The Communist Terty USA‘'s Vieus on the State; or,
Right-ning Communism?’, a Senile Disorder

the gt issve of ocur theoretical journal we did not want to
éﬁvDEZ gi{ot éf space to Olgin's polemic ageinst Trotskyism, without
dealing with the equally bourreois propaganda of'th@ revisiontsta
CFUSL, In perticular the 'Vew Frogram of the Communist Party USA'.
This document is a complete and thorough. exposition. of bourgeois ;
ideology within the working class movement, In the-na@e-of-communism,
the revisionists have distorted every basic tenet of Varwx and ;enin.
They have adapted Marxism-Teninism {o tHe aims of the imperialists,
and ageinst the proletariat, on everr question,:from:thgt of the
state, to queéstions about violence, democracy, imperialism and fas-
cilsm. We.think it is important to desl carefully with-these distort-
ions, because they mean in prectice that the working class is betrayed:
that the working class is led down the path to fascist slaughter
instesd of to socialism, The line of thé revisionist Communist Party
1s the theoreticel justification for class collaboration with the
imperialists, the butchers of the proletariat. We intend to show
that the CPUSA is likewisa the enemy of the rroletariat, that its

policy is. counterrevolution in practice,

It will not bs possible to deal with &1l of the trash in the 'New
Frogram® in a f#ingle essay. e intend to take separate sections of
it and trest them one at a time, even though the revisionist bourgeols
theory and ideology is a white thread running throughout the Program,
linking the separate questions in a disgusting knot of distortions

and opportunism, ' ¥ " - : - : .

Here we want to deal with the section of the Program in Chapter 4,
entitled 'The Socialist Fath®', Tn this few pages there are several
major distortions, all of which add up to the revisionists® furious
battle to postpone the revolution and destroy the revolutionary move-
ment, They say that our immediate strategy is not the dlctatorship of
the proletariat and the fight for socialism, thst instead cur present
tasl 1s the formation of an ‘enti-mononoly coalition?® against *monopoly’
(the proletariat should ally vith the 'small? bourgeoisie against the
'big? bourgeoisie), In other words, the US revolution will take place
in two stages, Firdt the anti-monopely coalition stage to throw out
the bilg imperislists, and then later on some time the fight for.
soclalism, Purther, they distort the Marxist-Leninist analysis of
democracy, aubstituting democracy iv general for class democracy and
denying the class character of democracy, They talk about 'réversing
the growth of rilitariém’, 'averting monépoly violence’, and contend
that there 1e no need for the class to seizs roWer by means of armed
struggle. Flnally, they evede entirely the question of the state,

and the question of fagelsm, and divorce imperialist politice from
imperialist economics, o j e -

We will deal with the deviations of the ravisionists in several ma jor
areas having to do‘with“the.state, ﬁemocracy,'imperialism, and the
concept of a revolutionary party, Our method witl be to quote statex
ments in the Prorram end comprare them with Len.nism, both separately
end integrally according to toniec., - ' ' ’ -



TEE STATE AND THE QUESTICNS OF VIOLENCE AND DEMOCRACY

The main 2im of the revisionists in their Farty Program for 1970 is to
obscure the class nature of the state, which;, as Lenin says, 1s 'the
product and the manifestation of the irreconcilability of class
antagonisms,’ (The State and Revolution, Feking ed., p7) Further,

Lenin says, 'The state 18 a machine ror the guppression of one class
by another, a machine for holding in obedience to one class, other,
subordinated clagsses.' (The State, Feking ed., pl4) As long as the
revisionists can mask the class nature of the state, 1t is possible
for them to peddle all kinds of falsifications about how it is possible
to work within the imperislist buresucracy and legal and electoral
systenms,

With the question of the state goes the question of violence, for the
state machine is the means of control by violence of the wage-slave
proletarians by the bourgeoisie. The CP must hide the class nature of
the state and its violence in order to preach collaboration with the
enemy and justify its prostration before mad doss like Rockefeller
and Nixon and other imnerialists and lackeys., Therefore the Party
Program makes a systematic effort to refute ILenin’s thesis on the
state, which is that it is composed of the military and bureaucracy
(the latter being the parliament or Congress, the courts, various
departments, the cabinet etc). The CP says,

'The principle machinery for violence in our goclety is the
nilitary establishment., Its subservience to monopoly is drama-
tized in the military-industrial comnlex. Clearly, dismantling
of the military-industrial cownlex and reversal of the growth

of militarism would have a decisive bearing on the circumstances
attending revolutionary change, '

Here the CP laments the ‘'military-industrial ‘complex’, using the same
public-relations nomenclature sniveled by ordinary bourgeois liberal
democrats to hide the identity of the state with the *"special bodies

of armed men which have prisons, ete,’ (Lenin, State and Revolution,
pl0) which serve no other purpose but to enforce the Will of the
ruling clase, How can there be any ‘dismantling of the military-indust-
rial complex’® outeide of the violent *dismantling?’ (smashing!) of

the entire bourgeois state machinery by the armed workers?

iwestion of violence in the abstract.
Vliolence does not occur in the abstract, it takes certain concrete
forms for certain purposes at definite times in history: 1t exists
only in the concrete. There is no violence outside of the violence
of one class directed toward another, The question here is one of the
state violence of the bourgeoisie in suppression of the revolutionary
movement of the proletariat, but the CP seeks to make it = question
of violence in general and 80 cover it unp. There is gimply no such
thing 2s vioTence in general.,

The CP, to gc on, poses the g

In the same way, the CP evades or obscures the question of the bureau-
cracy ag a part of the state machine as described by Lenin, They say,
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'Similarly, the struggle to invade "management prerogatives” and
bureaucratic prerogatives in the administration of soc;ety, and to
create agencies for direct popular participation in administrative
and decision-making processes can seriously weaken the powsr bases
from which monopoly could launch violence against the people.® Here
the CP says the same thing about the state bureaucratic apparatus
that they said about the military, namely, that it i separste and
distinct from - in fact, besrs nothing but an accident@ml relatien-
8hip to - the bourgeois state, They imply that the state bureaucracy
stands above classes: 'direct popular participation in administrat-
ive and decision-meking processes® etc. What "adminigtrative and
decision-naking processes’ are there in a bourgeois state other than
those controlled by and for the bourgeoisie?? Marx says in The Civil
War in France, °'The -centralized state machinery, whikh, with ifs :
ubiquitous and complicated military, bureaucratic, clerical snd - ;
Judiciary organs, entoils.(enmesh985 the living society liké a boa’
constrictor,’ (Peking ed,, pl62) Lenin, in The Proletarian Revolution
and the Benegaode Keutsky, refers to the reagons. given by Marx and
Brgels for why the bourgeois state must be smashed: °In order to .
break down the resistance of the bourgeoisie, in order to inspire:
the reactionaries with fear, in order to maintain the authority of
the armed veopla against the bourgeoisie, in order that the prole-
tariat may foreibly hold down its adversaries.’® .

The CP smays we should strive for *direct popular participation in |
decislon-making processes.' Lenin says, °

"The toiling masses are barred from participation in bourgeois
parlisments (which never decide important questions under
bourgeois dermocracy; they are decided by the stock exchange o
and the banks) by thousands of obstacles, and the workers know -
end feel, see and realize perfectly well that the bourgeols
parliaments are institutions alien to them, instruments for the
opprassion of the proletarians by the bourgeoiste, instituktion ..
of & hostile class, of the exploiting minority.® =R L
(State and Revolution, Peking ed,, p26) o

The revisionists belabor and belabor the question. of the bourgeois.
‘political processes’, and it is in the context of such belaboring -
- fhat the following °*formula'® must be analyzed. °Whether it attains -
the reins of government or not (OUR ENPHASIS) - &n anti-nmonopoly -
alliance - either destroys monopoly or monopoly destroys it.! Here .
the question of state power is raised point blank, and dropped 1like *
a hot potatoy The revisionists are telling the workers the bare-faced
tle that 1t is unimportant whether or not state-power is taken From
The imperialistst! But there is no way to ‘destroy monopoly® other -
than to take state power =nd crush the eneny, Otherwise the enemy.
crushes us, The enemy crushing us is fascism, But nothing is ald.
of this either. : : c

Later on the CP says that at some Jjuncture, sometime off in the future,
8t a time they ‘cannot now predict?, the fight for socialism will

- Decome ‘the immedinte object of political battle®, What the CP is
broposing is that the strategic aim of the proletariat in America

at this time i1s not the struggle for state power .and the establishment,
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of the dictatorship of the proletariat, but that the task of the prole-
teriat is to consolidate an *'enti-monopoly 2lliance? with the small
bourgeoisie, or thc ’left-wing’® of the bourgeoisie. This is a two-stage
theory for the American revolution, in effect a theory of no revolution
at 211, for under the conditions of modern imperialism, the highest
satage of capitalism, there nre only two roads: the road of the imper-
ialists and of fascist attacks on the working class, or the road of
proletarian revolution and the nnnihilation of the imperialist mur-
derers and their system, That the CP seeks to divert the class from
the path to liberation is evidenced further in another section of
the Program (pp79-80), where they say that small business (’an elastic
tern stretching from the corner grocer to firms enploying hundreds of
workers'- QUR EMPHASIS) °'...can be brought Info alliance with the
working class against monopoly.® That the CP has its true interests
bound up with the preservation of imperialisi is patently clear in
helr further remarks: 'It (SOCIALIST REVOLUTION) aims to end the
despotic control over society by a financial olignrchy and to establish
democratic control over the nation’s econorny as the firmest foundation
for democratic self-rule in all aspects of national 1life.® Note the
use of the word ‘control’, What it amounts to is that the CP advocates
abolition of the CONTROL of the financial oligarchy over society, and
an end to the CONTROL of the economy by the bourgeoisie, but in no
case do thoey advocate abolition of the bourgeolsie itself, or abol-
itTion of the canitalist system 1itself. They only want 'democratic
control® over the present system. But isn't this what the bourgeoisie
1s already assuring us that we already have? - amid conditions of
wage-slavery, police terror, conscription into the imperialist army,
etec etc? The bourgeoisie has its °democratic control’ right now,
since in a bourgecois state thatTs what democracy is, democracy for the
bourgeoisie, The CF grovellingly pleads for nore democracy for the
bourgeoisie, not for the nroletarist. For under the CP's version of
'socialisn?® the bourgecisis would be able "democratically’ to organize
counter-revolution, disrupt the state, rely on its international
connections, and murder the workers., Lovely! '

The CP doesn't even stop here in trying to meake its case for the
bourgecisie. They say, 'But we believe that in today’s world the pPoOS=-
sibility exrists of creating such a relationship of forces that monopoly
capltal can be prevented from attempting to drown the popular will

in blood,® First of all, what atre the conditions of *today’s world?®
that the revisionists blur over? Can they be anything but the conditions
of imperialism? No, but the revislonists identify imperialisn as a
policy preferred by finance capital in foreign affalrs, not as a stage
of capitalism, Further, what iz the °‘relationship of forces'® the

Party refers to? Under imperialism, the basic ‘relationship of forces®
can only be that between the international bourgeoisie and the inter-
national proletariat and toiling nasses. The development of capitalism
to its moribund stage has left us only two paths. The vague prate of
the CP about ’relationship of forces® is a crude attempt to cover up
this fact, Crude, because the arguments of the US modern revisionists
(in conformity with the line of the revisionist center in Moscow)

have not changed one whit from the argunents of the nouthpiece of the
revisionlst Second International, Kautsky, and, before him, Bernstein.
Kauteky'’s argunents against Lenin in 1917 contained precisely the

same vague references to ¢hanging the °‘relationship of forces', This
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ig What Lenin haﬁ tj =ay ‘about Kautsﬂy-'

"But we c‘h"ll broﬂk with the thortunith, and the entire class
conscious nroletarint will be with us in the fight = not to '
" *shift the relation of forces® (SIC!) but to overthrow the
bourgzeoisie, to destroy hourgeols parliarientarisz, for a demo-
cratic renublic after The type of the Cormnmuneg, O a Republic
of Workers' and Soldiers' denuties, for the revolutionary dic=--
tatorship of the prJlﬂtaTiut (State and ReVOlution, p1u2)

In addition, do the imper*qli% only “ATTEMET to ‘drown the working
class movement in blood? Do thby not in fact do so daily? And is it
not. (at least. nartially) reported.in The papers? What was the army
doing et the Desire housing projects in New Orleans 1last month? What
were the police doing.st the Chicano Moratorium in East Los Angéles,
when they fired on a peaceful Aemonstration of Chicano wWorking people
.against the butchers? war in Viebnam? What can.you call it but the
‘rotten nﬁtionﬂl chauvinism of the. revisionists that prevents them from
.Seeing these continual attacks on especially the Negro Nation and
‘national minorities here asme attackq on the working class, on "the

popular wille®??

The CP has yet another verqion of '“hifting the relatinn of forces',
They say, °‘Ultimately, the best guarentee for QVerting violence is the
creation of a majority so bverwhelming, so firm of purpose and com-
mending such positions of powsr ass to restrain and minimize monopoly's
use of force,' Isn't this just like Kautsky's argumontq in 1917? and
refuted bv Lenin that same year?

'InPatua+ed with the "purity" of democracy, blind to its
bourgeois character, he consistently urges that the majority, .
since it is the mﬂjority, need not "break down the resistance"
of the mirority, nor "forcibly hold it down" - it 1s sufficient
to suppress cases of infringement of democracy....KathKy...'
takes. formal eguality for ctuﬂl equality.* (Proletarian Rev-
olution and the Renegade Fqquky, P33) ' '

- The CP talks about 'command 1ng rositions of power®’, There are no*noq-
itions to be commanded other thean positions of state power to suppress
by force the bourgeoisie, but the CP is silent sbout this., Their line
is' the same as Vau+%ky’qo Why do we need & dictatorship When we have
a majority?

_'To confine Mqryiqm to the doctrine of class struggle means
curtailing Farxzism, destroying it, reducing it to sénething
Which 18 acceptable to the bourgeoiqie. Only he is a Marxist
who extznis the rﬂcognit*on of the class-struggle to the
dictatorship of the proletariat, This is what constitutes the
most profound difference between the Marxist and the petty (as -
well as the blg) bourgeols., (Stete and. Revolution, plo)

The diqﬁrepancv betWeen modern ruviqioniqr and Leninism is again obviouq
Lenin says, 'No, democracy is not identical with the subordination of
the rinority. Democracy is a state which recognizes the subordinastion
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of the minority to the majority, le, an organization for the systematilc
use of violence by one class against another,' (Ibid., p97) Further,
'democracy for an insignificant minority, democracy for the rich -
that is the democracy of capitalist soclety.® (Ibid., pl04) How does
the revisicnist Program tomper with this basic tenet of Marxism?

They eay: 'Revolution, as our Declaration of Independence affirms, is
the ultinmate and most fundamental of democratic rights.' Was the
Declaration of Independence not a declaration of independence for the
fledgling bourgeoisie In Americe whose growth had been stunted by
British colonialism? How can ‘democratic right® be spoken of outside
of the consideration, ‘democracy for whom?? For the f*Founding Fathers',
414 the 'democratic right' of revolution apply to slaves, to the
workers who did the fighting to kick the Bnglish out and then got
gscrewed? Of course not, Similarly, the CP's drivel about democracy

in general, ie 'univeral' instead of prolstarian democracy, can mean
only one thing under conditions where the bourgeoisie holds state
power, or where they have been overthrown but are still extremely
strong - it can only mean giving full rein to the bourgeoisie. The
Paris communards in 1871 who let the bourgeoisie go, let them regroup,
call in Bismaarck's army and drown the revolution in blood, learned
this lesson well., But the running dog CPUSA would lead us, like lambs,
to an infinitely greater slaughter,

Throughout the section of the Party Program which we are dealing with
here, this bourgeois concept of democracy in the abstract prevails:
'Tt (THE SCCIALIST REVOLUTION) can only occur when millions ordinar-
11y indifferent to the political process...are brought actively inté
political life,' Whose political process? Whose political 1life? What
political process and political life can there be under imperialism
than the bourgeois political process, unless it be a proletarinn
political process independent of the leadership and direction of the
bourgeoisie and petty-bourgeoisie? The latter can only come into being
with the development of nroletarian teadership in the form of a
Leninist party of a new type. But since the CP nowhere mentions such
a thing, they can only meanthe former (le bourgeois) type of 'polite
ical process®, Put we have already seen what Lenin saild about the
proletariat’s faith in parliamentarism, and we see the truth of his
words in real life every day. The CP, as usual, comes to a dead end,
talking vaguely about a mass ‘labor® party (of the English type),

not a General Staff (a resl communist party) that could lead the class
to victory, . )

The revisionists continue to expose themselves, 'We seek a peaceful
path, ' 'we advocate social change through peaceful means,..within the
American Constitutiondl framework,' etc, Théy give lip service to
'other factors®, saying that these peaceful and legal measures are

not the °sole historical factors that will determine the path of social
change in the US,' But what can these bland ocatmealy statements mean
in the total absence of any discussion about preparing the workers
for armed resistance and armed offenstvwsc(they consider the word
‘offensive'..,offenstve) against the inevitable reaction of the ruling
crrcles? It means the CP in practice denies the need for such prep-
aration, Thls is tentamount To tTelling the workers to lie down and
prostrate themselves before the fascist butchery (the *other factor!
besides ‘peace and legality*!i) of the imperialist state. Have there
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ever been any nore thorough-going traltors to the working class than
the stinking revisionist corrses of the CommunistﬂPgrty USAS. its
mentor the CPSU, and so on? , ¢ Dpesic gty Ul £ :

CIVIL-WAR OR P@ACEFUL.QBAESITIO$_TO SOCIALISM?

In State and Revolution (pp28-9), Eenin says that Marx's definition

of the statc was a slap in the face of the opportunists' prejudlces
concerning the ’'peaceful development .of-democracy', and of the pretty
rictures painted by the petty bourgeois democrats of the soclalist
transformation of soclety as a 'peaceful Subnission of the minority

to the majority', In light of this, let .us:examine what .the nodern
revisionists of .the CPUSA have to says: ‘The.quéstion remains, however,
whether the democratic will of the people.can be brought to expression
by relatively peaceful means, that is, without armed insurrection,
without civil war.' Lenin says flatly, 'The supercession of the bourge-
ois state by the proletarian state is impossible without a violent
revolution,' Perhaps the CP would answer to thils that Marx and Engels,
.at one time, proposed, that it was possible to effect a peadeful tran-
sition to socialism in the US. (Merx d4d this indirectly in his letter
te Kugelman of April 12, 1871, quoted by Lenin on pi4f4 of State and
Revolution,) But--what was the reason for this exclusion of the US

(as well as of_England)? They had no 'militarist clique' and a min-
imal state bureaucracy at that time., But Lenin continues: E

'Today, in 1917, 1n the epoch of the first great imerianlist
war, this qualification made by Marx is no longer velid. Both
EIngland and America,, . have today completely sunk into the all-
European filthy, bloody morass of bureaucratic-military instit-
utions which subordinate everything to themselves and trample
everything underfoct, Tecday, in England and in America, too, -,
"the preliminary condition for every real people’s revolution®
is the smashing, the destruction of the "ready-mede state :
nachinery . ...’ (p45) :

What could be plainer??

Thé CP goes on to say, 'It 1s naive to think that monopoly capital
would be restrailned by Constitutional scruples from resorting to '
violence to thwart the most democratic mandate for a socialist trans-
formation,,,.No .rpuling class relinquishes power rassively emd vol-.
untarily.’ Can this be understatement?? The bourgeoisie has shown it-
self not only to be not passive, but has shown that its apparatus is
the historical epltome of the most highly organized violence. Lenin
'says, '...1ln every nrofound revolution, a prolonged, stubborn and
desverate resistance of the exploiters, who for a number of years
retain important prdactical advantages over the exploited, is the rule,’
He says, °...the overthrown exploiters...throw themselves with energy
grown tenfold,..lnto the battle for mecovery of the "paradise" of
which they've been deprived.' (State and Revolution, p35) And yet

the CF can talk of the possibility of peace with the bourgeoisie., It
is of course legitimate to say that the proletariat seeks the most
peaceful means to achieve its ends. But in light of the development
of fascism in the USA only traitors confine thermselves to discussion
of peaceful and nonviolent methods .of struggle against the state, Only
trajtors fall to discuss the international pressures which will force
tPe US bourgecisie to tighten thé screws on 1ts ownh working class:

41 n - . ;_..‘ % i . i .- II.!.. ¢ SN FEE :
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the recovery of German and Japanese imperialists from World War II
and their increasing encroachmnents on US 'turf?, the failure of US
neo-colonialism in Southeast Asia and elsewhere, and the formations
of alliances among the great world powers in preparation for a third

world conflict.
IMPERIALISM, POLICY OR STAGE?

Imperialism is not a policy preferred by monopoly capital, contrary

to the pronouncements of the revisionist Communist Party USA., 'The
main thrust,' says the CP FProgram, 'of the policy of world domination
took shape in the immediate aftermath of World War II.' 'America’s
rulers,..saw an era in which American monopolies would dominate vassal
states,' This formulation is 2 pack of lies and distortions, given

on p29 of the Program, not the section we are primarily dealing with
in this essay, but one which lays the basis for the line on the ques-
tion of inperialism which is implicit in 'The Socialist Path' section,
Lenin says in Imperialism, the Highest Stage of Capitalism, that
capitalism entered the stage of imperialism on & world scale no later
than the turn of the century. (Peking ed., p20etc) The vagaries of the
CP about some of the US rulers seeing an opportunity for implementation
of inmperialist policles affer World War II, are an attempt by the

CP to cover up the well-known analysis by Lenin of what é&mperialisnm
1s. Imperialism is capitalism., The relationship is one of identity.

By suabstituting a discussion of reactionary foreign policy for an
explanation of the necessity for exporting capital, for merging

bank and industrial capital, for uneven development, division of the
world, inevitability of war etc etc, the revisionists seek to isolate
imperialist economics from imperialist politics. To say that it is the
preference of a secticn of the bourgeoisiec and not economic necessity
that determines the subjugation of smell nations, etec, is to deny
Leninimm and plain facts we see everyday, The Party focuses on bourge.
ols personalities and their ‘warlike’ or 'peaceloving' qualities.

But in fact, differences or dontradictions of this type among the
bourgeoisie are tactical differences within the framework of similar
goals, In the end they represent merely the interests of different
branches of (totally reactionary) finance capital. In no way do they
represent the interests of the proletariat, as the CP tries to show,

That the CP wants us to separate imperialist economics from imperial-
ist politics 1s evidenced several times in the Party Program section
‘The Socialist Path’, The first of these is the statement, 'Monopoly
cannot be supplanted by any other form of capitalism,® First we must
ask, what is the function of using the word °'monopoly’ throughout,
and not the term ‘imperialisn’? Second, what is the function of calling
monopoly or imperialism a 'form' and not a 'stage' of capitalism, as
Lenin does? Is there any other °*form' of capitalism in a nation like
the US than imperiallism? No. Then the function of using 'form' to the
exclusion of the scientific formulation °‘stage' is to deny that im-
perialism is capitalism, This i1s the same distortion offered up by
Kautsky, and refuted by Lenin in Imperialism. Lenin says,

'The capitalists divide the world not out of any particular malice,
but because the degree of concentration which has been reached
forces them to adopt this method in order to obtain profits,..

To subsitute the question of the form of the struggle and agree-
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agqin) for the queqtion of thm qubstﬂncm of the atruggle and agree-
ments between capitalist combines 1s to sink.to the role of a
sophist, (Imperialism, the Higneqt Stage. of Capitalisn, Peking
ed., p89) Further,

"The essence of the natter is that.Kautsky detaches the pdliﬁics
of imperialism from its economics, speaks of annexations as being
a policy "preferred" by finance and opposes to it .another
bourgeois policy which, he alleges, is possible on. thiq very

game baqie of finance 09p1tal. (Ibin., p110)

Another diqtortion of tho CP on the queqtion of the 1mperialtst stage
of capitalism revolves around the queqtion whether militarism is one
of its essential features. Lenin says, in The Proletarian Revolution
and the Renegade Kautqky (again the CP is returbiahlﬂg Kautsky),

',..Premonopoly capitalism - whi ch reached its zen‘hh actually
in the 1870s - by virtue of its fundamental economic traits,
which found a most tynical expression in England and America,
distinguished by a, relatively speaking, maximum fondness for
peace and freedom, Imperialism,  on the other hand, ie, monopoly
capitallsm, which finally matured:only in the twentieth century,
is, by virtue of its fundamental: economic traits, distinguished
by a minimum fondness for peace and freedorm, and by a maximum and
universal development of militarism.*® (pl5, Peking ed,)

Under these conditions, which far from being modified, have becomsd

ever more acute, there can never exist the possibility spoken of here
by the revisionists: 'Cizarly, the dismantling of the military-
industrial complex and reversal of the growth of militarism would have
a decisive bearing on the circumstances attending revolutionary change,
Lenin says of Kautsky's similar distortion, '"To "fail to notice"

this (THE MAXIMUM TENDENCY TOWAED MILITARISM) in discussing the extent_
to which a peaceful or violent revolution 1s typical or probable 18

to stoon to the poqition of a most . ordinary 1ackey of the bourgeoiqie.'
(Ibido, le) .

A further distortion of the modern revisionists oh the question of
Imperialism concerns economic crisis, In the New Program they say,
'A crisis resulting from a protracted war, from an attempts at a
reactionary coup, or from an economic depression....all these are
certainly possible (EMPHASIS ADDED) in our monopoly capitalist society,
. However, strategy cammot be hinged on such contingencies, (EMPHA%IS
ADDED) The CP distorts the Marxist-Leninist Theory of crisis in two
ways. On the one hand, they constantly refer to crises as "contingent"
in order to creéite the impression that the contradictions of imper-
1alism have lessened so as tn allow collaboration with the bourgeoisie
and "peaceful transition® and all kinds of social-chauvinism? on |
the other hand, they imply that the crisss and demise of capitaliqq
are inev*table. ithout a major upheaval (protracted war, major de-
pression ete), Thus trying to persuade the proletariest to sit back
and not pay too much attention to these 'possibilities® and *contin-
gencies® (perhaps they will soon ceaqe altowether9), and qimply wait
for imperialism to die of 1tself _

S
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The final distortion of the CP on imperialism that we will deal with
here, has to do with their projeetinn of a ftwo-stage' theory of
proletarian revolution in the US. They say early in the section be-
ginning on p91 of thelr Program that what the American people need

is an 'anti-monopoly coalition', A little later they say that at some
unpredictable point off in the future somewhere, the fight for soc-
ialism will become the immediate object of political struggle (which
it isn't now, apparently). Continual references to ‘popular forces',
etc, and not to the proletariat, indicates again that the CP is not
striving for a proletarian dictatorship, but an anti-monoply coalition.
The fact is that under the conditions of imperialism, even a bourgeois-
democratlic struggle in a colony has to be closely tied to the prote-
tarian revolution and led by a proletedan party, because, if the
revolution is led by the national bourgeoisie it will not be. able to
consolidate itself and survive even if victorious: the domination of

a large chunk of the world by monopoly capital will not.allow the
independent development of capltalism enywhere. If a newly independent
natlon takes the capitalist instead of socialist road, sooner or.later
1t will revert to derendence on imperialism, and return to the status
of a colony or semi-cclony,

This is the case for the colonies, which is the only case where the
two-stage (first a democratic revolution made by several classes,

then a socialist revolution establishing the dictatorship of the
prroletariat) is applicable, Why is it applicable? Because the growth
of capltalism in the colonies has been stunted by imperialism, and

the national bourgeolsie is anti-imperialist, and therefore ready

to unite with the nroletariat and peasantry. But...the CP proposes

a two-gtage revolution in the US., What does this mean? Is there such

a thing as a progressive anti-imperialist national bourgeoisie in the
US? Of course not, The U3 bourgeoisie is the US imperiaiists, The
struggles of the peoples of Anglo-America and of the Negro Hation in
the plantation and surrounding area in the South are strugglies againrst
imperialism and for socialism, for the dictatorshin of the prolefsriat,
There 1s no other path in the USA except the overthrow, the smaching,
cf imrerialism, What the CP wants, then, is to suovert entirely tasz
revolutionary movenent, channel it into harmless channeis, The two=-
stage theory, advocating as it does alliance with a section of the
imperialist bourgeoisie (Kennedy, Johnson, etc), is a theory of
counter-revolution, one which they eagerly put into practice,

A PARTY OF LENIN, OR A BOURGEOIS MASS PARTY?

We intend to show that the CP equates illegal revolutionary work with
‘conspiracy’, condemning such illegal work because it threatens the
bourgeoisie whom the CP wishes to defend; that its conédept of a
revolutionary organization is one of a bourgeois mess party, not a
Leninist party; finally, that according to the CP the tactics of such
a party should be the same as those of the glorifiers of sponteneity
that Lenin had to deal with - that is, ‘tactics-as’process?, A%% this
garbage is contained within the short section in the Progran, "The
Socialist Bath,?® :

The remarks of the Party on the subject of conplilracies 1s the other
aspect of theilr line on 'working within the system?, Legal work, con-
sisting of participation in ‘democratic processes?® (bourgeois-democrat-
ic) and the formation of ‘anti-monopoly coalitions' 18 &IT fine with
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the CP, But 'conspiracy®, identified soldy with right-wing coups a la
Latin Anerica, is not permissible. This proves (if there was any
doubt) thet the CP is really the mouthriece of US ruling circles.
What 1s good for the bourgeoisie is alright with the Communist Party,
and what the bourgeoisie says is 1llegal 18 taboo with the revis- .
ionists, They go to fantastic lengths to convince the proletariat-
not to overstep the bounds of bourgeois denoccracy, not to build an
organization of revoluticraries, not to buiid a real communist party
to lead the working class. ; R =

The statements of the CP on 'conspiracy' on pp91-2 of their Program

go as followe: 'Reactionary coups can be brought off by conspiracies,
but not sociel revolutions, Coups are manifulations at the top,..., So
rrofound & transfermation cannot be made by a coup or consplracy.’
(The reader should compare these statements by the opportunist Men-
shevik statements of Lenin's opponents - Martov, Trotsky etc - at the
Second Party Congress of the Russian Social Denocratic ILabor Party,
1903. They are discussed 1in Lenin's One Step Forward, Two Steps Back, )

It could be sald of the CP's remarks are directed against the activ-
ities of terrorists: bombings of public buildings, kidneping of of-
flcials etc, This canhot be so for two reasons, First, it is the CP
1tself that in fact focuses in on individual members of the bourge-
olsie instead of the class as a whole as the enemy, hence opening the
door for terrorism. Second, and more lmportant, 1t is the CP's line
of 'tactics-as-ppocess' (e.,g.; 'an encompassing struggle for pPro=-
gressively rmore radical measures' - p94, Program) that raises the
spontenelty of which terrorism is a manifestation to the level of
‘princlple. As Lenin says in What is to be Done? in the section called
hat 18 there in comncn betWeen Economism and Terrorism?f,

"The Economists and present-day terrorists have one common root,
nanely, subservience to sponteneity....The Bconomists and the ters
rorists merely bow to different poles of sponteneitys; the Economists
“bow to the sponteneity of ‘the labor movement rure and simpte';
~while the terrorists pow to the sponteneity of the passionate in-
dignation of intellectuals.® 3 o '

Not to svesk of a class party, a General Staff for theorganization and
Teadershin of the insurrection (in the context of a detailed discus-

~ 8ion of revolution, no less), is to imply that the revolutionary party
and prenaration for eivil war are unnecessary; is to imply utter
subservience to sponteneity. And as Lenin has shown repeatedly, sub-
servience to sponteneity is the key ingredient in the epproach of
terrcrists to social revolution. Thus it 1s impossible for the revis-
ionists to be attacking the present-day terrorists With their comments
on conspiracies, Actually, they .are attacking the Leninist concept of

a Party of a new type, and they attack from the Right. Here is how they
acconplish this,

. To begin with, the statement of the CP on ‘conspiracy' are as follows:
'Reactionary coups can be brought off by conspiraclies, but not social

revolution. Coups are manipulations at the topes..80 profound a trans-
formation cannot be made by & coup or conspiracy..*
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The CP has sat up ‘conspiracy® (what they really mean is illegal work)
in opposition to 'social revolution'. They juxtepose ‘conspliracy’
with ‘reactionary?, implying that 1llegality (‘'conspiring’) it un-
democratic, because not everybody - namely, the bourgeoisie - is
allowed to know about secret and 1llegal werk, Coups?, which are
made by °‘consgpiracies' (the two words are used interchangeably), says
the Party, ‘'are manifulatioans at the top,' Thererore, to czrry this
line of 'reasoning' to its logical conslusion, .trhe Party is saying
that all conspiracies ain tcward ‘meanipulation at the top®, and

Good Godt! the CP wouldn’t be caught decad ‘manipuriatirg at the top!

of the bourgeols power structureil! Therefors, fencial revolution' as
defined by the CP nust stay awey from any ‘masniprulaticns® of state
power - in other worts, nusc stayaaway from taking 1t, - instead
confining itself to the lower level of macs sponceneity and ‘'anti-
monopoly coalitions’, etc., "To organize' and °to manipulate' are
synongms ' for the *vanguard® (of social-fascism) CP, i

To sum up our argurients -against the revisicnlst line on the organ-

1zation of revolutionaries and of illegal work, we quote from What

is to be dons? (Lenin, Selected Works in 3vols, International Publ,
- Vo1l p201): - _

‘Centralization of the most secret functions in an organization
of revolutiocnaries will not diminish, but rather increase the
extent and enhance the quality of the activity of a large number
of other organizations, that are intended for a broad public

end are therefore 2s loose and as non-secret as pessible, such

as wokkers' trade unions; workers®' self-education circles and
circles for reading illegal literature; and. socialist, as well

as democratic, circles among all ; other sections of the
ropulation, etc etec, We nust have circles, trade unions and or-
ganilzatlons everywhere in as large a number as possible and with
the widest varlety of functions; but &t would be absurd snd harm-
ful to confound them with the organization of revolutionaries,

to efface the borderline between them, to make stiil more hazy
the all-too-faint recognition of the fact that in order to
‘serve’ the mass movement we must have people who will devote
themselves exclusively to Social-Democratic activities, and that
such peorle must toain themselves patiently and steadfastly to be

£

rrofessionel revolutionaries,’

Is not the line of the Fevisionist Communist Party USA, which says
nothing about, denies the need for a Leninist Party - is it not
compltely in contradiction to the science of Marxism-Leninism?

drdk 3t
To conclude, the theories and ideology which are preséﬁted by the

CP in the 'New Program of the CPUSA' are their attemnt to Justiry,
with revolutionary phrasemongering and vague rhetoric, what they
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set out to accom*limh in rractice, vaqely cnunte*-reVOL 1tion. The CP,
in order to ceptire the attention of the progressive and revclutionary
elements of the proletariat, rust mask its svlbver~lon with Morxism-
Leninisn. Inhefent in these attenpta .to subiert V¢ morement and turn
revolutionaries into raformists is tha need Lo oblcure the ~'Lass
nature of the state and the fundamental ecori®mic-und poltitical features
of imperialisr, To obscure these things means, ac we huvé secn, to
oren the door to & whole host of deviations «ud diitorifcons, The task
of reaal revolutionary cermunists, followers of Maiu, HEni:els, Lenin,
Stalin 2nd Mao, if to expose these distorticora of Lhe m.derm revig-
ionists to the masses of workers, proletari: intoileciuals and
theorstliclans, and other oppress ad,people iri tne U3.

The theoretical, pnrlitical and finally orgariizatioral oismemberment
and déstruction of the Communist FPerty USA & a itark o first . ime-
portance for Marxist-Leninists and revolutionary rwopile in general,
Ite completion will sigral a great victory Icr tihe American working
class awd the international proletariat,

Ce Ju
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