THE LEAGUE’S °'DOGMATISM® AND THE °‘CREATIVE MARXISHM' OF SUSAN ¥,

A Letter to ILeague Comrades

Cear Comrades:

At the time of her expulisicn from the League, Susan ¥, began circui-
ating the iettor printed above, It will (who can doubt it%) be used
as yet another basis for attacking the League arnd pressating a pic-
ture of uz which is, to say ths least - sirange, Susan .Y really does

& Job cn ueg, talking abcut the 'subjectivism’ that is 'the very .
foundation that the League was Buiit on? (p29, about our ‘fsmall =
group mentality? which 'will not 1lead to the congoiidation of a prole-
tarian center particularily whon there are o many basic errors in the
political Line!® It really scunds pretty frightening.,

Lenin says in Cne 3ten Forward, Two Steps Pack that when the revolut-
lonary wing of &1 Orgehiazation reLels azainsat bhe reastionary wing, it
1s an exceilent thiag: but when the reactionsry wing revels against
the revoluticnary, it’s a bad business. In iine with this we should
ask, Is Susan 8's ‘rebellion’ an excelilent tilneg, or a bad tusiness?
It’s both, It’s a bad business because Susan ¥ doos in fact represent
the reactionary *wing' in the present dispute, But it’s also an ex-
ceilent thing because in her lettar she cxpresses - just as in her
activities in the League she expressed - the views of an eatire

trend which, at the prosent time, is developing not outside but in
the very ranks of the proletarian communist movements and by CEPresi—
ing these views, gives us a good opportunity to expose them,

The trend I'm talking about ig what Lenin calils ‘aristeccratic asnar-
chism®, which essentially is opportunism in matters of prineciple,
opportuniam in maviers cf organization, and cpportunism in matters of
tactics, the three linked inseparably together in a kuot of petly=-
bourgeois justification cof self. In Susan ¥'s letter opportunism

11 prineciple is manirested mainly in her treatment of the question

of Stalin and the Cultural Revoiution in China, Opportunism in tac-
tilcs 1s menifested mainly in her treatment of the cuestion of united
front work and the question of the spiit in the YCL (which boils down
to her advocating unprincipled unity), Opportunism in organization

is manifested, first, by her ssparation of the questions of polltics
and orgenization (see her ‘rebutTaLl" of the charges against her):
second, and more basic, by her attack, under cover of talk about
'slavishness® and *tlindly following orders® (pajete), on the concept
that in a proletarian communist organization ell comrades, on all
levels, are responsible for sccepting and nushing the 1line, fol-
lowing orders (whether they 'fully understand them’ or nots coming
from higher bedles, and rainteining discipiine. Susan ¥'s letter
proves the ccrrectness of Lenin's thesis, °Opprortunism in program is
naturally connected with ovportunism in tactics and opportunism in
organization.’ (Ons Step Forward, Two Steps Back, Sechtion Q) T would
like to deai mainly wiTh tHe TirsT and the third in this letter.

.

Before expiaining the inevitable conneztion (which Susan Y denies)
P TECAEY . -

between principles (‘’prcgram’) and organization, end attempting to
point out ite roots, I want to deal briefly with the correct aspects
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of Susan Y's criticisms, and show that they do not constitute a base
for splitting. There correct aspects relate to the questions of united
front ve. communist work, and of ideological rectification, which she
discusses on pp20-22 of her letter, She says about the first:

- ?érv early in my practice with the League I initiated a dis-
_cussion in my collective around why there was almost total
emphasis placed on united front work'while communiqt work was elther

neglected or seemingly avoided. (p20)

Comrades, all of us, on the higher and lower levels, are aware of
errors: made along these lines in the past., Many of u in fact, have
raised quite similar criticisms which have been acted on, as Quqan Y
herself admits. We have raised thse criticisms freely in both lower
and. higher bodies without fear of 'isolatlon campaigns' etc being
directed against us. The basic question is not one of past errors,
but of what we have done to correct them. Susan Y is very fond of
quoting, so I will copy her and quote Lenin:

The attitude of & political party toward its own mistakes is one -

of the most important and surest criteria of the seriousness
of the party, and of how it fulfills, in practice, its oblig-
ation toward its class and toward the masses of working people.

Were our errors ones of basic 1line? No., We go for our guidance to Stalin,
Dimitroff and the Comintern. Yur errorswere ones of applying

what we knew, of grasping concretely the meaning of united front work

in a2 period when there is no party to lead the class, when many of us
suffer from such ideological weaknesses as anti-communism, fear of the
masses, and ‘mechanicalness’, Experience teaches, however, and we are

in the midst of rectification of our communist work and united front
work, and have every confidence in our ability to push ahead on the

baqiq of the League line as expressed in such articles as 'Build a

Class Party, Build a Mass Struggle' (People's Tribune, vol 1, #6)

and so on, The same is true of bad leaflets, which I daresay_we have

all written at one time or another. (I do~ not mean the ones around

the Chicano Moratorium, which were not bad.,) Do we use them as an excuse
for getting a bad case of the ‘'petty bourgeols'blues', as Engels says,
for attacking the line of the League? or do we use them as a basis for
real criticism? Merely stating the question in this way gives us the an-
swer. Susan’s approach reminds me of the ‘Marxists® like Plekhanov who
attacked the Bolshevik Party and the entire Russian masses for not winning
in 1905-07, and subsequently deserted to the bourgeoisie. But when October
1917, came around, who was on top and who on the bottom, the working
class and the Bolsheviks, or these 'Marxists'®?

Furthermore, when Susan Y (whoqe original criticisms have 'deepened’)
attempts more, attempts to render her criticisms 'more profound’, she
falls into unutterable confusion., She says, 'Such (UNITED FRONT” work

has its place in a communist organization but generally must come

after considerable inroads have been made among the most advanced.’® (p20)
To separate the two kinds of work is to deny both. How, comrades, do we
.activate the advanced elements (make 'inroads') had develop their cap-
acity to 'raise the level of the intermediate and win over the backwar'’
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(Mao, 'Concerning Methods of Leadership!) except by working and gettling
them to work in trade union and rank and file caucuses (soviets,so to
speak, in embryo), in community united front groups, etc? Of course we
and they must work as communists in these organizations, and of course
our prime task.in tHis period 1s to build a party. But to. separate the
building of a party.and the building of mass organizations led by commun-
1ats - to separate them .and to call their unity °'in effect the "two-
stage" theory of revolution, is to take a hopelessly 'left’, confused
anarchist line. It reminds me of Trotsky's 1920 llne on trade unions -
his advocacy of ’cracking down' on them, making them departments of the
skate, not, gs 'schools for :communism*. Susan Y- would have qEJ*aninist:ata-
“Yyely' order the building of a party by decree, reach up in the sky and
grab itT But this 1s only proper, because for the petty-bourgeois anarchist
any mass work and struggle is bound:to smack of 'Right opportunism’. To
separate the question of -'making- considerable inroads among the mqst';ix
advanced' from the question. of how such inroads are to be made - what
1s this but phrase-meugerivig? even: though it may be called by 1ts '
advocate ‘new depth'?: - i &, G FAGEESE T S b

The setond correct point she raises concerns the question of ideology:

Approximately three or four weeks, prior to the announcement of an
 ideological .rectification campaign to be initiated, I hed waged
"o struggle in my collective around the guestion of ideological

weakness that I felt was the basis for-allowing the uneven devel-

opment of cadre ' in-the-League to go unchecked. (p2l'-

Subsequently (as she herself says) the League did initiate a program . ..
of Tectification, around the question not only of ‘uneven development' .
of cadre, but also of our attitude toward the class, anti'communism, -
criticism and self'criticism etc, On the basis not only of Mao'‘s Thought
specifically, but also of Lenin's and Stalin's ideological work, we have
begun a (you might say) lifelong ideological struggle. Mechanicalness
(the 'pep pill’ business Susan Y. alludes to on p22) is being combatted
on all<levels. - ' : : - . Spil S

And how was this ideological rectification program begun? According 5
to the principle 'from the masses, to the masses’', The Center took the .
unformed, instinctive, un-worked-out ideas of the League masses (including
Susan Y), worked them out and systematized them, and brought them

back to us in a comprehenaive, intelligible form, to be tested and
enriched in practice. The whole struggle in the League around ideology,

in fact, has been an example of the very best the League has to offer in-
terms of program and the working of democratic centralism, But I guess

it wamn't sood enough for Susan Y, whose criticisms again have 'deepened’.

Let her new 'depth' speak for itself, and you'll see why she isn't =~
satisfied. The League, you see, 'makes the error of not fully grasping
the essence of the Cultural Revolution of China.' The League doesn't i
understand, you see, that 'Marxism-Leninism has been brought to an entire-
1y new level with Mao Tsetung Thought.® The League, in short, does

not have the same understanding as ‘creative’ Susan Y, who in her 'short’
(fortunately) ‘analysis® (?) of 'the historical development of Marxism'
(p22) treats Marxism as a sort of tapeworm which begins with a head (Marx)



and subseguently addes on senearate ond independent secomente to itself.
Pirat rou have Farxism, then you have Farxism-Leninism (separated by

a hyphen), finsllysou have Farxisp~Leninism-laotsetung Thought, Simple,
1en’t it? ob o word about how everything Lenin said,all of his ‘de-
velopnents of Fariiem to & higher stage’, were developments of things
contained in arx and Ingels, often, of course, in embryo, but there
nonrtheless, And not a word about how everything Mao has said and

done ig, eimilarly, contained in full or in embryo in the work of

Ferz, Zngels, Lenin and Stalin. If you treat matters in this way, Aif
you treat Norxism as a scilence and not a tapeworm, you can’t get away
with whnt Susan ¥ tries: namely, to snlit l'ao, the Cultural Revolution
etc off, to reify them, so to speak, that is, to make them things in
thersélves, Heparate from Narxism (the League) and especially, that's

rirsht - Stalin,

Jusan ¥ 'daepen&’ her criticisms of ideological weaknesses in the
Lengue by passing directly from them to ’‘the fundamental reasons' for
them, These boil down to the League's line on and defense of Stalin.

STALIN

Sugen ¥ instinctively orasmps the importance of the Stalin question,
spending wore than a page on it. It is in her and the League’s 1line

on 8talin that all her ‘fundamental differences’ (they indeed are)

with the Leapue manifest themselves, both theoretical (the nature of
the exnerience of the US33, the Cultural Revolution, etc) and practical
(the 'slavishness® and ‘sectarianism’ of the League, ite 'dogmatiam’
ate), Yhy do I say, comrades, that these differences 'manifest them-
felves’ in the guestion of Stalin, that they do not, for exemple,
origlinste’ in it? In othaer words, why i the difference on Stalin

2 gymoton instead of the couse of Susen ¥ 'a gplit?

docause we, as materialists, must see the materisl world ag coming
firet, before 1dess, 'Je must understand that the fundamental question
le not that of Susan ¥ ve. Stalin (Just as 1t never wag that of

Troteky or Bukharin vs. S§talin), but of bourgeois ideology ve, Marxism,
Troteky, and later on Liu Shao2ch®i did Not attack 3tolin for some
abatract, theoretical reason, They (like Xhrushchov) attacked him in
order to lay the basis in the Farty and among the people for doubts
apout the dictatorship of the nroletarist, about socialism, and sabout
the people thenmselves in the USSR and China, They attacked him in order
to juetify their anti-I'arxict counter-revolutionary attempts to destroy

aoe i,ﬁ_ il'lnclf"‘! o

Just as the bourgeoisie hog always attacked communism and Stalin (1ike
Farxz, Zngels, Lenin and lao) to Justify preparation for war, aggres-
gion, dirty dealst, and so on: and Just as various deviators within the
communist movement have attacked Stalin to justify their own patty-
bourgeois anarchism, spinclessness, lack of principles and lack of
confidence in the nroletariat - similarly, Susan ¥ and her 1lk attaek
5talin in order to justify their organizational opnortunism, rebellion
against centralism, and, finally, their rebellion against the Line,
Larxiso-Leninism, In a monent T will sum up this dialectic between
'the thesisn’; petty-bourgzcols anarchisme "the antithesis?, which is
theoretical confusion about 8talin; and how these lead to 'the 8yN-




thesie ;) o whole syeten of viewswhich emerges out of their interaction
end vhich in turn rescts on the 'bage’ (we must not.be ’mechanical’),
pebty-bourgeois ideology, #nd strenthens it by giving it theoretical
Jnstificetiond But befdra doLn~ 26, T would 1like to spend a. Little
timc clo‘riaq the 31r of Susen Y's phrweomon‘ﬂring about 'Stalin’s
errors’, tha Lesgue’ “hagle errors’ otc. That followe is what Susan

v 1m+eAis ’to Pincuﬂn among’ the WOrkers ‘ :

1. Tn their « udy of thi& era. (THT BUILDING OF %OCIALISN IN THE
: ESSR) the Chinese discovered that the main internal weakness
wag due to overemphasig placed on the develobment of the
'kroaoqic base while not rocognizing in.theory that classes
znd cloge strugsle continue under the dictatorship of the
h¢n1etﬁriﬁt end under socialism for a long historical period.
Thilﬁ the entire country of Bussia was preoccupled with soc-

alist cons struction, the quperqtructure wag not transformed
“nﬁ not transformed corréctly (30THY7), enabling opportunism .
to consolidate 1tself and eventually take over, (pld

2. ...The League continues to makp the same error that Stalin
did: thrt 1s, the error of the productive forces.. Stalin led
tlie 8oviet Union in socialist production, at its time'tc a
degree LinLeCGdeﬁted An history, but he falled to sguffic-
1ently prg n the- ed to recogntze the reaction of the quper—
trLCbH“e on the- oconomic base, (nmﬂ . 3

Firet of all, mho were =th@ Chinesa; who ‘discovered that the main
Intornal weainess', etc? It was the revisionists,. as late as 1967..
(I refer comrades to the latter sections of the Chinese pamphlet
¢alled 'Circular - A Breat Historic Documont“, This 1is Hhore Sugay
% and hor 11k get most of theilr stuff about 'Stalin’s errors’,- I will
return to it later. For the moment let it suffice to say that espec=-
1ally the l2st section of thé ncmﬁh1ﬂt called 'Reference Material. -
for "4 Gresct Fistoric Document™?’, is 'a dishonest ptece .of ‘Left’ .
rhroscmongering., The authors, for example, afraid to attack %taiin
once ond . for ﬁll diffenc ntiate between the error-ridden 'early i
Qtllin ~nd the 1ﬂto Stalin’ of Zeconomic Problems of the USSR, Where
he'guproscdly ‘corrccted’ himself, This 18 an. uxcmllenk example of
u3ur&?0*” hin tory—w*rit‘lng9 gcnerﬂllv done in. artists’ biographiess.
'The early Beethoven did this, the middle Beethoven Went beyond and
- did =eo "no_xo, ‘the late BEetHoven trqnqcondod both the early and mid-
“@le; ' ebe’ ete ad naugeum. How does this sort of treatment relate to.
science? In no way,., The authorq of this section of the pamphlet del-
icately refrain fron quoting ecarlier works, of Stalin on the topilc .of
clasg ‘s u“uLg10, thus Qrouting an artificial 'break’ in . his work. Fin-
ally, I would add fﬂ t even the present position of the Chinese on
3talin; expressed in Leninism or Social- Tmperiali%m, is shaky and
qol;—coxtruuictrry nenifoating the continuing struggle in thelr party
over the auoﬂtion. nith Tegard to the reqtoﬁﬂtian of capitalism in
the US33 th‘v say, on the one hand, “'But hist ory Has its twists. and .
turns, Just a Pornkteiﬁ-T sutaky rov1Q1oniqm emerged after the deqth
of - “ngclﬂ =0 did Vhruthbov—ﬁrezhnev revlqmunism after .the death of
Stalin,’ nut +then they ‘say, a 11t*10 1atdr, °‘Being the first state of
the dictatorship of the nroletariat the Soviet Union 1ladked eXper-
ience in consolidating this dictator ihip ‘and preventing ‘the restoration
of capitaliam,’ (Fekin* Review, 1970, #17, ppb6-7) But comrades, was
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it becansge of Tngeldl! 'inexverience' that revisionism took hold in
the Germen Perty, or because of ‘material conditions primarily, the
‘teiate and turns’ - the peaceful expansion of imperialism and the
renezecy of Zernateln and Xoutsky, etc? The formulation !inexpericence’
gounds rensonable but is in fact abstract and needing of plenty of
suprorting evidence, none of which is given.)

Second of all, are Stalin and the League in fact guillty of this

crror ‘of the productive forces’? Instead of quoting from Tconomic
froblems of the USS31, where Stalin with crystal clarity demolishes
Comrsde Joroshenko 's .errors on nrecigely this point, I will give an
example or two from Stalin’s earlier work on the question of ‘the
superatructure reacting on the base’. iHere is one from The History of
the Crst! (3), Short Course:

An imnortant place in Comrade Stalin’s report (to the Seventcenthi
Iorby Congrems, 1934) mwas given to the question of ideological-
political leadershin, Te warned the Party that although its
cnemiag; the opnortunists and national deviators of all shades
ond complexions, had becen defeated, remnents of their ideology
2ti11l lingered in the minds of some Farty members and often as-
serted themselves, The survivals of capitalism in economic life
and particulorly in the minds of men (MOTE THIS) provided a fav-
orable soil for the revival of the ideoclogy of the defeated snti-
Leniniet groups., The develonment of people’s mentality (THUE

SUI S2STIUCTURT) does not keep pace with ther economic position.
Ag o comsequonce,. survivals of bourgeois ideas still remained

In men’s minds and would continue to do so (FOR “A LONG HISTOR-
ICAL ¥IZIOD, 'PEHHAFS?Y) even Though capitolism had been sboliched
in cconomic 1life. (p321)

Comnare this nossage with 1'ao’s statement in hig Speech at the CCF's
Mational Conferaence on Fropaganda Work:

In our country bourgeois and petty-bourgeois ideology, anti-
Earxiat ideolozy, will coritinue te exist for a long time, Bas-
leallv, tThe socialist system has been establighed in our country.
Wu have wom the basic wictory in treansforming the ownership of -
the means of produetlon, but . we have not yet won complete victory .
on the political and ideological fronts, In the ideological field,
the question of who will win in the struggle between the prole-
teriat and the bourgeolsle has not been really settled yet, We
st1lll hve to wage a protracted strusgle against bourgeois and
netty-bourgcols ideology. (Red Book, »19)

Eov 'do these two statements diffcr? They don’t, Both make a clear dis-
tinction between the economic sphere (and sconomic classes) and the
political and ideological sphere (and political and ideological
closses), Stalin speaks of the 'abolishment of capitalism in economic
life’; which in 1934 approsched conclusion, Mao talks -about the 'bagic
victory in troansforming the ovnership of the uweans of piroduction?,
that ls;, about thesconowic victory of socialivm, Bat - :n contrast to
the almost-comnleted abolishment of class antcgonisme in production,
both talk about class 1deology in men’s minds which remains after the
material base for them has been abolished, because (as 9talin says

her as well ag 1n Dialectical Aand Historical Materialism, etc) the
productive forces InNVariably outstrip the productive re.ations, the
superetructure does not develop ag fast as the base, The existence
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of political classes - that ig, groups of neople, including the over-
thrown remnants of the exploiting classes, the 'mew® bourgeoisie

such as the Trotskyites; -Bukharinites, Soviet revisionista, ete, who
hope and attempt to restore capitalism - the existence of these
antlesoclalist groupe incvitably meens that the class struggle con-
tinues under the dictatorship of the proletariat. Stalin recognizes
this veory clearly in Mastering Bolsheviem, written in 1937: .

Te must destroy and cast aside the rotten theory thda with every

- advance .ve make the class strugsle(WHICH HE “DIDN *T RECOGNIZE®"
‘IN THEORY{{) would-diec down more and more, and that in proportion
as wo achleve success the class énemy wowld become more and more
tractable., This is not only a 'rotten thoory but a dargorous
mne, for it lulls our people, leads them into a.trap, and makes
1t possible for the class enery to rally for. the struggle -
ageinat the Soviet Government. On the eontrary, the further we
advonee, the greater will be the fury of the remnants of the
broken exploiting .classes, the sooner will they resort to

- sharper foras of struggle, the nmore will they seek to harm the

. Soviot state and the more will they clutch at the most desperate
reang of ‘struggle; as the last resort of doomed people,
(New Century Publications, 1946, pp2l-2) '

...The old glogan of the mastery of technique (IE, IN PRO-
DUCTION) must now be supplemcnted by the new glogan of the
mastery of Bolshevism, the politicel (NOTE THTS) training of
cadres . and the liquidation of our political carelcssness. (p19)

"~ This from the man ‘guilty of the orror’of the productive forcesit??
If Susan Y herself aloné weré the author of this. *thesis® on Stalin's
terrors?, we could Zccude her of simple ignorance of and illiteracy
in Farxism, But pconle far more cxperienced than she make this same
charge., Arc they simply ignorant of these passages and dozens like
them? Hove they forgotten’® that the Soviet conatitution of 1936
distinguishes between the working class and neadmntry as two different
= Closses? What’s behind. this strange 'amne..a’y b '

I think, comradesi,  that the theoretical esserce (I'11 discuss the
“ideolonicol ensence in a little while) of their position 1s a 'Left’
deviation which, under cover of revolutionary phrases, is a basis

Tor attacking the masses and socislism,

"LEFT® OPFORTUNISM

2ceall to mind a major turning point during the Cuitural Revolution
in Chinn, Vao®s publication of the big-charaster poster, 'Bombard
the Foodquarters®, Its main cbject was 50 tuim tho attention of the
- revolutionary mascses to ‘the main object of = ack, 'the DOUTZEols
-headquarters headed by tho renegadc, Hieden viaitur sud scab Liu Shao-
ch’i?, 'the handful of renegades, cnemy agen s and aleolutely unre-
‘pentant persons in power taking the capitaiist roai witiin the Party,?®
(Lin Fiao, Cnoning-statement,.Address to Nicth Parcy tongreas) Why
was. it necessary to direct the atvack i this way, coradest: Let me

quote” just Ttwo statements out. of virtua.ly thousands wiich explain
~why. The first is from the Circular 1tsclf (which 1s rct the same as
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- iﬁ Cﬁ“ﬁTm v differdnt from - tho J“ﬁferonCﬂ Vﬂterial ete which-
follor it in ho 1967 cdition.): . : i

8} For their oun ulterior nurpos Cﬁ, thdfanthors.of the Beport

(PUT OUT 'BY TAT REVISIONIST ’G&OUP'OF“FrvE?)Gdemand:a ‘reetifi-

catin cammalgn® against the stounch Left in-a deliberate offort
" to erecta confusion, blur class ﬂliﬁnmcntﬂ ”ﬁd divcrt gcople
"Prﬁ1 the Tarzet ofﬁ trugg1o. ' . X .

Then, from an articlo cnlled Eptc Chanqes in Two ;earq‘in Chinq
P1ct3 pial, 1068 3

Ean e T

Chairmen oo pointed out: ’The grest prnlotarian cultural reve:
olution is in essence a grect politicel revolution under the
conditions of gocidlism made by the nrolntnriat ‘againat the
Brurzeoisic &nd all other exploiting class it is 2 continuation
0f thd prolonged struggle waged By the Chincqo-Gommunist Party

cnd the masses of ravolutionary peonle under its leadership
2oolnst the Xuomintang resctionaries,; a continuation of the--
clasa struggle between the ﬁfOl"t“riat and tho buL.SOOluiG.u

‘Tha bﬂmuful 6f deposed’ cnnitﬂliqt roaders vere not rcconeiled
to their defest, To protect themselves; théyoreated dissension
.-. ﬁnﬂ the moages, pitting one: ‘group fgaingt andot ' They made
Commotn C““au WItH tha Bad GLOMCAER Who had wornes wheit way into
the rovelutionary nass orgmnizatioﬂs, to OpPOS~ aad auwtazZk the
vprvtetarian'headqugrters. : W _——

3 _t this criucial juncturo pars onnel of the Chinﬁ e FLA helping:
ne Left arrived. Bearing in mind Chairman Vao’s greab teaching,
‘Waever PForget Class Struggle’, they went decp ameng the broad
Pn?ﬁ““ to nvblici?ﬂ rcno“tﬂdly Chairman lMao’'s latest instructions,
.o sagg organlzations that had been.at loggerhends with eqch
other goon ontored inte revolutionary great alliances, The spear-
head ﬁf atruggle was directed agrinst China‘s Krirushehov awa the
bflJ?ﬁT of Coapltalist ToAdOrs, Tenogndes, SPECLal agents -and
gﬁuq ter-raovolutionarics in the nrinting press, (LHE ARLILICLE TS
ABQUT A PRIRTIHG-?ACWO 2Y) '

It was necossary to ro-direct the attack dircct1y at the rea l enemy -
- 'the bourgenigie and all other’ exploiting clasges’ - because this
some cnery was trying everything possible to direct attention away
from itself and onto the people, How? In large part by abatracting
the whole notlon of revisionism, 'the bourgecoisie' and The cultural
rovolution itself - by blurring ‘clasa’ aliunnentm and creating con-
fusion®, Thése fascist dog rovisisnists scot the masses against each
othor by accuging thom - accusing this student group, that mass orge
anization, this temcnor, that FIA unit - of being the revisionists,
of heving revisicnist ideasn, ‘The’ difcussion in" the press;’ say the
~uthorps: of the .Report iCi“cuIﬂr, p4), ¢ '&hould not be confined to.
nollttCﬂl ouastions, but shourd 20 fully into ‘the:various academic
and theoreticol qu,mtion imvolvud I obher Words, If we keep it
8trictly theoretical and away fron tho renlm of poWer, Wo.can accuse
anyone Wwe went - for exanple, the real: Lelt = of. havinv reviglioniat
ideas, -nd =so forth, for doesn’t everybody have bad fTendencies, hqqn t
averyoody mode mistakes at one Time or another? Tnig 18 the Line of
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of the Chinocse ravisionists, and also of Susman ¥, who raises the iden
Nf elagaes and class strurs r*'I. under socialism to an empty abstraction,
talking of how the’victoriﬁua ravolution?® coaes about by us under-
stondiqz thot we mugt destror 'the eneny who 2ttacks from within,
rovisionism,? (na) Is revisionism 2 'who'? Mo, 4it’s a system of {dees
% by naople, Saying thet the enery is 'revisionisw’ i1s like saying
h2T uader copitaliem the énemv ig 'bourgeoils idanlogy?, not the
bourpeoisia, It’e putting idess first. The result of doing @0 is the
blurring =nd gdistorting of ﬁctv”T“CT“ﬂq distinctions exiaeting under
gaocialiem, ond directing attention away from the mnin cnemy (who,
of Cﬁnru., ugns idans to his advantage), 'the remnant of the broken
exnlolting classea’, and ontn the poonle, for they too ('the devel-

anmemt of people’s mantality does not kﬁ@p nace with their economic
nosition’) have roevisioniast idens, \

Tho nroleterist in the course of class etruggle 1g learning to see
the 1dmEity af 'Left’ phragsemongering and Right content. The erit-
iciem of Btalin 1a a gond examnle of how one changes into the other,
Rofarn the Cultural Revolution bogan (in pamrhlets 1like "On the
Question of Stalin’, 1963, which chummnily talks of how both 'Mao
Taetiine and Liu Shao'ch’i’ avoidasd 3L 2lin’'e errors ﬁtc) “the revision-
lats ettackad Stalln from the Meht (using of course Vﬂﬁ‘o'bhrﬁspﬁ);
aayinz thrt he ‘confused two tyrnes of contrndictionst which are diffor-
ent 11 nnture; contradictione between oursclves and the enemy and
cmtradictiongs among the peorle,’ talking of his ’error of enlarging
the gcore nf the suppression of counter- rovnlutinﬂﬁrioc * {1i), and
0 on., In other words, according to these apolegizors for fascisn

(to mh)ﬁg no doubt, the defont of Nazi Germony by tho USSR would
appaar as ‘tha error of enlarsing the war agoingt fascism from simple
dafenen o "supnreccive” offense’), 8talin understood only too well
the oxiatence of 'clamsnes and clﬂﬁh atruzgle’ (suvpregsion of counte
revolution, hoth tyres of contradictions ete) under socialism,
Thor-urhly discredited by the upsurze of the repudiation of revision-
far JurTing the Cultural 2avolution, these revisionists did an abrupt
tabonut feocaly, atill attacking Qtﬂliﬂ (Aand gtill using Mao's phrasges),
but mnyr from the Left’, saying not that he migtook different types

of eontrodictions, but that he dTdn’t oven understond that contra-
dictimme axist ( ClWSdos end class struggle ) under a@ncialismii

The change from 3Iight ~ttact to 'Left’ ottack, T think, corresponded
to the chango in the revisionista’ pogition from one of strength
{working 'neacefully’ within the Porty and state to rectore capital-
jar) to one of instnbility (boinn 1“01ﬂt0d and forced to fitht a
rear-zuard 'divide and. conquer’ guerrilla war),

Jag tho content in each cage differcent, comrndes? Ko, it was pre-
cisely the same - an r..tt-:ﬁck on the masses, -on their 1cnder~, and on

the dictatorship of the proletariat.

oy further study of 2taliate p itiﬁn on clagsea and class struggle
under sncinsliam, and the n“cnssity for n011t1Cﬁ1 nﬂd ideological
preparation ~md struzgle by the working clrne and Farty, 1 refer
comrades brck to Mastering Rolshevism, ’Inherent Contr“diction of
Porty Developrment’, *Some Questions Concc ning the Yistory of Bol-
shevism?’, the Conatitution of 1936, ctc. For material on his so-called

v
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Torror of tha nroductive forces’, Dizlocticnl ond Historical Motorr-
inlign, where he discussoeos not once but twWice, at the beglnning and
ond of the bork, the tromendous role of ideas, °‘the superstructure’,
with regord to the meterinl basn, should be gone over. To accuse
Stolin or the Lengue of being guilty of the error of the productive
fareas 18 to rrove yourself a total 1lliteorate in Merxism, Jhot is
It-1in'e ain in the eyes of these anarchist intellectusl illiterstes?
It’e thot he doocsn’t sce 1dezg ag being primery a1l the time (as they
do), it’s that there was no Culturasl Revolution (such @ they define
it) in Bussia, oo Tsotung, you sae, being suncrnan, wished the
Culturnl Ravolution to happon, made 1t materislize out of thin air,
oumb Stelin, riddon with theoretieal ’orrors’, wasn't g¢edlike to
grnarate ganontonenusly thig Cultural Revolution in 2 totally differ-
emt historicsl situstion, Since for Susnn & cte ideas ore principal
i1 hictory, Stalin could have made a cultural reveolution hapren if
ha'd bemn emart onough: but he wasn’t, and he didn’t, This is the
‘'emtomt’ of har azxposition of Strlin’s ‘arrors’,, the ones ghe will
‘disensg’?’ among the workers, I wish hor luck,

TRZ CULTURAL HBEVCLUTION

To runigh Svesan P for her phrasenongoring, I hmve saved the best for
1ast con this guostinon of the Lengue’s *theoreticol errors”, I rafer to
the =wov she ants ur in opposition tn asch other these two statemonts:

Vogt Arportant: they (TET CFINTIST) have made a century of tech-
nnlogicsl and industrinl progress in twe decados, (Draft Frovosal
for Varzor of FLWYA snd CCL, Teb 1970)

This wide dissominction of I'eo Taetung Thought in o blg country

with 2 nepulction of 700 million people is the most significant

~chiov t of thoe Grect Froleotarien Cultural Ravolution. (Lin
'sg to Uinth TFarty Congresst, pliof the letter)

Arc thego tuo statemonts in contradiction, comrades? Let’s refor for
on ongwer to on arch Stalinist - Lenin - quoting snother arch Stal-
cinlaet - Morxs '

t

=

In Corltol, Karl Marx ridicules the nompous and grandiocse hour-
conin-denseratic grent charter »f liberty ond the righte of man,
ridicules 2ll this rnhrasn-mongering about liberty, ecquality and
fratornity in senorel (SUCH AR WE VMICHT RIDICULE FHRASEMONGERING
ABOUT THE CULTUZAL asvoOLUTIOY IN CGENEIRAL, WHICH DOES NOT CON-
SIDE2 YHAT IT 738 ®w0R), which dazzles the potty bourgeols and
philistinee of =11 countries.... Farx contraste these pompous
declorotimme of righte to the plain, modest, practicnl, =inrle
monner in which the gquestion is presented by the proletariat

- the lesislative onactmeont of ~ shorter working day is a typ-
1enl exemple of such treatment., The optness and nrofundity of
Forx e obacrvotion becore the clearer and more obvious to us the
mora the crntent of the proletorian revolution unfolds, The *for-
mulog? of genuine comnunism differ from the pompous, intricate
snd solomn phroseolngy of tho Koutskys, the Vensheviks (ZTC)

ceoin that thery reduce overything to the conditions of labor.
(A.Groat Bezimming)
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T“”f I'arxi Taor Lenini ‘Yhat metonhiysics ! Reducing communism to the
C?”z'l-.!'i'l';inf"‘-f% S5f “1n bor; If‘ he daos n?t moteh DUt ‘Lonin micht even start

ey _I{'t":-"l,m f1b"ﬂlt heam tho main achiovamont of tn\ Chinase DOOT)‘I.O h"!.Ei be,_,n
t2 rake ‘a cwmtury .of t*chﬂﬂI““iC”l and ‘industrisl T

prograda in two dacades ' vuiltv guilty9 guilty of ‘the error of thn

p“*fuc*ivr fnrcwq‘“ :

If this ¢ognatic, Wechanleal “nr ﬁﬂca 7f Lﬂat (11°1€t1ng in the

1f”t nordgraph on dealing with 'nlaing cv«ryd“v work, concern for ths
2nd of graln and the pood af coall?) isn’t enough, ho gaye in another

Y

ﬂrtioxd‘cmTlgd "Four Thousand Rubtds o Toar and A S1x-Hour ‘day’,

*Thig 1s thé brttlecry of the class-conscious American worker . They
@4rs Ta have only ona political -questiom before us (FOLILICAL
¥OT 3OO0 CI'IC); and this is thc quootiﬁn of the workers® oqrn¢n.s

o 'thelr working doy,
0l Yo e~elolieow for, comradesn? Jhnt-i tao dktﬂtﬁr hip of the prole-
Toelet 02?2 Thor are for getting rid of everything (private proverty
“nd avarything that goreos with it inecluding bourzcois ideas), that stand
nn wrr of workers' having a dccont 1ife.The conditions of Tabor,

s oLl Thera 1s €0 1t, Isn € Thig Rorribly oVeryday? & Eornings

"working dav’ - these are what soctalism and communlem are all

about, Isn’t this hopelossly - common? It is, for the bourgeois intel-~

I...
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retunl “h> vante to g1t and copte"nlute Hnrxism—LGninism in the abe-
£ s 8 Fla t)"lc idoa - uh it oxi g oternal, nerfect and ger-like -
ia the wk" , o

dhat wes the Cultural Revolution for, comrades? For the same thing as
any rovolutidn, stote powor, Pick up ony rocent copy.of Chino Reconstructe

or Pekinz ‘cvior. Rand about the peoplels ’'tales of -former DLLLETNGSH !
about how in factory after frcetory, farm after farm, the Liu Shoo-ch’i
gang atterpted to =sabotaze socinlist construction, turn it around, and
drag bock Chian Into slavory, Recd these things ond youl'll see what
Foo ond 8t41in meam An tolking about ‘the fury of . tho remnpnts of the

M Wd WO kL LL Tenall LAL Lol

broken eznleoiting closses’ and thelr lackeys, the roevisionists inside
and outsnide the Porty, and how this fury must be matched and overcome
by the fury of the masscs 1led by the Urﬁl“t“ri 't and its Party. The

Cultural Revolution, the spreading of ¥no!s lnnught among ?00 million
people, ° o i

1, ameghced the people who wanted to-drag China back that hundrad
voara it had occcomplicshed in two dccades: ; L
grve the masscs a wdapon for defending themselVes 1a the future
against aimiler. sttempta; and ; - .

B ?ronﬂradg or begon to preparce, the mas o8 to achieve the next
hundred years?! progress in onc docrdey rurhann, instead of two.

Inrae atate powvv This was the content of the Cultural Revolutiom.
"Gragn revolutiony; promote production.? Is grasping revolution some
sort of i“*olloctuﬂl parlor game existing apart from promoting pro-
ductina, sone ‘thing in itaelf? which we grasp for 1lts own make? Susan
¥ onswers 'yoz' by absurdly sotting in orpositien the League’s and
Lin Fico’'s stato-onta, You. grasp proleotarian revolution in order to
bring the relati-as of production better into correspondence with the

rﬂductivo forcea, and to safecguard these now rclations, economically,
olitically and ideologically. The Cultural Revolution Wﬁq ‘simply?
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a tactic (not snme thing in iteclf) in the drive of the mnsses and
theilr leaders to wia the battle of 'the workers® carnings and their

working dar?,

The Longue understands thle, Lin Plao undorstands 1t., But the bourgeoils
intellectual, caucht in his subjective ideolist ’superstructurc-mon-
coring’, will never understend it, and is doomed not to take part in
the 'esimple, »lnin, ordinatry’ businesg of revolution., He will continue
to gqunte Lin Piro agninst the Leegue 1ine, and thus manifest his
aristocrntic - hysteria and confusion. '

I'A0 TSETUNG'S PLACE IN EISTORY

oo Tectung ‘is the greatost living lMaorxist-Leninist. Aprlying the scl-
cnece ~f Forxies in a2 1living way and by doing o developing and enrich-
ing 1t, hec heg proved an infallible guide for the Chinese people and
the neonla of the world, Frofoundly undebstanding, 1ike Lonin and
Stnlin bofore himy the nnturc of revisionism, he has safeguarded the
troasure of FHarxiem, safeguardad the prolctariat - and the magnificent
child nf these, the dictatorship of the nroletariat - from the swine
who would deny end destrov it. Undersitanding the importance of his

poge and nurge the reovisionists ~md other lackeys of the bourgeoisie
in the working clasg movament, He heg carried on the work of Marx, ZEn-
gelsy, Lonin ond Stalin in o brilliant way, and in doing g0 has added

his name to theirs as one of the very greatest scientists of the class

atrugzle,

s therc o controdiction betweon the teachings of lfac and thosc of

i

T
ke
Stalin? Here is whot he says in ‘Reform our Study’:

eooIn studyine Narxisn-Loninism, we should use the History of the
Communist Party of the Soviet Unilon (Short Course) as the prin-
cirnl moterial, It is the best saynthesis and surmming up of the
world coamunist movement in the past hundred years,; a model in
the intozration of theory and practice, and so far the only
comprehensive model in the whole world. When we see how Lenin

ond 9talin intecgrated the universal truth of Marxism with the
conecrceta practice of the Sovict revolution and thereby dcevel-
oped Farxism, we shall know how we should work in China,

If Suson ¥ ever cdits an odition of Fao’s works, no doubt she will |
include a footnote to this passage soying something like, '0f course
Fao docs not refer herc to the numerous ’‘crrors of 8talin’ which per-
meate the book: ‘the crror of productive forces®; his lack of under-
gtanding thrt classes and class struggle conbinue to exist under soc-
ialigm for o long historical noriod, ectc,® Ferhaps she will explaln
thig intoresting onission by soying that Vao was belng a bit ’‘slavish’
herae, or thet he feoll into the error of ‘dogmatisin’® or ‘subject-
ivism?® - that he thoughtlessly, in this one place, ‘coples Stalin’s
weaknesses ngs woll a8 his strengthe’, Whatever she says, however, is
bound to be an intcresting - revision. I sincercely hope that Susan ¥
doas digcuss these errors ’among the workers', if she knows any, 80
That they’ll have an opportunity to put her ‘ideas’ where they belong.

Lalay
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- DOGFATISY ATD FETAFPHYSICS

Refore suaning up, I would likn to do 1 bricfly with two hoint
Susgan ¥ raisces, The first point is thoe YCL episocde (ppls=-23of her
lettor). Her trostacnt of the split is . a porfect example of the
pottr-bourgeois 'e deninl of materialism. Suson § has a porfoct right,
of coprse, to defend the YCL splitters, who have the same 'line’ on
Stolin as she docs, ‘But the way she dooq it - by i"lvo'{inu sguch ghosts
and mongters ag ‘an ndniftcedly 1om Fheoretical lavel’ in the left at
the presant time - br invoking agnoasticism and demanding that the
Learua do the same - 18 truly aeplendid, Sho forgets” matcrialism
the fact that there is 2 right and wrong in every lssue, and qtﬁrtq
talking ag 1f questions of theory and tactics (including the Stalin
question ate) haven't beon scttled yvet. Where has the transformation
to ngnosticisn from Farxzism taken ﬁTcCO, in the real world or in:
aan X' ovwn head? Her pleading for *unity, ﬂtrug gle unity?® with
OPnQTtu“’sts ig tho perféct out for the Jngrchiqt who refuscs to -
denl seriously with questions of theory and revolutionary discipline,
Dn*olo to concretizo oy eriticiems of the. League line (scee list of
charges ), unable to nut up with democratic centralism (also liat of
chargos), a1l I have to s~y 18, Go to hell. Who knows 1f you’re right
or not? I'11l scttle for 'mn ndmittedly low thcoretical level’ for. the
tima being, thank you. ; ; ' : ' G

The second roint ig Suson’se hystericel outburst at comrade Nelson's
reaark thot it’s a good thing thet comrades have such spirit that they
tcarry out tosks without fully understanding them,’ In Susan Yi's mind.
this becomcs ’cncourgging nothing more than pure and simple slav-
ishness?’, (pl) Isn’t this somcwhat - fqubjﬂctivo’?

Cnly - only ~ petty bourzeols iﬂtolloctunl would dare object to com-"f
rade Ncolaon'e formulatici, because only a petty-bourgcols intellectual
could conceive of an oragdnization (his.fondest dream) where everybody
cither nwag a full-blown Mzrxist ot birth, undarstanding everything

a2t onzce, olse ant down and undorvtocd the erder by thinking
about - it bkaf” he carriéd it out. Tor what is the only other pos-
g1bility? It s that the comredes receiving orders discuss them o8 much
ng nogeible with other comrades at vorlous levels, understanding them
fe much as nossible, And this in fiact i€ the nrﬁctlco the League fol-
Towe, Put this 18 not good cnough for Susan ¥, for she is an idealist,
She seca idens coming not from social practico ( ‘earrying them out’

in 1light of tho Learue ling), but, from somewhere clse, the sky per-
hang, For what she wants - complote understanding before carrying

the order oub, ic ‘practicing? it - is philis tino utopipni m, It mcans,
in fﬂet ﬁdvoc ting doing no*hing. ) :

Eer ooaﬂction boila down to the line that Foo justly condemns,
1Let the lower bodies discuss all problems first (“ULLY U RQTAND ,
TER.), end then lat the highoer bodies decide.’ It means "tailism? tn:
org&nization, it menne throwing centralism out the window under the
pulace of ‘combating elavishaese?, Does the person coming into the
Lcnﬂun ‘fully understand’ the 1linc? No, he nccoth it, in 99 cases out
of ~ hundred, Hec geins understending in the course of testing 1t in
practice, This is how it happens in the real world, The pectty bourgeois
intellectual, however, deonies this, insisting that ldecas (’full under-
stonding®) come firat,
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'The Farty tilc,’ says Lonin in One Step Forward, 'must be founded on
formal, "burcaucratically” worded Rules (burcaucratic from the stand-
point of the undisciplined intellectual), strict adherence (JITH OR
JITHOUT 7FULL UNDERSTAUDINGT) to which can alone safeguard us from
the wilfullness and caprices (DISGUISED UNDTIR THR SLOGAN "FIGHT DOG-
FATISH ") characteristic of the circles, from the circle wrangling
that goes by the name of the free "process” (THE “"ADMITTEDLY LOW
THROIBTTICAL LEVAZL") of the idcologilcal struggle.’ The Leaguc has a line
and formal ruleos of democratic centralism, Comradce Nelson 1ia right

to epploud the sort of spirit which is menifested by peconle who carry
out orders ’without fully understanding thom’, because in a real,
communiat orgonization thesc people possess also the other half of
this lack of understanding, that is, the eagerness to grasp, to
ffully understand’ in the act of testing the order and line in

re~l struszle. This 1s what proletarian ideology is.

Sugan ¥ 1s constantly referring to ca sual remarks of comrades made
(nccording %o her), private discussiong etc, none of it relating to

he League’s line, The point we must consider is, Admltting that all

of ug in the League have backward traits, what does the League do about
such uncvoideble differences in the levels of various comrades? In

o growing organization; a2 comrade Nelson said at the Ferger Conference,
growth meang 2 lowecring of the level of the whole, But does the League
toill behind neoorlo’s bhackwordness, or does 1t systematically set about
to correct the eorrors cogmradcs make, to raise the level of 2ll comrades
by study, by nractical work, by internal struggle and by criticism

and sclf criticism? Susen ¥, in a hurt tone of volce, talking of
isolation campaizns’ ete being direccted against comrades who struggle,
of course denies that the Lesgue is intecrested in correcting real
errovs (not gzarboge 1like hor thesis on Stalin’'s errors’® after the.
saturation point is reached) and reoising the level of thé whole,
But I think vwe know difrcrent, comrades,

LIX® OATS, PIZITTY BOURGZOIS DEVIATIONS GROW ACCORDING TC HEGEL
It ig ~n old trick of opportunists to ’'fulninate’™ against °*the de-
mend for “irplicit obedience™] says Lenin in One Step Forward. Sum-
ming up we should nask, what is it that tics all of sudan %'s various
‘thesiscs? and accusationg together? It is the ’'dialectic’ between .
petty bourzeols ideology and opportunist theory I spoke of before,
Lenin eays in the same book, ;

'...The factory, which seems only o bogey to some, reopresents that
highest form of capitalist cooperation which has united and dis-
ciplined the prolctariat, taught it to organize, and placed it
at the head of nll the other scctions of the tolling and ex-
ploited population., And Karxism, the ideology of the prole-
tari~t trained by capitalism, has been and is teaching unstable
intellectuals to distinguish between the factory as a means of
oxploitation (discipline based on fear of starvation) and the
foctory as o meane of organization (discinline based on collective
work united by the conditions of a technically highly develoned
form of production). The discipline and organization which come
#0 hard to the bourgeois intellectual are very ‘ensily acquilred
by the prolectarinst just because of this factory ’schooling’.



Fortal fear of this school 2nd utter failure to understand its inm-
nortomce as an organizing factor arce characteristic of the ways of .
thiﬂrupw which roflect the petty-bourzeois mode of 1ife and which .give
rize to the specleos of ”1ﬂ“chi v that the German Soclal-Démocrats
call Fdelandirchigmus, that is, the amarchism of the ?noble’ gentle~ .
WFn or aristocratic narchiaﬂ aa T would call it, This aristocratic
=rch1 m is rticul“rl ch@rﬂc+orimtic of the Russian nihilist. He
tllaN” of tho “qrtJ orgﬂnizntion as a monstrous 'factory’: ho regard
the subordination of the nart to the whole and of the ; o ¥
minority to the nmajority as ‘'sorfdon’ (03 ‘%LAV"‘%ENF‘%‘;)....dinLSion
of 1rbor under the direction of the center (CARRYING CUT TASKS WITHOUT
FULLY UNDIRSTAVDING THEY) ovokes fron him a tragicomical outcry
againat trnnsforminv people into ’cog and ’‘whecls’®(BOWED IN YBLIND
SUBMI3SION® TO THE C! LTETJG,.pention of tho organizational Rules of
the Farty (STZ LIST OF CHAIGES BI0UGHT AGAINST SU@&I?ﬁ ESFECIALLY THE
FIasl ”G”i; calls forth =2 coﬁtpmptuou grimﬁce and the disdainful
romari (inthio¢ for the 'formalists?!) that one could very well dis-
_ o with Rules “1t0’etier (oR T“AT ONZT COULD SEFARATE "ORGANIZATIONAL
L0487 FROF 23083 "OF A FOLITICAL @ A”U~<I) {Scction Q)

The peotty bourgeois has a dual nature. Drawn to tho proletariat as ‘o

the only clras cmnb’LL of freelng qoci@tg (including the petty bourgeois),
he 1g 2t the sane time renelled by the ‘factory atmosphere’ of prole-
tarinn orsanization, This inevitable contradiction resolves 1tsn1f in .

ona of two mays, Zithor tho petty bourgeois. changes his own ‘base’,

his oun o1t100£, to correspond to the prolotarisn basec of the qom-
muniast orgenization he joins (’fights self, repudiates revisionism 3 F

or olee he tries to nake the base of the ormrnizqtion correspond to

his own by chenging the former.That is, he develops hls ideology into
o superstructure, a system of vieows which he insists the organization
edopt oo 1ts om, If it refuses to do so, the petty. bourgeols justifies
hig split with the orgenrzation on the basls of this Opportunish ‘
systrﬂ of views, 1le¢ reviiionism in one of its forms, Right of ‘Left’.

If tho organization does not accept his 1line on Stalin, he quits it

on the basis thaot the orgenization 1ls both wrong in theory (on Stalin
etec) and in proctice (’'dognatic, subjectivist’ ete),

Juat o8 the bourgeoisle hag developed a nyctom'of vicws (individualism,
porsonsl ;recﬂom, national chauvinism and so on) to justify its be-
havior, so tha petty bourszcois, defending his unwillingness to *fight
gell?, hms.invowttﬁ and continuﬂlly re-invents (disguised ag ‘new and
corrcet idens’ - pliof the letter) revisionism, which is nothing but
petty bourgcois OnnOFtUﬂ;qw raised To theory and juqtifiod on the bagis
of this ncw theory,

The petty-bourcnois anerchist turns his doubts ond fears about the’
dictatorshin of the proletariat, about Stalin,the national question
etc, into a theoory: which comes to represent his feelings about the
League (which defonds Stalin, efc) as & whole, Staiin especially
becomes a sort of fetish for this person, around which all his feelingq
of the ’hetty bourgeols’s averslon to diﬂeipllne’ convroautn and feed

on cach other, !Stalin’s crrors’ become the |LTawW that the petty-bour-
ceois grasps at in his valin ﬂttempt to guﬂtifv his refusal to obey
orders, follow diqc1plinu, make criticigns within the proper framecwork,
remold himself into a ‘cog’ of 'whecl?® of thc revolutionary. machine of
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the working clasa, Tinally, this obsurd system of views about Stalins
terroxs” (doubtas about the dlictatorshinp of the w»nioletariat dissuised
in flashing "Left’® ecademic dresa) is used as an excuse, after he is
exvelled for breaking the line, to attnack the League. If Stalin hadn't
exiated, you might say, it would have been nccessary to invent him.
And hiestorically it weom., Lonin and the Bolsheviks, and Marx end

ngoels, were attacked for the same things ags Stalin 1s attacked for
neu,

The dialectic goes 1like this. Peclingn of rebelliousneds in the face
of nroletarisrn discipline, °the base’' of petty bourgcois ideology,

ara tronsformed intra 'line’ on Stalin’s errors, ’‘slavieshness’,
‘dogmatiam’® etc, whilch constitutes?’the superstructure’. In turn,this
"theory’ i vsod further to strengthen the bese, to give 1t theoretical
Justification, Jjusrt as bourzeois ideology is uvesed by the bourgeolisie

to sunnort cenitalism, and the ’snti-nononoly alliance’ of the CFUSA

ig veed by thon to justify what they have always wented to do, 1dol-
izo Joim P Yennedy, Suzson ¥ no doubt belisves thnt the League’s
‘fundamental errors® on Stalin, ete, weore the reasons she split.

Put the League knows that it was her refusal to push the line and

to accont discinline that was tho reason for her being exrelled.

Ien’t the dislectica of it beautiful? And 1t gocs even further than
this, becaure once the theorctical justification for opportunism
i developed and apolied, it stopns; as Stalin says in Mastering Bol-

ghevisnm , belng simply a wrong tendency in the working class move-

ment (an ‘ignorance-tmowledpe’ contradiction), and instead becomes

2 wrecking operatlion, & class contradiction, Quantity chanzes into
he dic-

guality. The nczation (the vegue doubts about Stalin and t}
totorshic of tha rroletarist) ie negated through interaction with
ideology, it i changed into a brond new, anbti-Varxist system. The
begse gives rise to the supmerstructure and in turm reacts onto it and
chanizrg it, ot the gsme Time chenging itself. Onte do, as Lenin says,
crow nccording to Hegel, and so do petby bourzeocls deviaticns ‘grow?
accordinz th Fegel, Susen ¥ should be impressed with such a ‘dis-
lecticel interplay’ of bage and =superatructure, one which Stalin,

of coursc, probsbly wouldn’t ’grasp’?,

4

1)

SFLIT

Ya shouldn’t be upset, comrsdes, when splits such as this take place,
They ere an excellent thing from our point of view, the necessary
expulsion by & healthy, zrowing organism of waste matter, which,

if 1t romoined, would certainly corrupt it. "To be attacked by the
enemy ist o good thing, not 2 bad thing, beecause it neans that we have

5

drewn o claar line of demarcation between the enemy snd ourselves,’®
With communist greetings,

J A
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