon-
stration of students in the streets can occur auy minute, and
if it unites with the people, there will be a Hungarian event
in China,'" writes Mei Lei-tar.

"As soon as Mao's speech on contradictions -- which
launched the "bloom and contend" program -- reached the col-
leges, the activities began. At first, two groupings were
formed among the students with opposite viewpoints, each
with its own newspaper put up on the campus walls. With more
and more participants, they held symposiums in the halls, in
which thousands of students participated. The students de-
manded democracy in the schools and abolition of the party
committee system, which actually runs the schools. These com-~
mittees function as a secret police to investigate people's
thoughts, interfere with their lives and give arblitrary orders.

"Then the students formed theilr own open or clandestine
organizations. Tan Tien-yang, the student leader in Peking
University, formed the 'Hegel and Engels Faction' and 'Hundred
Flowers A .sociation.' Wu Kai-ping, student leader of Vuchang-
Hankow University, published 'Flame,' a newspaper. Militant
students at Peking Teachers' University, all members of the
Communist Youth League, formed the 'Bitter Medicine Associa~-
tion,' an allusion to the proverb that the more bitter the
medicine, the better the cure -- and published 'The Voice
from the Bottom.'....The members of the Communist Youth League
in Tientsin Musical Institute formed the 'Frank Speech As-
sociation' and published 'Open Door.' There were so many
groups formed that we cannot list them 2ll. The biggest
groupings were formed in Peking University and Wuchan-Hankow
University, which grouped around Lin Hsi-ling, woman student
leader of the China People's University, a college for the
Communist Party cadres.

"Lin is 21 years old, a member of the Communist Youth
League and a senior law student. She joined the Communist
Liberation Ay when she was only 13....

"Analyzing the social roots of the three abuses which
the 'rectification' campaign (official drive against bureau-
cratism) was supposed to cure, she came to the conclusion
that they are the products of the existing regime. She point-
ed out that 'the upper strata of Chinese society today does
not coincide with the socially-owned economic base,' because
the 'party and state have become a bureaucratic apparatus
which joverns the people without democracy.' Since the
'socially-owned economic base of our country is progressive,
it is the superstructure that must be fundamentally changed.'
She quoted Eugels to demonstrate socialism could not be
built in a single country and Lenin to show that socialism
means the elimination of classes. Then she went cn to prove
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that.the USSR and China have not yet become socialist states.

"ILin said, 'The authentic socialist society is fully
democratic. Since we don't have democracy, I call our society

"socialism built on feudalism.'' She said she wanted to
strive for real socialism and added, 'I don't approve of re-
formism but of fundamental change.' She came to this bold

conclusion because she recognized that the contradictions be-
tween the bureaucratic rulers and the masses of the people
were irreconcilable.

: "She said: 'It is not enough for the party to launch
a "rectification" campaign or adopt a measure of reforms as
a concession to the people. People are not fools who can be
maneuvered around. To solve the problem of China today de-
pends only on the action of the people.'"#*

*The June 30, 1957 People's Daily, leading Communist party
newspapen cited Lin Hsi-ling's views interlarding attacks on
her with a report of her speech on May 23 at the open=-air
forum at Peking University. Other excerpts than the one cited
by Mei Lei-tar are to be found in P. Brune's "La Lutte des
¢lasses en Chine bureaucratique." Socialisme ou Barbarie,
May-~June 1958, and on p. 140 of Roderick MacFarquhar's
recently published Look, "The Hundred Flowers Campaign and

the Chinese Intellectuals."

The "bloom and contend'" policy lasted one month all told
and was followed by a campaign against "rightists."

"According to a Sept. & Reuters dispatch," says Mei Lei-tar,
three student leaders have been executed....Other leaders were sen-
tenced to five-to-ten years in prison.’

"Just as the student movement had reached the turning point
from criticism to action, the Chinese Communist party scund-
ed the alarm by launching the 'counter-attack against the
Rightists movement' and began applying murderous pressure
on all crities to make them conform once again....

"So the nhoneymoon period in which criticism was to be
tolerated 1s over with. It lasted a little over a month.
Control over thought and speech has returned to the same con-
dition that existed efore the 'bloom-and-contend' policy.
But the 'counter-attack against the Rightists movement'
though still going on, can hardly expect to get any support
from the masses who understand that most of the so-called
'Rightists' are real revolutionaries."

Now, this is all part of the evidence that is available as
to the character of the Chinese Communist party regime. Swabeck
and Liang have left it out of account in painting up the regilme as
one we should support.

Finally -- and this, too, has been given the silent treat-
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ment by Swabeck and Liang -- uwe have the five-month campaign against
the "rightists" that began in August 1959.

The Chinese CP papers have been filled with attacks on the
opposition which is denounced in vitriolic terms. Ve learn that
this opposition is located principally in the Communist party in-
cluding 1ts leadership and including leaders that have gone through
three revolutions -- Lut the oppositlion is never allowed to state
its own views. At Lest we have isolated guotations from them and
lowdlerized descriptions of thelr views. It is significant, however,
that in one leading editorial against the so-called "rightists,"
they are likened to Chen Tu-shiu, founder of the Chinese Communist
party and of the Chinese Trotskyist movement. That's some "rightism"!

Chou Tse, a Trotskyist in Hong Kong, on the basis of a care-~
ful study of the Chinese Communist party press has arrived at the
following conclusions regarding the campaign against the "rightists":

(1) That party members being denounced as being 'rightists’
in thelr thinking are quite numerous....

(2) That the anti-rightist struggie and unrest has spread
to the formerly stable and gulet armed forces....

(3) That the influence of the opposition is so great that
Hong-qui (theoretical magazine published by the CP Central
Committee) asserted recently that if the opposition is not
thoroughly liguidated, it will prove impossible to carry out
the general line, co develop the leap forward and to consol-
idate the communes.

"From the situation mentioned above, the adventuristic pol-
icy of the CCP has met general opposition, especially from
the lowest stratas of the masses and from the party cadres
who are closest to the masses and most susceptible to their
pressure. They consider that in order to carry out socialist
construetion harmoniously, the CCP's ultra-leftist and ad-
venturistic policies must be changed."

Faced by an opposition on such crucial questions as the rate
of accumulation, the goal of completing the second five year plan in
two years and the like, the Chinest CP tops responded not Ly organ-
izing a discussion in the party, but by launching an all-out cam-
paign to silence all dissidence and to liguidate the opposition. That
i1s not the behavior of a tendency becoming more and more transformed
in a revolutionary direction or of a regime that is moving in step
with revolutionary needs. It is the behavior of a regime which oppres-
ses the masses and collides with their needs and aspirations. It is
the typical behavior of a Stalinist bureaucracy.

Swabeck and Liang are able to portray the Chinest CP leader-
ship as evolving in a revolutionary direction only by suppressing
all evidence that goes counter to this conclusion. This is really
the most ominous feature of their writings on the Chinese question.

Swabeck's letter of Dec. 10, 1959 to the Chinese Trotskyist
L. (Discussion Bulletin Vol. 21, No. 2) is truly outrageous. Having
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started a discussion with the Hong Kong Trotskyists over how to ob-
taln reliable information about what is going oun in the People's
Republic, Swabeck suddenly breaks it off and declares: "...I do ot
consider it fruitful to contlinue discussion about which information
on China is most reliable. The fact is that sufficient information
is available to enable a fair estimate of the overall developments.
A much more important qguestion is: How do we interpret the informa-
tion?" Swabeck then berates the Chinese Trotskyists for being ex-
cessively critical, for accentuating the negative and for allowing
themselves to become dilsoriented through factional feelings.

Hold on a moment, Comrace Swabeck! The discussion as to
which information on China is most reliable is still very much in or-
der. The Chinese Trotskyists have sources of information -- and have
had these sources since the revolution began -- which it is absolute-
ly dangerous to overlook. They receive letters from the mainland,
they discuss with Chinese vworkers in Hong Kong :ho receive letters
from home or go back periodically to visit their families, they study
the Chinese press from all the major areas of the country. This is
all first-rate information, all the more so because the unionized
workers in Hong Kong are nol sympathetic to Chiang Kal-shek but to
the People's Republic.

Swabeck's trouble is not that he places a different interpre-
tation on that information but that he rules it out of court. He
demands that another class of reports become the sole authentic basis
of information on which valid conclusions about China can be drawn.
What does this consist of? (1) Eyeuitness accounts by British and
Canadian correspondents who don't know the language and who write
only about what they have been shown. Even in their case, he sup-
presses the critical portions of their books, as in the case of the
incidents of thought-control that - repelled Gerald Clark. (2) The
accounts of professional friends of New China.

In short, our appraisal of the Chinese regime is supposed
to rest on the kind of "information" dispeunsed so voluminously in
Stalin's day by the Friends of the Soviet Unlon. Inevitably, in
such a selection, the star witness for Swabeck aud Liang's position
turns out to be a Stalinist hack -- for I don't knou how else to
characterize Peter Townsend, whose book China Phoenix Swabeck and
Liang use from one end of their article to the other. He is their
authority on the history of the revolution, on the agrarian trans-
formations and on the physiognomy of the regime,.

Townsend is no six-week visitcor to China. He lived in China
from 1941 to 1955. He learned Chinese. He is acguainted uith the
main Chinese CP documents. The tip-off on where he stands in rela-
tion to the Chinese CP leaders is given on page 238, where, in dis-
cussing the history of the Chinese Communist party, he serves up
their stock slanders against Chen Tu-hsiu. '"The Chinese Party,"
he writes about the period of the 1925-27 Revclution, "...had in
Ch'en Tu-hsiu an autocratic leader. (In The Story of the Chinese
Revolution, the British journalist, 0.M. Greeu, not unfairly com-
pared him to Kerensky, nauseated by 'the noise and reek of the
common folk,' and instinctively 'for the old regime.')"(Emphasis
in the original.) The founder of the Chinese Communist Party and
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the devoted revolutionary who embraced Trotskyism after carrying

out Stalin's reactionary directives and learning from experience how
these played into the hands of Chiang Kai-shek and of imperialism

is likened -- '"not unfairly" -- to Kerensky. Who else would say
this but a Stalinist hack?

I am in favor of studying everything that is available about
China, including Peter Townsend's book. But I think it is absolutely
impermissible in the Trotskyist movement to dismiss out of hand the
information and judgments presented Ly the Chinese Trotskyists and
accept at face value the testimony of a Stalinist apologist. Swa-
beck's and Liang's procedure is utterly unheard of in our movement.

The bulk of the evidence shows in my opinion that the Mao
regime 1is a Stalinist-type regime. The Maoists were Stalinists when
they took powei and the regime they established once events com-
pelled them to lead an anti-capitalist revolution was a regime ba-
sically similar to that in the Soviet Union and in Eastern Europe.

The evidence also indicates that the lower ranks of the
Chinese CP incOrporate a significant number of cadres that are gen-
uinely devoted to the socialist revolution and to furthering the
interests of the working people. This can serve as the premise for
the Chinese Trotsikyists carrying through an entry-type tactic in the
CP. It would certaiunly seem that the most fruitful work the Chinese
Trotskyists can carry out today is inside the CP, by linking themselves
to the lower cadres. But this does .ot mean reconciliation in any
way with the bureaucratic leadership of the CP. A split between
these and all genuinely revolutionary elements in the ranks is iu-
evitable. The genulne Communists will need to form a new party and
this means they will have to conduct a political revolution.
This fundamental prognosis of the 1955 resolution, which Comrades
Swabeck and Liang dispute, retains all its validity.

A N/
r i #
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TROTSKYIST THEORY AND THE CHARACTER OF THE CHINESE REGIME

By Daniel Roberts

(The following article was originally designed as part of my report
to National Committee Meeting, Feb. 27, 1960. Because of time limi-
tation, I had to delete this section from the report. I am submit-
ting it as a separate article in the internal discussion.)

In the plenum report, I stated that the 1955 resolution pro-
ceeded from a rigidly systematic and all-around examination of the
facts pertaining tTo the revolution and its subsequent unfolding.

The 1955 resolution studied reality, but did so, of course, in the
light of theory developed Ly the Russian experience. Otherwise it
would not have been a Trotskyist document. The authors of the 1955
resolution availed themselves fully of all of Trotsky's contributions.
Trotsky not only provided the factual data for the Stalinist degen-
eration and the explanation for the specific Russian experience. He
derived general laws from the specific Russian experience which are
fully applicable to China and all the other economically backward
countries of the world. The theory of permanent revolution which he
first developed in 1905 was vastly enriched not only by the lessons
of the Russian Revolution but of the Stalinisi degeneration as well.

The central contradiction which confronted the isolated Soviet
state and which confronts China, too, is this: The forces of pro-
duction lag far behind the new property relations.

On a global scale, of course, this type of contradlction is
an absurdity. It is iu flagrant violation of the laws of social
evolution in which the characteristic contradictions arise from the
forces of production outstripping the property relations within which
they have matured. Indeed, the crisis of capitalism on a world scale
is the normative type of contradiction -- the capitalist property
forms have become a fetter on the furcher development of the forces
of production. The forces of production have outgrown the property
forms and the rational boundaries under which they initially de-
veloped. But world revolution, which will resolve this contradic-
tion, through a continuous, uninterrupted process taken on a broad
historical scale, knows ebbs as well as flows. It knows interruptions
during which the progressive property forms may be isolated for
varying periods of time in the most impoverished sections of the
world. Hence the special contradiction confronting the socialist
revolution so long as it is confined to the economically backward
parts of the world.

This contradiction gives rise to all sorts of bastardized
social formations that are in reality the rebirth of bourgeois and
petty~-bourgeois tendeuncies, for whose growth the soll of China is to-
day more propitious than for the growth of genuinely socialist re-
lations. The anti-socialist consequences of the contradiction can
be mitigated by correct economic and political policies, but can be
removed realistically only by the world-wide victory of socialism,
which means the vietory of the working class in the economically
advanced countries.

(Of course, given enough time, and assuming the defeat both
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of capitalist restorationist moves from outside and inside, given

also successful resistance to the corrosive effects of the world cap-
italist economy on the economy of a workers' state in an under-
developed country, the gap can be closed and the contradiction removed.
This is, however, itot a realistlic but a utopian perspective. The
enormous industrial gains of the Soviet Union notwithstanding, the
relationship of forces between capitalism and workers' states iso-
lated in economically Lackward surroundings is too great for the
latter to prevail without the inteirvention of the working class in .
the prineipal capitalist lands.)

The enormous merit of the Lenin-Trotsky vegime from 1917-
1922 is that 1t sought out all the possibilities for accelerating
social transformations in Russia, without ever overlooking the
limitaiions on soclalist construction imposed by the isclation of
the revolution in a backward country, Thils two-sided approach to
thelr domestic program flowed in turn from thelr perspectives of world
revolution.

Guided by the policies of the Lecin-Trotsky regime, the 1955
resolution warned of a collision between the state and the peasants,
for lnstance, because the Maoists are not prone to seek out tThe real
revolutionary possibillities nor to look for the limitations. One
needs an internationalist revolutionary outlook to pursue a correct
revolutlonary policy at home, and this is above all what the Maoists
lack .

All wrong! say Comrades Swabeck and Liang,

"The fact is that the prophesied collision (between the
state and the peasants) did not ocecur," they write, "while pres nut
developments point in the exzct opposite direction. The reason for
this is the changlng reality itself: the social and economic position
of the once existing 400 million individual cultivators of midget
peasant plots has been decisively altered....

"The need to unify the midget peasant plots into a soeialist
gzpe of socio~economic structure, first through cooperatives, next
y collectivization and finally cy che communes, based ol large-scale
cooperative labor, was & life and death question for the peasancry,
for agriculture and for socieg§; If China was to industriallize,
agriculture had to be subjected to planning....This could only be
done if the farm units were sufficiently large. Vhen the first Five .
Year Plan began, the reorganization of agriculture had to follow
suit. Peasants' living standards gradually improved and agricultural
surpluses became available for capital accumulation.

"This helped to satisfy the demand the regime was compelled
to make upon the peasants. But the regime was still not able to sup-
ply the peasants with manufactured goods; mechanization of agricul-
ture was out of the question until a sufficient industrial basis
had been attained. Meanwhile, the Commune form of organization en-
abled local artisans to establlish small industrial enterprises based
on local resources and local technigque, These provided better tools
for local needs, and they served thus on an elementary level to
bridge the time gap until manufactured goods and modern implements
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could be furnished by the industry rising rapidly in the urban cen-
ters." (Emphasis added.)

It doesn't even occur to Swabeck and Liang that the dangers
of collision arise precisely out of the time gap and that total col-
lectivization without manufactured goods and modern implements from
the city can aggravate rather than lessen the dangers.

Their contention is that the dangers of collision flow pure-
ly from the status of the peasant as an individual proprietor. Bring
him into the collective and presto-changeo, hls social status has
been altered. Here we come to Trotsky's profound contribution to
the question, which, to be sure he made in connection with Soviet ex-
perience, but which has more general application as can be seen from
the way he elucidated the problem.

Dealing with Stalin's collectivization program, Trotsky wrote
in The Revolution Betrayed that: "At the present time hardly anybody
would be foolish enough to repeat the twaddle of liberals to the
effect that collectivization as a whole was accomplished by naked
force. (Swabeck and Liang who refer to the breakdown of Soviet col-
lectivization as due solely to its forcible character, please utote --
D.R.)...Now, after the expropriation of the great estates and the
extreme parcellation of the land, the union of these small parcels
into blg tracts had become a question of life and death for the
peasants, for agriculture, and for soclely as a whole. Page 30C.
(Emphasis added. )

Seemingly, Trotsky discovered for the Soviet Union what Swa-
beck and Liang discovered for China: collectivization was imperative
and impelled many peasants of their own volition into collectives.
But Trotsky didn't believe that this resolved the problem or averted
the danger of collision with the peasants, for he went on:

"The problem, however, is far from settled by these general
historic considerations. The real possibilities of collectivization
are determined, not by the depth of the_impasse in the villages and
not by the administrative energy of the government, but primarily by
the existing productive resources -- that is, the ability of the in-
dustries to furnlish large-scale agriculture with the requisite mach-
inery. These material conditions were lacking. The collective farms
were set up with an equipment suitable in the main oniy for small-
scale farming. In these conditions an exaggeratedly swift collect-
ivization took the character of an economic adventure." p. 38.

What is Trotsky saying? He is saying that on the one hand
the state faces an lmperative need to bring the entire peasantry
under conditions of socialized agriculture, but that, on the other
hand, this can't be done at once because the technological conditions
are lacking.

A

What the Trotskyist Left Opposition, carrying forward the
programmatic conceptions of the Lenin-Trotsky regime, advocated
from 1925-28, was a forthright turn to planned industrial growth.
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One of the main objectives of the industrialization program would be
1o supply the peasants with industrial goods and modern agricuitural
implements. At the same time collectivization should be begun at
once and developed as fast as the development of industry permitted.
The poor peasants should be organlized in their own Soviets in order
to check the tendency of the rich peasants to become capitalists and
to oppose the regime. Agricultural laborers too should be orgaunized
for struggle in behalf of thelr economic demands. This entire pro-
gram -~ both on its industrial and agricultural side -- was in sharp
conflilet with the Stalin-Bucharin line of allowing industry to develop
at a snail's pace and of allowing the upper strata of the peasants
to enrich themselves unhindered.

When Stalin broke with Bucharin in 1920 and the bureaucracy
made a 180 degree turn to industrialization and collectivization the
tempo in both cases was adventuristic. The interrelation between
economic development -- i.e., the production of modern agricultural
implements and chemical fertilizer and the rate of collectivization --
were totally disregarded. This is what Trotsky then criticized in
the Stalinist program.

But why is it wrong to take the peasants into collectives --
even without machinery -- if parcellation of the land makes the
poorer peasants ready to try somethling new? The answer is that the
peasants enter the collectives full of hope but find no genuine
solution to their problem. A revolutionary regime might warun them
that the benefits without modern machinery will be limited and let
them determine voluntarily whethef¥ to form a collective or not or
to disband a collective if the results prove indeed disappointing.
The trouble in Russia and in China is that the regime pumped the
poorer peasants full of promises and the CP leaders deluded themselves
with the idea that total collectivization, even without machinery,
would raise productivity immensely and transform the petty-Lourgeois
peasant into a socialist farmer. In anticipation of the higher out-
put that collective labor was supposedly sure to bring, the exactions
of the state on the peasants were drastically increased.

In his article on the communes, Peng cited that as soon as
they were irvaugurated, taxes on the peasants were raised "voluntarily"
to 30 per cent and reserve funds to 50 per cent of the total agri-
cultural yileld, leaving 20 per cent for peasants' consumption.

In an article in the Jan.-March, 1960 China quarterly,
Choh Ming-1li writes: "According to the many instances reported in
the mainland newspapers, in 1958 the communes were generally required
to set aside, as 'acecumulation,' 50 to 70 per cent of their total out-
put, net of production and manazement costs. Now a survey made by
Peking's State Statistical Bureau of 2238 collectives in the country
reveals that in 1957 consumption accounted for C9 per cent of the net
output, with only 11 per cent for accumulation....It does ot take
much calculation to see that the net agricultural output must in-
crease (0 per cent 1f consumption in 1958 was to be maintained on
the same level as in 1957. Obviously the 50-70 per cent accumulation
rate was decided upon in accordance with an expected increase in
gross agricultural output of about 80 per cent. However, since the
gross agricultural output in fact incireased only 25 per cent (accord-
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ing to officially revised data), if one assumes that the et out-
put had grown at the same pace, consumption must have declined by
about one-third when one-half of the net output went into accumula-
tion. It is not surprising that the peasants became restive."

Choh Ming-1i is a conservative economist. The China Quarter-
ly features exclusively the priuncipal Lourgeois aualysts of Chinese
developments. That the regime took far too much from the. peasants
in the year the communes were formed because they expected the
great leap forward to work wonders is confirmed from an unexpected
quarter. 1In an article in the New liorld Revieu for February 1960,
entitled "China's Communes Come of Age," Anna Loulse Strong, a
sickening apologist for the Mao vegime, writes that '"the farmers be=-
lieved their own guesses enough to stake their future food on them,
handed over to the government the 'surplus' for which they had no
storage, and then found themselves reduced (in 1959) to a sweet
potato diet before the next crops came in." It is subject to doubt
whether the peasants set their fantastically high quotas, then handed
over the fictitious 'surpluses' to the government voluntarily. But
that somebody believed that "higher forms" of collectlvization in
themselves were a magic recipe for raising ploductivity is amply
testified to even by Anna Louise Sirong. The "somebody" in guestion
was the Mao regime.

Thus far from c¢ollectivization and the creation of the com-
munes averting a collisioun with the peasant.y, the adventuristic
pace -~ including both the sweeping character of the collectiviza-
tion program and the illusions as to the degree of productivity in-
creases it would bring -- led to a major collision with the peas-
antry. The campaign against the "rightists" -- those CP cadres
that urged a slower and more reasonable tempo ~- testifies to that.

In addition, there are the constant adjustments and read-
Jjustments in the communes ~- especially the retreat in August 1959
from the original commune set-up. The basic unit of peasant organ-
ization is again the production Lrigade corresponding to the
pre-commune cooperatives. Individual production has also been en-
couraged again. A bastardized seti-up -~ part collective, part
individual economy -- has been restored. The Chinese press last
year agaln emphasized the need for the richer production brigades
to help the poorer, indicating that differcntiations among the
peasantry, which the commune system was supposed to have wiped out,
were again coming to the fore.

Finally, the state decreed at the beginning of this year that
industry must turn its face to the peasantry and that there ean be
no solution of the peasant jguestion without mechanizatiion of agri-
culture and employmert of modern fertilizers. Much valuable time,
however, has already been lost iun experimentation with social forms,
as 1f these alone, given the low technological conditions obtaininc
in the country, offered any solutionm.

But, says Comrade Swabeck, didn't Trotsky declare in the
preface to his book The Permanen* Revolution, that "The collect-
ivization of peasant hoidings is, 1t is understood, the most necessary
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and fundamental part of the socialist transformation of society"?
Yes, Trotsky said that. But ihis guotation, too, must be understood.
That is, it must not be wrencned out of context as Comrade Swabeck
does. For in the very next sentence, Trotsky says: "The volume and
fempo of collectivization, however, are not only determined by tThe
government's will but, in the flnal analysis, by tThe economic fac-
tors: by the height of the country's economic level, the relation-
ship between industry and agriculture and conseguently by the tech-
nical resources of agricultiure itself."

"Industrialization is the motive force of the whole
newer culture," he coutinued, "and, by that, the only con-
ceivable basis of socialism. In the conditions of the Soviet
Union, industrialization means first of all the strengthen-
inz of the base of the proletariat as a ruling class.
Simultaneously, it creates the material and technical pre-
mises for the collectivization of agriculiure., The Tempos
of both these processes are incerdependenc. The proletariat
is interested in the highest tempos for these processes,
in so far as the it.ew society that is to be created is thus
best protected from external danger, and at the same time
creates a source for systematically improving the material
level of the toiling masses.

"However, the tempo that can e accomplished is lim-
ited by the whole material and cultural position of the
country, by the mutual relationship between the city and
village and by the most urgent needs of the masses, who cau:
sacrifice their today for the sake of tomorrow only up to a
certain point. (Trotsky's emphasis.) The besi and most ad-
vantageous tempos are those which not only produce the most
rapid development of industry and collectivization at the
given moment, but secure the necessary resistance of the
social regime, that is, first of all the strengthening of
the alliance of the workers and peasants, which alone pie-
pares the possibility of further successes.

"From this point of view, the general historical cri-
terion by which the party and state leadership directs the
development of industry as planned economy assumes decisive
significance. Here two principal variants are possible:

(a) the course described above toward the economic entrench-
ment of the proletarian dictatorship in one country until
further victories of the international proletarian revolu-
tion (the viewpoint of the Left Opposition); (b) the course
Towards the construetion of an isolated wational socialist
society and at that ' in the shortest historical time' (the
present official viewpoint).

"These are two distinect, and in the final analysis,
directly opposed theoretical conceptions of socialisnm,
Out of these flow basically different strategy and tactics.”

Trotsky then elaborated the theoretical iroots of these
two conceptions of socialism -~ Marxist ivternationalism and Stalin-
ist nationalism -- and veturned to the question of socialist
transformation of agriculture. '"...the sharpest convulsions in the
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USSR," he wrote, "are created by the fact that the present leader-

ship tries to make a virtue out of a necessity, and out of the pol-
itical isolation of the uovrkers' state, coustructs a program of

an economically isolated socialist society. From this has resulted
the attempt at complete socialist collectivization of peasant hold-
ings on the basis of the pre-capitalist inventory -- a most danger-
ous adventure which threatens to undermine the very possibility of

collaboration between the proletariat and the peasantry."

In what sense then is Trotsky's inltlial sentence, the one
quoted by Swabeck, to be understood? Trotsky himself tells us again
on page 131 of The Revolution Betrayed. "...it is not to be iun-
ferred," he wrifes, "that private small economy is superior to large-
scale socialized economy, but that the transition from the one to
the other, from barbarism to civilization, conceals many difficulties
which cannot be removed by mere administrative pressure."

The central difficulty is the low technological condition
of agriculture which in the last analysis can only be removed with
the aid of the working class in the advanced countries. In the mean-
time, administrative pressure in regard to social forms arbitrarily
introduced and exteuded, as well as in regard to backbreaking econ-
omic tempos, can imperil the cevolution over and over again.

As with agriculture so with the economy as a whole. The
Mao regime has since the end of 1957 driven for impossible goals
and systematically violated the needs of the masses. This has in-
troduced confusion and disorganization, as the criticism of the
so-called "rightist"” opposition seems to indicate. Again, we have
startling confirmation of this from Anna Louise Strong. In the
article already quoted, she writes that 'part of the excess figure"
in the grossly inflated 1950 agricultural statistics "was really
produced but not gathered, since over-enthusiastic farmers left the
harvest to make incredible amounts of amateur iron and steel."”
Agalin, we are entitled to doubt whether the faimers acted of their
own volition. But that the bureaucratically inspired '"great leap for-
ward" campaign led to severe dislocations, and consequent collision
with the working masses, is here again counfirmed by one of the
most shameless apologists for the Mao regime.

All these crisis points were anticipated Ly the 1955
resolution thanks to its correct evaluation of the Mao regime and
the fact that the authors took as their theoretical guide Trotsky's
broad generalizations derived from the Soviet experience. These
generalizations form as much a part of Trotsky's theory of permanent
revolution as does his prognosis that the bourgeois-democratic tasks
in an economically bLackward country can be resolved only through
the socialist revolution. After all, 1isn't rejection of the pos-
slbility of constructing socialism in a single country the hall-
mark of Trotskyism in the struggle against Stalinism? This rejec-
tion is a key component of the theory of uninterirupted, or perma-
nent, revolution.,

Let us listen, however, to Swabeck and Liang. We already
heard from them that the Mao regime allegedly avoided collision with
the peasants by going over to the forms of socialiged agriculture.
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This has been so successful, according to Comrades Swabeck and Liang,

that they even claim the "disappearance of the peasantry as a
property owning class."

Here is how they sum up the achievements of the Chinesc
revolution after ten years: "In agriculture the march of eveunts pro-
ceeded frcm the early mutual aid groups to producers cooperatives
and collectives, culminating in the socialist type of socio-economic
organization -- the Communes. Uunfolding side by side with indus-
trialization, this powerful combination constitutes the motive force
for the whole newer culfure, while providing a material foundation
for the socialist transformation of society. (Emphasis added. Where-
as Trotsky saw in industrialization the "motive foirce for the whole
newer culture" and genuine collectivization as a product of indus-
trialization, Swabeck and Liang combine the two into a joint motive
force. This is the exact opposite of Trotsky's method. -- D.R.)

"Thus, regardless of the misconceptions, empirical impro-
visation and opportunism of the CCP leaders, the uninterrupted
development of the Chinese revolution stands out clearly and con-
clusively. Each new stage has been firmly anchored in the preceding
one, each stage elevated soclety to gualitatively higher levels in
which the soclallist direction is unmistakable. What this signifies
is a striking confirmation of the theory of permanent and contin-
uous revolution."

This concept is radically different from Trotsky's theory
of continuous revolution, because it is a theory of continuous
revolution in a single -~ and economically backward -- country. Its
gist is the succession of social forms without corresponding tech-
nological transformation. It is also the justification for attempts
at imposing impossibly rapid tempos of economic accumulation and
growth. This does not differ at all -- except in name -- from the
Stalinist program of constructing '"socialism" in a single country.
Ard even in applying the name "uninterrupted revolution' to what
is, in essence, the Stalinist practice, Swabeck and Liang are not
original., The Maoists beat them to it. They have proclaimed them-
selves partisans of the "uninterrupted revolution" -- in a single
country.

The fundamental contradiction of China and the Soviet
Union -- the disparity between the new social forms and the degree
of development of the means of production -- is not only the source
of perpetual crisls in the policles of the Stalin, Khrushchev and
Mao regimes. It 1s the true source of the bureaucratic caste in
these countries. (The gap between low level of means of production
and highly advanced property forms is of course much smaller in the
Soviet Unlon foday than in China.)

Here we come to another major theoretical disagreement
I have with Swabeck and Liang.

Speaking of the Trotskylst movement, they say:
"\le have always attributed the rise of the Stalinist

bureaucracy, and its crystallization into a privileged
caste, to the conditions of a particular historical Jjuncture.
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Basically, its rise was due to the world situation and a
special correlation of interral factors and forces. Mention
need e made here only of such outstanding factors as the
economic backwardness of the country and its isolation in

a hostile capitalist world. UWorking class sacrifices, weari-
ness from the civil wai and the economic distress that fol-
lowed the revolution left the road open to leadership for
careerists. The necessary retreat from war communism to the
New Economic Policy emboldened the petty bourgeols social
strata. They became points of support for the rising party
and state hureaucracy.

"International developments pushed with mighty force
in the same direction....

"In this manner we interpreted the Stalinist degeneration
on historical materialist grounds. For us the rise of Stalin~
ism signified a parasitic growth which is not endowed with
any cuality of permanence. Such a monstrosity is not likely
to be reproduced elsewhere under different historical condi-
tions. If we maintain that this has happened in China never-
theless, we violate our own well estabLlished materialist
conception of history."

Swabeck and Liang's method is simply to cite a whole series
of factors leading to the Stalinist degeneration, but they do not
probe these factors to determine which was primary. They lean,
however, to the notlon that the ebbs and flows of international
revolutionary activity are decisive. 1In doing this they turn their
back on the evolution of Trotsky's thinking, who over the years,
deepened his analysis of the degeneration until he had arrived at
what he believed was its most fundamental cause.

Stalinism is not simply the product of the ebb of the world
revolution, ne held, but had deep-seated roots in the social con-
ditions under which the proletarian dictatorship struggled in an
economically backward country. Here is what he wrote, page 105
of The Revolution Betrayed:

"We have defined the Soviet Thermidor as a triumph of.
the bureaucracy over the masses. Ve have tried to disclose
the historic conditions of this triumph (in the preceding
sections of the chapter entitled "The Soviet Thermidor"). The
revolutionary vanguard of the proletariat was iu part
devoured by the administirative apparatus and gradually demoral-
ized, in part annihilated in the civil war, and in part thrown
out and crushed., The tired and disappointed masses were in-
different to what was happening on the summits. These con-
ditions, however, important as they may have been in Them-
selves, are ilnadequate to explain why the bureaucracy suc-
ceeded in raising itself above soclety and gelting its fate
firmly into 1ts own hands. 1Its own will To tThis would in
any case be inadequate; the arising of a new ruling stratum
must have deep social causes. (Emphasis added.)

"The victory of the Thermidoriaus over the Jacobins in
the eighteenth century was also aided by the weariness of the
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masses and the demoralization of the leading cadres, but
beneath these essentially incidental phenomena a deep or-
zanic process was taking place. The Jacobins rested upon
the lower petty bourgeoisie lifted by the great wave. The
revolution of the eighteenth century, however, correspond-
ing to ithe course of development of the productive forces,
could not but bring the great bourgeoisie to political
ascendancy in the long run. The Thermidor was only one

of the stages in this inevitable process."

"What similar social necessity found expression in the Soviet
Thermidor?" asked Trotsky. Notice the form of the gquestion. It was
not rhetorically posed. Trotsky carried the analogy to Thermidor
through rigorously to the point where he held the changing political
moods of the masses to ke subordinate to more deeply underlying
soclal processes.

"The present Soviet society cannot get along without
a state," he wrote on pages 111-113, "uor even -- within
limits -~ without a bureaucracy. But the cause of this is
by no means the pitiful remnants of the past, but the
mighty forces and tendencies of the present. The justifi-
cation for the existence of a Soviet state as an apparatus
of compulsion lies in the fact that the present transitional
structure is still full of social contradictions, which in
the sphere of consumption -- most close and sensitively felt
by all -- are extremely tense, and forever threaten to
break over into the sphere of prooduction. The triumph of
soclalism cannot be called either final or irrevocable.
(Trotsky's emphasis.)

"The basis of bureaucratic rule is the poverty of
society in objects of consumption, with the resulting strug-
gle of each against all. When there is enough goods in a
store, the purchasers can come whenever they want to. When
there is little gyoods, the purchasers are compelled to stand
in line. When the lines are very long, it is necessary to
appoint a policeman to keep order. Such 1s the starting
point of the power of the Soviet iureauecracy. It 'knows'
who is to get something and who has to wait.

"A raisivg of the material and cultural level ought,
at first glance, to lessen the necessity of privileges,
narrow the sphere of application of 'bourgeois law,' and
thereby undermine the standing ground of its defenders, the
bureaucracy. In reality the opposite thing has happened:
the growth of the productive forces has been so far accom-
panied by an extreme development of all forms of ineguality,
privilege and advantage, and itherewith of bureaucratism.
That too 1s not accidental.

"In its first period, the Soviet regime was undoubtedly
more equalitarian and less bureaucratic than vow. But
that was an equality of general poverty. The resources of
the country were so scant that there was no opportunity to
separate out from the masses of the population any broad
privileged strata. At the same time the 'eyualizing' char-
acter of wages, destroylng personal interestedness, became
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a brake upon the development of the productive forces.
Soviet economy had to 1lift itself from its poverty to a
somewhat higher level before fat deposits of privileze be-
came possible. The present state of production 1s still
far from guaranteeing all necessities to everybody. DBut it
is already adequate to glve significant privileges to a
minority, and convert inequality into a whip for the spur-
ring on of the majority. That is the first reason why the
growth of production has so far strengthened not the so-
cialist, but the bourgeoils features of the state.

"But that is not the sole reason. Alongside the econ-
omic factor dictating capitalist methods of payment at the
present stage, there operates a parallel political factor in

~the person of the bureaucracy itself. In its very essence
it is the planter and protector of inequality. It arose in
the beginning as the bourgeoils organ of a workers' state.

In establishing and defending the advantages of a minority,
it of course draws off the cream for i1ts own use. Nobody
who has wealth to distribute ever omits himself. Thus out
of a social necessity there has developed an organ which

has far outgrown its socially necessary function, and be-
come an independent factor and therewith the source of great
danger for the whole social organism,

"The social meaning of the Soviet Thermidor now begins
to take form hefore us. The poverty and cultural backward-
ness of the masses has azain become incarnate in the malig-
nant figure of the ruler with a great club in his hand. The
deposed and abused bureaucracy, from being a servant of
society, has again become its lord. On this road it has at-
tained such a degree of social and moral alienation from
the popular masses, that it cannot now permit any control
over either its activities or its income."

Trotsky applied the historical-materialist method to the phen-
omenon of Stalinism rather than the multi-factor method touted by
Swabeck and Liang as historical materialism, and he came to a con-
clusion opposite to theirs. Stalinism is not an exceptional phen-
omenon that cannot reappear under different historical conditions
if what is meant by "different historical conditions" is simply a
different political conjuncture of events,

The tendenciles for triumphant bureaucracy will reproduce them-
selves no matter what the conditions are if the same social contradic-
tions -- chiefly the disparity l.etween the socialist property forms
and the inadequate technological level which underlies the crisis of
consumer goods -- are present. Powerful bureaucratic tendencies will
manifest themselves in the economically backward areas of the world
even under conditions of the triumph of the socialist revolution
throughout the world. But in that eventuality, the rapid technolo-
glcal aid from the industrially advanced countiies to the economically
underdeveloped countries will be a powerfully mitigating tendency.

Is there then no room in this process for the operation of
revolutionary consciousness? Doesn't a revolutionary upsurge, even
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in an economically backward country, negate bureaucratism? Yes it
does. At no time in the Soviet Unlon did the bureaucracy fail to

arouse opposition from the working class. A struggle is inelucta-
bly lodged between the bureaucracy and masses.

The revolutionary party allied to the masses can check bureau-
cratic tendencies and postpone their victory. But this reguires the
democratic organization of the working people, and it requires a high
degree of revolutionary consciousness in the party leadership. With-
out that the party goes over to the bureaucratic tendencies, becomes
their promoter, and the instrument for crushing the democratic rights
of the masses. The masses must then forge a new instrument for them-
selves and this takes time.

In China, the bureaucratic, Stalinist tendency came to power
right in the beginning. But because they took power at the head of
a revolution -- which, they deformed bureaucratically, but could not
crush -- the Chilnese workers and peasants have never been as thorough-
ly demoralized and atomized as they were in Stalin's time in the
Soviet Union. There is thus a more favorable relationship of forces
between the masses and the bureaucracy than in the Soviet Union at
the zenith of Stalinism. For that matter, there is now a far more
favorable relation of forces between the masses and the bureaucracy
in the USSR than obtained in Stalin's hey-day. But all this has not
yet dislodged the bureaucracy and has not prevented it from entrench-
ing itself in China.

The prospeets of the poclitical revolution -- an integral
part of the world soecialist revolution -- are distinctly better all
over the Soviet bloe, including China, than in Stalin's day, thanks
in large measure to the Chinese revolution. In China, and perhaps
in the USSR, too, the Communist party contains many cadres who are
genuinely revolutionary in their outlook and who seek to promote the
interests of the masses. Furthermore, throughout ithe Soviet orbit,
the Stalinlist monolith has been shattered -- that i1s one indisputable
product of the Chinese Revolution and the anti-Stalinist struggles
after Stalin's death.

The bureaucracy is dividing along national lines -~ Chinese
versus Russlans, Yugoslavs versus Chinese and Russiauns. Interbureau-
cratic conflicts are manifesting themselves sharply from time to time
inside the varlous countries. In these intermural battles, a wing
of the bureaucracy is bound, at one point or another, to open the
door to the participation of the masses, even though this is what all
of them fear now. From that point on the political revolution will
become an irresisd ble tide,

If it should in turn rekindle the revolutionary movement in
the advanced industrial countries -- where capitalist restabilization
in the last decade has been a contributory factor in the rise of bur-
earcratism in China -- the Stalinist-type tendencies will be hurled
back for a long time to come. With the establishment of a worldwide
socialist order and the ensuing rapid and universal rise in the forces
of production, the bureaucratic tendencies will be defeated for all

time.
## i
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PIENUM REPORT -- CHINA

by Arne Swabeck

From its inception our Trotskyist tendency here in the United States
faced one of the most difficult and complex problems of the epoch. In addi-
tion to the tasks imposed by the class struggle, we were canfronted with the
increasing degeneration of the prolstarian power established by the Bolshevik

We vwere fortunate in having Comrade Trotskyt!s guldance to enable us to
reach a clear theoretical comprehension of this terrible, but very real phene
omenon. His guldance we do not have now when the new complexities of an
opposite character have emerged and demand from us & corresponding advance in
theoretical understanding.

The Chirese revolution presents a nevw complexity. It reproduced the
creative power of the October revolution on the colopsal scele of Asia,
Though-occvrringin a backward country, With the lmmense difficulties that
this entails, and under & leadership that originated in the Stalin school,
the Chinese revolution has continued 1its rise to new and higher stages. Each
rev stage has been firmly anchored in the preceding ore. New China represents
a revolution in progress and development, not a degenerating revolutian.

While a class struggle stalemete prevails in the metropolitan centers of
the West, the victory achieved in China has catelyzed new coionial revolts;
it has ended the long series of revolutionary defeats and, Jointly with the
generxal Soviet advance, it has altered the correlation of world fcorces to the
edvantage of the internationel revolution. The abolition of capitelist rule
in one third of the globe has completely upset the world capitalist equilie
brium,

In the Soviet Union the remarkable economic and cultural progress has
brought about changes in the correlation of Internal forces. It has strength=-
ened the position of the vworking class and undermined that of the bureaucra=-
tic ruling caste. The latter was compelled to meke retreats in the face of
& poverful movement of new soclalist consciousness heaving up from the depths
of the masses. A new stege thus began in the continuing Russian revolution.

All these developments are the concrete menifestations of the process
of permenent revolution which continues to assert its power despite the deforw
metions and limitatlons imposed on its unfolding, at one time or another, by
the ruling bureaucratic regimes,

This single process is made up of distinctly different parts. It is
most evident in the course of developments as they have occurred in the Soviet
Union and in China, Their fundamental essence is not at all the same; our
attitude to these developmenta cannot simply bte saueezed into identical
moulds, nor can the conclusion that we draw from them be the same. Between
the Moscow and Peking regimes the positlion of Comrade Liang end myself pre-
sents a clear lirne of distinction. The one cannot be equated with the other;
much less can the same attitude be proposed for both., This is my answer to
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the question, what is your position toward the Soviet Union and the Kremlin.

If the course of dewvelopment in the Soviet Union and in China had been
similar in character our attitude could be very simply defined, However,
it is the fact of baslc differences that pose serious problems for our party
position. These problems are not merely strateglcal and tactical in nature,
they involve questions of the highest theoretical oxrder. They recur constante
1y in our interpretation of the Chinese revolution.

Most outstanding is the fact that in contrast to the degeneracy overtake
ing the Soviet state, the October revolution found its continuation and exten-
sicn on Chinese soil. There the developments have unfolded, not in & period
of revolutionary retreat such &s brought the Stalinist privileged caste into
being., On the contrery, the Chinese revolution has occurred in a different
historical period; it 1s distingulshed not by revolutionary retreats, but by
revolutionary upheavals throughout the colonial world. As a consequence, the
great source of creative power and energy gererated by the Chinese revolution
merks & nevw stage in the advance toward the soclalist recomstruction of huren
socletye.

How should ve distinguish between these different social phenomens == the
Stelinist degereration of prolstarian power and the continually advancing
Chinese revolution? INeedless to say we apply our Troitskyist theory, l.e.,
our Marxist theary, as an instrument of aralysis., We establish certain cri-
terir that axre charocteristic of events and facilitate an estimete of them.
But even the most exact criteria can be only limited and provisional in nae-
ture, Pecause they have reference to developmwents that are transient and

changing.

Unfortunately, this is not how the Chinese revolution has been analyzed,
either in our public press or the resolutions adopted. Beginning with the
resolution of 1955, vwe have applied criteria perfectly valid for the Staline
ist degeneretlan of the Soviet state in mechaniccl fashion to the distinctly
different phencmenon of the rising Chinese revolution. In our subsequent
treatment of events in New China these criteria have remained unchanged and
rigldly fixed. If we continue along this road we run the risk of theoretical
sterility if not the complete distortion of our position as a revolutionary
party and the disorienting of those we aim to educate,

To this particular point I shall return later. leanwhile, I want to make
some comments on the contribution to this discussion made by Comrade Peng.
(Discussion Bulletin, Vols. 21, No. l.) I cennot regard this as a good example
of how to analyze the Chinese revolution.

Comrade Peng's thesis is based on an unverified if not entirely false
Premise, namely that the establisiment of the Commmnes represents forced
collectivization -~ that they were organized by means of coercion. This pre=
mise is unaccepiable, for the simple reason that it cammot be substanticicld
Nor does Peng make any effort to submit substantiating evidence. There are
in his document severel references on this point to an article dy Mah~ki,
vwhich merely states the opinion of this Hong Kong comrade without any actusl
evidence. .

Exemples of heavy pressure from above in the forced march to orgenize
Commnes, and even of rude methods erlojed by excessively zealous cadres, can
surely be found, But the decisive question is the character of the whole
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movement. That this was basically one of willing and ready cooperation by
the ovexrwhelming majority of the peasants has been amply demonstrated. Coer-
cion is wnnecessary where people willingly cooperate. You will find facts on
this score in the recent contribution to our discussion by Comrade Liang and
myse 1f. (DiecuSSim Bulletin, Vol., 25, lio. 20;

For more conclusive evidence we need only compere this movement in China
with Stalints forced collectivization that swept the Soviet Union like a
hurricane. That led to seriously reduced harvests and destruction of about
half the nationts livestock while an untold number of people perished from
hunger, cold, epidemic and repression. Stalin’s forced collectivization
brought the Soviet republic to the brink of disaster. Years had to pass be-
fore Russian agriculture could recuperate from the tragic effects.

In China we see the opposite picture. The swift rise of production, in-
dustrial and agricultural, reached proportions during 1958 that emazed the ene
tire world, output of food grains increased about ore~third over the previous
year., Even this psst yeaxr, 1959, food greins harvested rose another 8% in
spite of the ravages. of unprecedented natural disasters. Admittedly the stand-
erd of living 1s still distressingly low, enormous difficulties still lie
aheed; but China, the land of chronic famine and homeless people, is now
revolutionizinz the feeding, clothing and housing of its multi-million popula-
tion.

Facts such as these find confirmation even in the confusing reports of
our Hong Konz comredes. A pamphlet publisiied by this group in March 1959, en-
titled, "Eyewitness Report of the Communal Rural Areas,” featured the follow-
ing statements .

VAfter Communization, the stervation which existed to a great extent
under Chiang's regime, and in certain areas in the first few years after liber-
atlon, has disappeared.,”

Where Stalints collectivization was carried to corpletion suddenly and
violently in the teeth of relentless peasant resistance, collectivization in
China was developed over an extended periodgprirarily by means of persussicn.
It began in 1951 with a rudimentary form of ccoperation, unfolding organie
cally to higher stages that culminated in the Commmmnes in 1958. At each new
stage the peasants improved their living standards and the nation made gains,
Providing a powerful impulse to fuxther advence,

In view of such evidence, I think it is in order to repeat here that for
historical materialists this economic yardstick is the basic measure of pro=

gress,

Recognition by us of the basic characteristics and the results attaincc
by the transformation in the countryside accord both with our historie
cal materialist approach and with the actual facts of life.

Unfortunately, our press has been treating the Chinese revolution as some
kind of abstraction -- not as a flesh-and~blood transformation of society.
In so far as we have treated it concretely, we have been doing s0 meinly ==
almost exclusively -~ asg critics of the Peking rezirme. If our role of partie
sang of the revolution is to have more than & mexe ritualistic meaning, this
line must be changed. We must extol the revolution in the concrete, as a
Adving and developing reality, by reporting and presddieng its achievements,
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holding it up to the American workers es an example of what & great revolutlon
means in terms of economic and social progress. The present line of our press,
if vwe continue to pursue 1t, can only isolate us from the living current of
events and earn for us the unenviable title of sectarians.

Turning to another aspect of this question, I notlice that Peng does
present evidence of serious shortcomings, waste, peasant opposition and sabow
tage. Examples of opposition and sabotage are mostly those of rich and upper
middle peasants, though they infect also other social layers. These examples
1llustrate, on the one hand, the great difficulties of socialist reconstructic:
in a backwanl egrarian society. On the other hand, they exemplify the nature
of the class struggle still preveiling in revolutionery China.

These considerations seem to escape Comrade Peng's attention, for he
speaks derisively about the poor peasents rafsing “"both hands” in favor of the
Commmes. The real point is tlat the poor peasantg, who make up about 709
of the ruyel population, took the lead in every progressive development in the
countryside. From the ingeption they were encouraged by the regime to do so.
Redistribution of the land could have been done for thems The landlords could
have been summarily dispossessed by the aimed forces, or on the initiative of
the cadres. This would have merely loosed the peasant's bands: it would not
have cut them. The peasants would have remeined victims of passive resignatior
and superstitious fears. The orodblem was to arouse their consciousness and
self~confiderice so that they misht “"spit out thelr bittexmess.”

In practically every description of these events We see the cadres -- &g
they vwere instructed -~ persuading the peasanis, and predominantly the poor
peasants, to do the job themselves, to get rid of the landlords and conguer
thelr own freedoms. Thus they got e sense of thelr own strengthe. Once mobi=-
lized this elemental force was irresistible., The poor peasants formed the
bone and tissue of the revolution. Thelr actlons gave 1t 1ts tremendous power
and 8WOODe

Similarly in esteblishing cooperatives, and later the Commnes, the poor
peasants took the lead. In most cases today they meks up the commitiees of
administration elected by the membexs of the Coumunes., Resistance or reluc=
tance to join came primerily from the rich or upper middle peasants. And so,
In these struggles in the countryside the Corpmumnist Party regime pursued a
course based on the poor peasants, In other words, 1t followed Ienin's policy,
not Stalints,

Naturally we do not attribute the great economic and cultural progress,
ag Comrade Peng seems to infer, entirely to the Commme form cf organization.
If such an impression was made in ‘this discussion by Comrade Liang and myself,
it was unintended. We have consistently treated the rise of the Commmunes as
the natural and logical culmination of the precedins stagess The economic and
cultural achleverents recorded are due, of course, to the whole process of
revolutionary advance. '

But to Comrede Peng, which form of rurel organization is the most pro-
gressive does not mele any difference, for he condemns both the cooperatives
and the Commmnes. To make sure of no misunderstanding on this score, Peng
declares:

"We are justified in sayinz, therefore, that the cooperative movement in
1955 gnd the general establisiment of pecple'!s Commues in September of 1958
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were dictated not by the interests of the farmers or workers but by the Inter-
ests of the bureBucracy eee(the Commnes ere) only an effective instrument
for the CCP to exploit and control the peasants."”

By what strange logic, or fact, this conclusion could have any valldity
is difficult to say. The term, as well as the actuality, of exploitation
is derived from capitalist society, where one social class works for the bene-
fit and enrichment of another social class which appropriates surplus value
by virtus of its ownership of the means of production.

Chine is different. It is denied access to the resources of world econ=
ony and outslide of assistance from the Soviet Union, 1t is compelled to rely
on internal accumyation for the capital necessary to industrializes A good
pert, if not a major part, of this must came out of surpluses produced in ag-
riculture. Ve may call it primitive socialist accumulation, such as Trotsky
foresaw as a necessity for the Soviet Unlon in his demands for industrializa--
tion and economic planning. But this internal accumilation occurs on the
foundation of social ownership of the means of production in industry ahd
collective ownership of the land. Under such conditions it is not permissible
to speek of exploitation.

Have the measures taken toward the soclalist reconstruction established
the necessary proportionality tetween the various sectors of the economy or
created harmonious social relations? OFf course, not yet!i Have these measures
enabled, so far, an easing of the backbreaking toll involved in the grim
battle against nature and the effort to 1lift Chinese agriculture up to a level
of modern mechanizaticn? Nod For this an abundance of the material require-
ments is necessary, : '

The importent point is that the fouwndation for socialist reconstruction
is firmly laid; 1ts further implementation is provided by the actions of the
tolling masses on the farms and in the factories. This is the living reallty
of the revolution; but this reality is entirely absent from the pages of
Comrede Peng's documente There is no recognition of the fact that the people
not only welcomed but demanded, and themselves undertook, the most redical
reorganization of social and economic life,.

The mass movement unleashed by the revolution could not be halted in mid-
passage; it insisted on golng all the way to & complete uprooting of bourgeols
property In city end village. Trotsky foresaw that the third Chlnese revolu~
tion would do that, The least we can do is to recognize it, now that it has
become & facts

Judging, however, by the negatlive approach of the liilitant some comrades
do not yet appreclate the real essence of the yevolution. The party press
falls to make 1t clear that we are genuine partisens of revolutionary China,
Some of the articles by Comrade Roberts acknowledge certain progressive fea-
tures, such as the large scale mobilizatlon of labor, great public works and
increased production; thus meking capitel available for industrislization.
But what the Commwes accomplished 1s summarized to mean merely a restoration
of Chinat's tradltional farming methods. Mobilization of labor for public
works is not new, we are told. Chinese agriculture always employed such
methods. They date back to the periodic levies initiated by the ruling dynas=-
ty 40 centuries ago.
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What is this but the kind of interpretation for which Marx chided the
vulgar economists: "A definite social relation between mon assumes in their
eyes the fantastic form of & relation between things.” Thus to the author of
the Militant articles the significance of the Communes seems to be menifested
exclusively as a relationship between things. The fundamental change wrought
in the social relations of men sesms to escape him entirely. Yet it 1s this
aspect of the developments in China which, for Marxists, is of supreme impor=-
tance .

In the first place, labor mobilizations of the past centuries for public
works were by mea&ns of conscription imposed on the reasants and btenefitting
primarily the large landholders, The present mobilizations are those of vol-
untary cooperative labor, benefitting the peasants and advancing the country
further along the road of socialist reconstruction. In the second place, the
bagic feature of peasant life, the very elements that meke a peasant what he
1s, are disappearing btccauseche is no longer compelled to subsist on a midget
farm plot. All land is collectively owned by the Communes, which the peasants
have entered as wage workers.

This momentous transformetion of social relations in the countryside was
achieved first, in part, by the cooperatives, and brought to a higher stage
by the Communes. Precisely in this is to be found the real measure of the
progressive charecter of the Communes, for 1t signifies the disappearance of
the peasantry as & property owning clasas.

For an agricultural society long condemned to the backwardness of archaic
relations these are redlcal developments indeed. Without them China would
be unAble to advance to its socialist destiny. I am sure this 1s what Trote
sky bad in mind when he wroie in the preface to the American edition of The
Permanent Revolution: "The collectivization of peasant holdings is, it 1s
understood, the most esgential and fundamental part of the soclalist transe-
formation of society,”

Certainly, these decisive aspects of the continuing Chiness revolution
should form an importent part of our anglysis. Recognition of these basic
features does not imply any illusion that peasant individualist tendencies
or private property wurges disappear overnighte They linger @long with other
contradictions, especially during this early stage of transition from capi-
talism to socielism.

Such psychological hangovers will disapreadr as the altered social and
economic conditions melke greater esdvantages evailable. At any rate, the young-
er generation is not likely to be fettered by petty-bourgeois ideas of pri-
vate property; and youth is the driving force in the liew China,

The important role of the peasantry in the civil war and the seizure of
power by the CCP is well Jnown, but there was more active worker participation
then 1s commonly believed. Todey the urban proletariat is considered the
avant-garde. The socialist future 1s in its hands, for that future depends
on industrialization., Side by side with industriel expansion, the proletar=
iat will grov numerically and qualitatively. The effective pooling of the
imense labor forece, in agriculture, on the construction sites and in the
industriasl plants of New China is making & living reality of Marx's dictum:
YOf all the instruments of production, the greatest productive power is the
revolutionary class itself."
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I shall not go into the conditions of the worlers. I will merely remind
you that although the Peking regime borrowed from Stalin the ides, "From each
according to his ability, to each according to his vwork,"” there 1s no evidence
that the extreme inequalities, which still persist in the Soviet Union, have
been reproduced in China., Accounts of Chinese Trotskylsts, appearing in our
megazine, have stressed efforts by the regims to assure the leeding role of
the proletariat and to protect its interests.

In historical importance the Chinese revolution ranks with the Russian
revolution of 1917. Ths process of development, which differs basically from
the Stalinist degenerecy inflicted upon the Soviet state, constitutes an acild
test of understanding, attitude and position for the working class in general
and for the revolutionary party in particular.

The Stalinlst degeneration we interpreted on historical materialist
grounds., TFor us it signified a parasitic growth which is not endowed with
eny quality of permenence; nor wes 1t liksly to be reproduced elsewhere under
different historical conditions. If vwe meintain that this has happened in
China nevertheless, we violate the materialist canception of history.

This 1s precisely what is wrong with our so-called basic position, In-
stead of viewing the Chinese rewvolution &s & continuation and extension of the
Russien revolution of 1917, it has been equated with Stalinism, Our 1955
resolution predicts that the "insoluble contradilctions which characterize
the USSR, and which renders the regime that of permanent crisis, is now being
reproduced on Chinese soil." The editor of the Militant, replying to Comradse
Llang's suggestion to featuye s¢me positive aspects of the Chinese revolue
tion, says: “From the party-building viewpoint it 1s far more productive to
anticipate the crises that tear at Stalinism by carefully following the
stresses and contredictions that eventually precipitate the crises.” Declara=-
tions in the 1955 resolution, that in China the "Stalinist bureaucrscy has
entrenched ltself as an uncontrolled caste, alien to socialism,” etc., have
been repeated and exaggerated in the Dan Roberts articles in the paper.
Judging the Chinese revolution by such criteria, the result, as could be ex=
Pected, is that even the achievements recorded must, under Stalinist leader-
ship, turn out to be fallacious, or certainly subject to doubts and criticism,

When Trotsky characterized the Stalin bureaucracy as a privileged caste,
alien to socialism, he proved the chaerge to the hilt! end while these features
have since been somewhat modificdunder Khrushchev, there is plenty of evidence
still of the basic tendency. For the flat assertions equating Mao's regime
Wth Stalinis no e¢vidence whatever is submitted. The equation 1s simply
derived, a pricri, from certain preconceived notions.

Howewer, to apply Trotsky's exact delineation of Stalin's rule in
mechanical fashion to the Peking regime 1s entirely out of relaticn to time
and circumstance. Lot only 1s it contrary to political logic and to facts,
but it inours the consequence of changing Trotsiyist theory from an ingtrue
ment of enclysis into a collection of rituslistic formulas. The materialist
principle and the dialectical method that constitute the heart of Marxism
go out the windov,

The character of the Peking regime can be determined only by en objec~
tive examinatlion of ali the btasic factors and forces that condition 1ts being
including its own position and actions in relation to these factors and
forces. Between the process of revolution and the regime there is en
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interacting relationships The regime assumes its leading roles in given condi=-
tioning surroundings and on the basis of existing relations. While 1t becomes
an objective part of the revolutionary process, it is at the same time, sube-
Ject to the laws of revolutionary development. But through all these Inter-~
woven threads the revolution itself governs and conditions the character of

the regime.

Just as the Stalinist regime was conditiored in its rise and development
by the factor of revolutionary retreat, so the Mao regime has been conditioned
by the distinctive factor of uninterrupted revolutionary advance.

True, the Chinese Communist Party leadership originated in the Stalin
school. But it engaged in the struggle for power end established 1ts regime
by revolutionary means, through civil war and in disregard of S8talin'’s policy.
By this action the CCP ceased to be a Stalinist Parity in the r
accepted sense of the term and proved itae it an adeoua.te Instrument for the
historical taske

It is an established fact that the CCP led the victorious struggle that
overthrew the capitalist system and initiated the measures necessary for the
soclalist reorganization of society. If vwe insist that nevertheless it 1is
8till a Stalinist perty, then the question arises: In what conslists the
superiority of a revolutionary party? Fallure to correctly estimate the CCP
compels one to play down the real essence of the revolution, 1f not to deny
it altogether. It 1s high time for us to put our political house in order on
the Chinese question.

There have been, and still are today, certain similarities between the
two regimes =~ Peking and Moscow. But this does not warrant the assumption
that the two are identical, The differences are far greater than the simili-
arities and these are decisive for & correct appraisal of the Peking regime.

Before taking power the CCP followed a zig-gzag course, &lternating betwee
class conclliation and class struggle policies and actions. After taking
pover, the CCP dld not at first go beyond the bourgeois-democratic tasks.
However, when facing imperialist intervention in Korea and economic blockade,
combined with growing internal mass pressure, the regime was compelled to
turn to measures of a distinctly socialist character.

That bureaucratism exists under highly centrelized Communist Party rule
need not be doubted. But this cannot justify the assumption of rule by &
privileged caste, alien to sociallsm, in the sense that we have always under-
stood it -- & hardened social formation of a parasitic nature, crystasllized
in a period of revolutionary retreat and concerned primerily with the pro-
tection of its own powers and privileges. There is no evidence for such an
egsumption; nor is there any evidence of Stalinistetype purges or party
strengulation. The examples cited by Comrede Roberts of conflicts, suppressior
of student demonstration, etc., in 1957, are based on one~sided and unreli-
able reports. When the whole story is told, these events will show quite
different characteristics.

Comrade Roberts reminded us about the murdered Chinese Trotskyistse.
This we have known for a good meny yeers. We had reports that Trotskyists
were physically destroyed at the time of the civil wer in 1947 and 1949. For
this we held the Commnist Party leaders responsible, We bad informetion of
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videsspread srrests of Trotaskyists in late '52 and early '53 during the final
stage of the Korean war. However, if these questions are brought up now in
order to influence our attitude toward the Chinese revolution and its regime,
that would be& scrious mistake, Since the Peking regime was established as
the ruling power it has not pursued the policy of physiocal annihilation of

vorking class opponents.

With Stelin it was quite different.s His rise to power could be assured
and further consolidated only by the physical destruction of working class
political opponents; and this he made & deliberete and promcditated podicy.

As early as 1928 Trotskyists were muxdered. The number of victims increased
year by year. Some left Oppositionists in the USSR insisted then that it was
mecessary to call for the overthrow of the regime. Troisky disagreed, and
held fast to the progrem of reform until the 1933 Comintern debacle in Gere
mny. In other words, Trotsky applied fundamental criteris in determining his
attitude to the regime. We can well efford to follow his example,

We ought to be aware that in China the rapidly unfolding revolution,
vhich conditioned the development of the regime, did not permit the consalije=-
ted of a privileged caste, The dlalectical relation between party and class
compelled the regime to keep in step with the powerful dynamic unleashed by
the revolution. Riding & constantly rising revolutionary wave, as any objec-
tive examination will show, the regime also provided leadership and guidance.
Aside from the early limitation that I have mentioned, it promoted the essens
tial measures for the socislist recamstructian of socletye.

The Chinese Communist Party regime, erroneously said to be crisiseridden
has proved so far to be the most stable regime in the world. Serious differ-
ences may exist, even in the very top circles, of how to prooceed most effec-
tively with the diffioult maks of socialist reorganization; dbut according to
the weight to evidence, the regime enjoys the support of the great majority
of the population, This should be regarded as a declsive consideratian.

We must support the basic course toward socialist reorganization, and
support it unconditionally. Naturally we must be critical of bureaucratic
manifestations and opportunistic class conciliation policies. From the
example of the Bolsheviks we know that the answer to bureaucratism is the
increasing participation in democretic control of the government, the economy
and all phases Oof national life, by the messes of the werking people.

It is not correct for us to project the idea of & political revolution
in China for the simple reason thet the Peking regime is not a Stalinist type
regime hindering the country!s advance, That idea would be regarded by the
Chinspe masses as counter-revolutionary; and it could not be justified.
Rather it must be our task, as genuine partisans of the Chinege rxevolution, to
emphasize demends for the specific democratic me&sures without which the road
to socislism cannot be assureds We should accept the idea that in China such
measures can be attained by means of reform.

A complete re-evaluation of what is called "our present basic position"
as cantained in the resolution of 1955 is essential, The resolution does not
correctly describe the actual course of events and is out of hermony with
ohanging reality, The canstantly advancing Chinege revolution clearly indi-
cates both what 1s new and what has been overthyown in “our present tesic
position.” The consequent political and theoretiocal conclusions must be
drewn to the full.
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We acknowlsdge the necessity, always recognized among Marxists, for a
continued implementation and development of our theoretical position. We
test our theory against the facts of life, and not the other way around.
This 1s a well establlished pert of our methodology. If we agree, as we must,
that reality is ever-changing and always manifested concretely, then our
thinking must reflect these characteristics. Only thus can we be reascnadbly
sure of a correct positlon.

Fobruary 1960.



