











































































































































































































































































































Fhe focus of all the contradictions of the capitalist world:
it may also be said that they are the focus of world con—’ "I
tra<_ilc.tions. These areas are the weakest link in the im- |
perialist chain and the storm-centre of world revolution -'

The experience of the last sixteen years has completely‘ ]

: Comrade Mao Tse-tun 's
thesis on the location of the focus of world contradictiois 1

confirmed the correctness of

after World War II.

HAS THE FOCUS OF WORLD CONTRADICTIONS
CHANGED?

T_remendous changes have taken Place in the world
during the past sixteen years. The main ones are:

1. With the founding of a series of socialist sta:ces in
Europe' and Asia and with the victory of the people’s
revc?lutlon in China, these countries together with the
Soviet Union formed the socialist camp, which comprises
twelve countries, Albania, Bulgaria, Hungary, Viet Nam
the. German Democratic Republic, China K’orea Mon-,
golia, Poland, Rumania, U.S.S.R. and Czec},mslovak’ia and
has an aggregate population of one thousand million. ’This
has fundamentally changed the world balance of forces

2.. -The strength of the Soviet Union and the whole'
socialist world has greatly increased and its influence
has greatly expanded.

_ 3. I.n Asia, Africa and Latin America, the nationa]-
liberation movement and the people’s revolutionary move-
ment.have 'destroyed and are destroying the positions of
tI}J].S. Imperialism and its partners over wide areas with

e force of a thunderbolt. The heroic Cuban people have
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won great victories in their revolution after overthrow-
ing the reactionary rule of the running dogs of U.S.
imperialism, and have taken the road of socialism.

4. There have been new activity and new develop-
ments in the struggle for democratic rights and socialism
on the part of the working class and the working people
in the European and American capitalist countries.

5. The uneven development of the capitalist countries
has become more pronounced. There have been certain
new developments in the capitalist forces of France,
which are beginning to be bold enough to stand up to
the United States. The contradiction between Britain
and the United States has been further aggravated.
Nurtured by the United States, the nations defeated in
World War II, namely, West Germany, Italy and Japan,
have risen to their feet again and are striving, in vary-
ing degrees, to shake off U.S. domination. Militarism is
resurgent in West Germany and Japan, which are again
becoming hotbeds of war. Before World War II, Ger-
many and Japan were the chief rivals of U.S. impe-
rialism. Today West Germany is again colliding with
U.S. imperialism as its chief rival in the world capitalist
market. The competition between Japan and the United
States is also becoming increasingly acute.

6. While the capitalist countries develop more and
more unevenly in relation to each other in the economic
and political spheres, the competition among the mo-
nopoly capitalist groups in each capitalist country sharp-
ens, too.

All these changes show that the people in various coun-
tries can defeat the U.S. imperialists and their lackeys

and win freedom and emancipation for themselves, if
they awaken and unite.
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These changes also show that the greater the strength
of the socialist countries, the firmer the unity of the so- i
cialist camp, the broader the liberation movement of the }
oppressed nations, and the more vigorous the struggle ':
of the proletariat and the oppressed people in the capitalist |
countries, then the greater the possibility of manacling |
the imperialists in such a way that they will not dare to |
defy the universal will of the people, and the greater j
the possibility of preventing a new world war and pre- j

serving world peace.

Moreover, these changes show that the contradictions '_
between U.S. imperialism and other imperialist countries _.
are growing deeper and sharper and that new conflicts

are developing between them.

The victory of the Chinese people’s revolution, the
victories in construction in all the socialist countries, the }
victory of the national democratic revolution in many
countries and the victory of the Cuban people’s revolu- }
tion have dealt most telling blows to the U.S. imperialists’ |

wild plans for enslaving the world. In order to carry
through their policy of aggression the U.S. imperialists,

in addition to conducting anti-Soviet propaganda, have

been particularly active in recent years in their propa-
ganda against China. Their purpose in this propaganda

is of course to perpetuate their forcible occupation of
our territory of Taiwan and to carry on all sorts of §

criminal subversive activities menacing our country. At

the same time, it is obvious that the U.S. imperialists

are using this propaganda for another important prac-

tical purpose, namely, the control and enslavement of ]

Japan, southern Korea and the whole of Southeast Asia.
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The ‘Japan-U.S. Mutual Co-operation and Security
Treaty”, SEATO, etc., are U.S. instruments for control-
ling and enslaving a host of countries in this area.

For years, the U.S. imperialists have given both overt
and covert support to the Indian reactionaries and the
Nehru government. What is their real objective? They
are trying by underhand means to turn India, which
was formerly a colonial possession of the British Empire
and is still a member of the British Commonwealth, into
a U.S. sphere of influence, and to turn the “brightest
jewel” in the British Imperial Crown into a jewel in
the Yankee Dollar Imperial Crown. To attain this object,
the U.S. imperialists must first create a pretext, or put
up a smokescreen, to fool the people of India and of the
whole world; hence their campaign against China and
against the so-called Chinese aggression, though they
themselves do not believe there is any such thing as
“Chinese aggression”. The U.S. imperialists see a golden
opportunity for controlling India in the Nehru govern-
ment’s current military operations against China. After
Nehru provoked the Sino-Indian boundary conflict, the
U.S. imperialists swaggeringly entered India on the
pretext of opposing China and are extending their in-
fluence there in the military, political and economic
fields.

These massive U.S. imperialist inroads represent an
important step taken by the U.S. reactionaries in their
neo-colonialist plans for India; they are an important
development in the present overt and covert struggle
among the imperialist countries to seize markets and
spheres of influence and redivide the world. This U.S.
imperialist action is bound to hasten a new awakening
of the Indian people, and at the same time to intensify
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the contradiction between British and U.S. imperialism 'r

in India.

With the loss of the old colonies, the extension of the

national revolutionary movement and the shrinking of

the world capitalist market, the scramble among the
imperialist countries is not only continuing in many !

parts of Asia, Africa, Latin America and Australasia,
but is also manifesting itself in Western Europe, the

classical home of capitalism. Never in history has the
tussle among the imperialist countries been so extensive §
in peace-time, reaching every corner of Western Europe, }
and never before has it taken the form of a fierce
scramble for industrially developed areas like Western 9

Europe. The European Common Market consisting of

the six countries of West Germany, France, Italy and 1
Benelux, the European Free Trade Association of seven
countries headed by Britain, and the Atlantic Community §
energetically planned by the United States represent the 7§
increasingly fierce scramble of the imperialist powers %
for Western European markets. What Togliatti and §

other comrades call “the development of Italian com-

merce in all directions” in fact demonstrates the reach- |

ing out of the Italian monopoly capitalists for markets.

Outside Western Europe, the recent open quarrel over ;
the U.S. restriction on cotton imports from Japan shows

that the struggle for markets between the United States
and Japan is becoming more overt.

Comrade Togliatti and other comrades say: “The -
colonial regime has almost completely crumbled,”? and }

“there are no longer any spheres of influence preserved

1“Theses for the Tenth Congress of the C.P.1.”
2 Togliatti’s report to the Tenth Congress of the C.P.I.
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for imperialism in the world.””! Others say, “There are
only fifty million people on earth still groaning under
colonial rule,” and only vestiges of the colonial system
remain. In their view, the struggle against imperialism
is no longer the arduous task of the peoples of Asia,
Africa and Latin America. Such a view has no factual
basis at all. Most countries in Asia, Africa and Latin
America are still victims of imperialist aggression and
oppression, of old and new colonialist enslavement.
Although a number of countries have won their inde-
pendence in recent years, their economies are still under
the control of foreign monopoly capital. In some coun-
tries, the old colonialists have been driven out, but even
more powerful and dangerous colonialists of a new type
have forced their way in, gravely threatening the
existence of many nations in these areas. The peoples
in these areas are still a long way from completing their
struggle against imperialism. Even for a country like
ours which has accomplished its national democratic rev-
olution and, moreover, has won victory in its socialist
revolution, the task of combating the aggression of the
U.S. imperialists still remains. Our sacred territory of
Taiwan is still forcibly occupied by the U.S. imperialists;
even now many imperialist countries refuse to recognize
the existence of the great People’s Republic of China,
and China is still unjustifiably deprived of its rightful
position in the United Nations. To struggle against im-
perialism, against old and new colonialism, remains the
cardinal and most urgent task of the oppressed nations
and peoples in the vast regions of Asia, Africa and Latin
America.

l'Togliatti’s speech at the session of the Central Committee of
the C.P.I., July 21, 1960.
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The changes occurring in the world in the past sixteen _
years have proved again and again that the focus of |
post-war world contradictions is the contradiction be-
tween the U.S. imperialist policy of enslavement and }
the people of all countries and between the U.S. im- §
perialist policy of world-wide expansion and the other
imperialist powers. This contradiction manifests itself |
particularly in the contradiction between the U.S. im- |
perialists and their lackeys on the one hand and the cp- |
pressed nations and peoples of Asia, Africa and Latin }
America on the other, and in the contradiction between |
the old and new colonialists in their struggles for these
areas.

WORKERS AND OPPRESSED NATIONS
OF THE WORLD, UNITE!

Asia, Africa and Latin America have long been 1
plundered and oppressed by the colonialists of Europe |
and the United States. They have fed and grown fat }
on the enormous wealth seized from these vast areas. 1
They have turned the blood and sweat of the people §
there into “manure” for “capitalist culture and civiliza- §
tion”! while condemning them to extreme poverty and
economic and cultural backwardness. However, once ;
a certain limit is reached, a change in the opposite ]
direction is inevitable. Long enslavement by these alien
colonialist and imperialist oppressors has necessarily l.
bred hatred in the people of these areas, aroused them §

1Lenin. Address to the Second All-Russian Congress of Com-
munist Organizations of the Peoples of the East, FLP.H.,, Mos- j
cow, 1954, p. 21. f
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from their slumbers and compelled them to wage un-
remitting struggles, and even to launch armed resistance
and armed uprisings, for their personal and national
survival. There are vast numbers of people who refuse
to be slaves in these areas and they include not only the
workers, peasants, handicraftsmen, the petty bourgeoisie
and the intellectuals, but also the patriotic national bour-
geoisie and even some patriotic princes and aristocrats.

The people’s resistance to colonialism and imperialism
in Asia, Africa and Latin America has been continually
and ruthlessly suppressed and has suffered many
defeats. But after each defeat the people have risen to
fight again. Comrade Mao Tse-tung has given a concise
explanation of imperialist aggression against China and
how it engendered opposition to itself. In 1949, when
the great revolution of the Chinese people achieved basic
victory, he wrote in “Cast Away Illusions, Prepare for
Struggle’’:

All these wars of aggression, together with polit-
ical, economic and cultural aggression and oppres-
sion, have caused the Chinese to hate imperialism,
made them stop and think, “What is all this about?”
and compelled them to bring their revolutionary spirit
into full play and become united through struggle.
They fought, failed, fought again, failed again' and
fought again and accumulated 109 years of experience,
accumulated the experience of hundreds of struggles,
great and small, military and political, economic and
cultural, with bloodshed and without bloodshed — and

only then won today’s basic victory.!

1 Mao Tse-tung, Selected Works, F.L.P., Peking, Vol. IV, p. 426.
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The experience of the Chinese people’s struggle has a

practical significance for the people’s liberation struggles |

of many countries and regions in Asia, Africa and Latin

America. The Great October Revolution linked the rev- |

olutionary struggle of the proletariat with the libera-

tion movement of the oppressed nations and opened up ‘

a new path for the latter. The success of the Chinese
people’s revolution has furnished the oppressed nations
with a great example of victory.

Following on the October Revolution in Russia and
the revolution in China, the people’s revolutionary
struggles in the vast areas of Asia, Africa and Latin
America have reached unparalleled proportions. Experi-
ence has shown over and over again that although these
struggles may suffer setbacks, the imperialists and their
lackeys will never be able to withstand this tide.

Today, the imperialist countries of Europe and America
are besieged by the people’s liberation struggle of Asia,
Africa and Latin America. This struggle renders most
vital support to the struggle of the working class in
Western Europe and North America.

Marx, Engels and Lenin always regarded the peasant
struggle in the capitalist countries and the struggle of
the people in the colonies and dependent countries as
the two great and immediate allies of the proletarian
revolution in the capitalist countries.

As is well known, Marx expressed the following hope
in 1856: “The whole thing in Germany will depend on
the possibility of backing the proletarian revolution by
some second edition of the Peasants’ War.”! The heroes

1 Marx and Engels, “Marx to Engels”, Selected Works, F.L.P.H.,
Moscow, 1958, Vol. 2, p. 454.
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of the Second International evaded thjls direct instruc-
tion bequeathed by Marx, and Lenin bitterly d.enounceci
them, saying that “the statement Marx mad.e in one o

his letters — I think it was in 1856 —expressmg the h.ope
of a union in Germany of a peasant war, whxc.h might
create a revolutionary situation, with the workmg-class
movement — even this plain statement they avoid and
prowl around it like a cat around a bowl of hot
porridge”.! When discussing the. importance of ?h::
peasants as an ally in the emancipation of the proletariat,

Lenin said:

Only in the consolidation of the tfllliance of workt.ers
and peasants lies the general liberation of a}l humanity
from such things as the recent imperialist ca.rnage,
from those savage contradictions we now see in the

capitalist world, . . 2

And Stalin said:

. indifference towards so important a question.as
the peasant question on the eve of the. p.roletam;n
revolution is the reverse side of the. repudlathn of ‘; 1e
dictatorship of the proletariat, it is a;1 unmistakable
sign of downright betrayal of Marxism.

We also know the celebrated saying of Marx and

Engels: “No nation can be free if it oppresses other na-

- 1 Lenin, “Our Revolution”, Marx, Engels,

ow, 1951, p. 5417. ‘ -
Mzslienin «On the Domestic and Foreign Policy of t'hf ’?eggl};lel:ted
a Report to the Ninth All-Russian Congress of 83%\719 s’,
Works, 4th Russian ed., Moscow, Yo}. 323’, p. 1 .FLPH Mo
3 Stalin, “The Foundations of Leninism”, Works, F.L.F.X.,

cow, 1953, Vol. 6, p. 128.

Marxism, F.LPH,
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tions.” In 1870 Marx made the following surmise in the
light of the then existing situation:

After occupying myself with the Irish question for
many years I have come to the conclusion that the
decisive blow against the English ruling classes . . .
cannot be delivered in England but only in Ireland!

In 1853 during the Taiping Revolution in China, Marx
wrote in his famous essay ‘“Revolution in China and in
Europe”:

. . . It may safely be augured that the Chinese rev-
olution will throw the spark into the overloaded mine
of the present industrial system and cause the ex-
plosion of the long-prepared general crisis, which,
spreading abroad, will be closely followed by political
revolutions on the Continent.2

Lenin developed Marx’s and Engels’ view, stressing the
great significance of the unity between the proletariat
in the capitalist countries and the oppressed nations for
the victory of the proletarian revolution. He affirmed
the correctness of the slogan “Workers and oppressed
nations of the world, unite!” for our epoch3 He pointed
out:

The revolutionary movement in the advanced coun-
tries would actually be a sheer fraud if, in their
struggle against capital, the workers of Europe and
America were not closely and completely united with

1 Marx and Engels, “Marx to S. Meyer and A. Vogt”, Selected
Correspondence, F.L.P.H., Moscow, p. 285.

2Marx on China, Lawrence and Wishart, London, 1951, p. 7.

3Cf. Lenin, “Speech at a Meeting of Moscow Party Active”,
Collected Works, 4th Russian ed., Moscow, Vol. 31, p. 423.
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the hundreds upon hundreds of millions of “colonial”
slaves who are oppressed by capital’

Stalin developed the theory of Marx, Engels and Lenin
on the national question and Lenin’s thesis that the na-
tional question is part of the general problem of the
world socialist revolution. In his The Foundations of
Leninism Stalin pointed out that Leninism ‘“broke down
the wall between whites and blacks, between Europeans
and Asiatics, between the ‘civilised and ‘uncivilised’
slaves of imperialism, and thus linked the national ques-
tion with the question of the colonies. The national
question was thereby transformed from a particular and
internal state problem into a general and international
problem, into a world problem of emancipating the op-
pressed peoples in the dependent countries and colonies
from the yoke of imperialism”.2

In discussing the world significance of the October
Revolution in his article “The October Revolution and
the National Question”, Stalin said that the October Rev-
olution “erected a bridge between the socialist West and
the enslaved East, having created a new front of revolu-
tions against world imperialism, extending from the pro-
letarians of the West, through the Russian Revolution,
to the oppressed peoples of the East”.3

Thus, Marx, Engels, Lenin and Stalin very clearly
pointed out the two basic conditions for the emancipa-
tion and victory of the proletariat of Europe and America.
As far as the external condition is concerned, they main-

1 Lenin, “The Second Congress of the Communist International”,
Selected Works, F.LLP.H., Moscow, 1952, Vol. 2, Part 2, pp. 472-73.

2 Stalin, Works, F.L.P.H., Moscow, 1953, Vol. 6, p. 144.
3 Ibid,, Vol. 4, p. 170
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tained that the development of the struggle for national
liberation would deal the ruling classes of the metro-
politan capitalist countries a decisive blow.

As is well known, Comrade Mao Tse-tung has devoted
considerable time and energy to the exposition of the
theory of Marx, Engels, Lenin and Stalin on the two
great allies of the proletariat in its struggle for eman-
cipation. He concretely and successfully solved the
peasant question and the question of national liberation
in the practice of the Chinese revolution under his
leadership, and thus ensured victory for the great Chi-
nese revolution.

Every struggle of the oppressed nations for survival
won the warm sympathy and praise of Marx, Engels and
Lenin. Although Marx, Engels and Lenin did not live
to see the fiery national liberation struggles and people’s
revolutionary struggles now raging in the countries of
Asia, Africa and Latin America or their successive vic-
tories, yet the validity of the laws they discovered from
the experience of the national liberation struggles of
their own times has been increasingly confirmed by life
itself. The tremendous changes in Asia, Africa and Latin
America following World War II have in no way out-
moded this Marxist-Leninist theory of the relationship
between the national-liberation movement and the prole-
tarian revolutionary movement, as some people suggest;
on the contrary, they more than ever testify to its great
vitality. Indeed, the revolutionary struggles of the peo-
ples of Asia, Africa and Latin America have further
enriched this theory.

A fundamental task is thus set before the international
communist movement in the contemporary world, namely,
to support the revolutionary struggles of the oppressed
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natlons and peoples of Asla, Africa and Latin America,
because these struggles are decisive for the cause of the
international proletariat as a whole. In a sense, the rev-
olutionary cause of the international proletariat as a
whole hinges on the outcome of the people’s struggles
in these regiens, which are inhabited by the overwhelm-
ing majority of the world’s population, as well as on the
acquisition of support from these revolutionary struggles.

The revolutionary struggles in Asia, Africa and Latin
America cannot be suppressed. They are bound to burst
forth. Unless the proletarian parties in these regions
lead these struggles, they will become divorced from
the people and fail to win their confidence. The prole-
tariat has very many allies in the anti-imperialist strug-
gle in these regions. Therefore, in order to lead the
struggle step by step to victory and to guarantee victory
in each struggle, the proletariat and its vanguard in
the countries of these regions must march in the van,
hold high the banner of anti-imperialism and national
independence, and be skilful in organizing their allies in
a broad anti-imperialist and anti-feudal united front, ex-
posing every deception practised by the imperialists, the
reactionaries and the modern revisionists, and leading
the struggle in the correct direction. Unless all these
things are done, victory in the revolutionary struggle
will be impossible, and even if victory is won, its con-
solidation will be impossible and the fruits of victory
may fall into the hands of the reactionaries, with the
country and the nation once again coming under im-
perialist enslavement. Experience, past and present,
abounds in instances of how the people have been be-
trayed in the revolutionary struggle, the defeat of the
Chinese revolution of 1927 being a significant example.
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The proletariat of the capitalist countries in Europe §
and America, too, must stand in the forefront of those 3
supporting the revolutionary struggles of the oppressed }J
nations and peoples of Asia, Africa and Latin America. }
In fact, such support simultaneously helps the cause of j
the emancipation of the proletariat in Europe and §
America. Without support from the revolutionary strug- 3}
gles of the oppressed nations and peoples of Asia, Africa
and Latin America, it will be impossible for the prole- }
tariat and the people in capitalist Europe and America §
to free themselves from the calamities of capitalist
oppression and of the menace of imperialist war. There-
fore, the proletarian parties of the metropolitan imperial- §
ist countries are duty bound to heed the voice of the }
revolutionary people in these regions, study their ex- §
perience, respect their revolutionary feelings and support j§
their revolutionary struggles. They have no right what- §
soever to flaunt their seniority before these people, to }
put on lordly airs, to carp and cavil, like Comrade Thorez }
of France who so arrogantly and disdainfully speaks of 3}
them as being “young and inexperienced”.! Much less §
have they the right to take a social-chauvinist attitude,
slandering, cursing, intimidating and obstructing the |
fighting revolutionary people in these regions. It should #
be understood that according to the teachings of Marx- }
ism-Leninism, without a correct stand, line and policy on }
the national-liberation movement and the people’s rev- 5,
olutionary movement in the countries of Asia, Africa
and Latin America, it will be impossible for the workers’ §
parties in the metropolitan imperialist countries to have ‘:.
a correct stand, line and policy on the struggle waged #§

1Thorez’s report to the session of the Central Committee of A

the C.P.F., December 15, 1960.
208

by the working class and the oroad masses of the people
in their own countries.

The national-liberation movement and the people’s
revolutionary movement in Asia, Africa and Latin
America give great support to the socialist countries;
they constitute an extremely important force safeguard-
ing the socialist countries from imperialist invasion.
Beyond any doubt, the socialist countries should give
warm sympathy and active support to these movements
and they absolutely must not adopt a perfunctory atti-
tude, or one of national selfishness or of great-power
chauvinism, much less hamper, obstruct, mislead or
sabotage these movements. Those countries in which
socialism has been victorious must make it their sacred
internationalist duty to support the national liberation
struggles and the people’s revolutionary struggles in
other countries. Some people take the view that such
support is but a one-sided ‘“burden” on the socialist
countries. This view is very wrong and runs counter
to Marxism-Leninism. It must be understood that such
support is a two-way, mutual affair; the socialist coun-
tries support the people’s revolutionary struggles in other
countries, and these struggles in turn serve to support
and defend the socialist countries. In this connection,
Stalin put it very aptly:

The characteristic feature of the assistance given by
the victorious country is not only that it hastens the
victory of the proletarians of other countries, but also
that, by facilitating this victory, it ensures the final
victory of socialism in the first victorious country.!

1Stalin, “The October Revolution and the Tactics of the Rus-
sian Communists”, Works, F.L.P.H., Moscow, Vol. 6, p. 419.
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Some persons hold that peaceful economic competition ]
between the socialist and capitalist countries is now the |
chief and most practical way to oppose imperialism.
They assert that the national liberation struggles, the }
people’s revolutionary struggles, the exposure of im- }
perialism, etc. are nothing but “the cheapest methods of §

struggle” and “practices of medicinemen and quacks”.
Like opulent and lordly philanthropists, they tell the
people in Asia, Africa and Latin America not to display
“sham courage”, not to kindle “sparks”, or hanker after
“dying beautifully”, or “lack faith in the possibility of
triumphing over the capitalist system in peaceful eco-
pomic competition”, but to await the day when the social-
Ist countries have completely beaten capitalism in the level
of their productive forces, for then the people in these
areas will have everything, and imperialism will auto-
matically tumble. Strangely enough, these persons fear
the people’s revolutionary struggle in these areas like
the plague. Their attitude has absolutely nothing in
common with that of Marxist-Leninists; it runs com-
pletely counter to the interests of all the oppressed peo-
ples and nations, to the interests of the proletariat and
other working people of their own countries, and to the
interests of the socialist countries.

In short, the present situation is an excellent one for
the people of the world. It is most favourable for the
oppressed nations and peoples in Asia, Africa and Latin
America, for the proletariat and working people of the
capitalist countries, for the socialist countries and for the
cause of world peace; it is unfavourable only for the
imperialists and the reactionaries in all countries and for
the forces of aggression and war. In such a situation,
the attitude towards the revolutionary struggles of the

210

oppressed nations and peoples of Asia, Africa and Latin
America becomes an important criterion for distinguishing
between revolution and non-revolution, between interna-
tionalism and social chauvinism, and between Marxism-
Leninism and modern revisionism. It is also an impor-
tant criterion for distinguishing between those who
genuinely work for world peace and those who encourage
the forces of aggression and war.

SOME BRIEF CONCLUSIONS

Here we shall recapitulate our theses on the interna-
tional situation.

First, U.S. imperialism is the common enemy of the
people of the world, the international gendarme sup-
pressing the just struggle of the people of various coun-
tries and the chief bulwark of modern colonialism. Since
World War II, the U.S. imperialists have been making
frenzied efforts to seize the vast intermediate zone be-
tween the United States and the socialist countries; they
are not only enslaving the vanquished powers and their
former colonies and spheres of influence but are also
getting their wartime allies under their control, and
grabbing their existing and former colonies and spheres
of influence by every means. But the U.S. imperialists
are besieged by the people of the world, and their
unbridled ambition has led to their increasing isolation
among the imperialist countries; actually their power is
being constantly curtailed and the united front of the
peoples of the world against the imperialists headed by
the United States is steadily broadening. The American
people and the oppressed peoples and nations of the world
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will be able to defeat the U.S. imperialists by struggle.f:
The prospects are not so bright for the imperialists headed 1
by the United States and for the reactionaries in all coun~
tries, whereas the strength of the people of the world is 3

in the ascendant.

Second, the struggles among the imperialist powers for 5_
markets and spheres of influence in Asia, Africa and

Latin America and in Western Europe are bringing about

- new divisions and alignments. Contradictions and 3
clashes among the imperialist powers are objective facts, }
which are determined by the nature of the imperialist j
system. In terms of the actual interests of the imperial- j
ist powers, these contradictions and clashes are more 3
pressing, more direct, more immediate than their con-
tradictions with the socialist countries. Failure to see }
this point is tantamount to denying the sharpening of
the contradictions which arises from the uneven develop-

ment of capitalism in the era of imperialism, makes it
impossible to understand the specific policies of imperial-
ism and thus makes it impossible for Communists to
work out a correct line and policy for fighting imperial-
ism.

Third, the socialist camp is the most powerful bulwark
of world peace and of the cause of justice. Further
consolidation and strengthening of this bulwark will
make the imperialists more wary of attacking it. For
the imperialists know that any attack on this bulwark
will constitute a grave risk for themselves, a risk which
will involve not only their draining the cup of bitterness
but their very existence.

Fourth, some persons regard the contradictions in the
contemporary world simply as contradictions between
the socialist and imperialist camps, and fail to see or
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actually cover up the contradictions between the old and
new colonialist imperialists and their lackeys on the one
hand and the oppressed nations and peoples of Asia,
Africa and Latin America on the other; they fail to see
or actually cover up the contradictions among the im-
perialist countries; they fail to see or actually cover up
the focus of the contradictions in the contemporary
world. We cannot agree with this view.

Fifth, while admitting the existence of contradiction
between the socialist and imperialist camps, some persons
hold that this contradiction can actually disappear and
that the socialist and capitalist systems can merge and
become one, if what they call “the existence and con-
traposition of two great military blocs’™ can be eliminat-
ed, or if the socialist countries “propose a challenge of
peaceful competition with the capitalist ruling classes’.?
We cannot agree with this view.

Sixth, the development of state-monopoly capitalism
in the imperialist countries shows that, so far from
weakening its ruling position at home and its competitive
position abroad, the monopoly capitalist class is striving
to strengthen them. At the same time, the imperialists
are frantically reinforcing their war machines not only
for the purpose of plundering other nations and ousting
foreign competitors but also for the purpose of intensify-
ing their oppression of the people at home. So-called
bourgeois democracy in the imperialist countries has
more nakedly revealed itself as the tyranny of a hand-
ful of oligarchs over their wage slaves and the broad
masses of the people. What is it if not pure subjectivist

1 Togliatti’s report to the Tenth Congress of the C.P.I.
2“Theses for the Tenth Congress of the C.P.1.”
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delirium to say that state-monopoly capitalism in the .
countries is gradually passing into socialism and that thei
working people can come into and are actually coming}
‘into the direction of the state, and hence to maintain]
that “in fact, there exists in the capitalist world todayy

of a socialist nature”? i

History is on the side of the peoples of the world andj
not on the side of the imperialists headed by the United
States and the reactionaries in all countries, In their E
desperation the imperialists are trying to find a way out. ]
They most absurdly pin their hopes on what they call §
a “clash between China and the Soviet Union”. The 1
imperialists and their apologists have long voiced this 1
idea. The ludicrous attacks and slanders recently hurled
at the Chinese Communist Party by the modern revision-
ists and their followers have encouraged them in this idea, §
They are overjoyed and are assiduously playing the dirty 1
game of sowing dissension. However, these reactionary
daydreamers are making far too low an estimate of the §
great strength of the friendship between the peoples of
China and the Soviet Union and of the great strength |
of a unity based on proletarian internationalism, and far
too high an estimate of the role the modern revisionists :
and their followers can play. Sooner or later, the hard
facts of history will completely demolish their illusions
and the reactionary daydreamers will inevitably come to
grief.

The mistake of Comrade Togliatti and other comrades
in their Theses, reports and concluding speech lies in
their fundamental departure from the Marxist-Leninist
—_—

1Togliatti’s report to the Tenth Congress of the C.P.I.
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scientific analysis, from the class analysis, of the inter-
national situation. . ‘

As Lenin said, ridiculing the Narodniks, “The WhOI:;
of their philosophy amounts to whining that strugg_lfe an
exploitation exist but that they ‘might’ not exist 1“1‘\1.1&
if there were no exploiters.”” He wen_t on-to say, “A
they are content to spend their whole lives just repeating
these ‘ifs’ and ‘ans’.”? .

Surely a Marxist-Leninist cannot behave like a

dnik! N
NaX:Id yet, the point of departure and positions of
Togliatti and other comrades in their Theses and repor?s
rest on exactly these “ifs” and “ans”. Hence, their
original ideas are inevitably a bundle of extremely con-

fused notions.

IV. WAR AND PEACE

] JECTIVE IMAGINA-
TION IS NOT ONE OF SUB
Tl’rlfox?v:tsn'lox«‘ THE LAWS OF SOCIAL DEVELOPMENT

In recent years, some so-called Marxist—'Leninis’;s havg
made endless speeches, written many prolix ilrt cles il}],e
flooded the market with books and pamphlets on the
subject of war and peace. But they have refused to ;nthe
a serious investigation of the r:oot cause of w;n;,ho the
difference between just and unjust wars and of the r

to the elimination of war.

7- ‘Pri * Are and How They
in, “What the ‘Friends of the People
Fi;lllf I:;::_: S‘c;)Y:ial-Democrats”, Collected Works, F.L.P.H,, Moscow,

1960, Vol. 1, pp. 239, 240.
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The anarchists demanded that the state should be done 4§
away with overnight. Certain self-styled Marxist-Lenin- }
ists now call for the €émergence some fine morning of a j

while the system of capitalism and exploitation still
exis%. They proudly assert that this is a “great epoch- ;
making discovery”, «3 revolutionary change in human j
consciousness”, and a “creative contribution” to Marxism- §
Leninism, and that one of the crimes of the “dogmatists” 1
Is an obtuse failure to accept this scientific offering of
theirs. }

Apparently, Comrade Togliatti and some other Italian 1
comrades are zealously peddling this offering. They claim ]
that the only strategy for the creation of a new world ]
“without war” is the “strategy of peaceful coexistence” '__
as they interpret it. But the content of this “strategy i
of peaceful coexistence’ differs radically from the policy {
of peaceful coexistence propounded by Lenin after the
October Revolution and supported by all Marxist-
Leninists. ‘

In present-day, peace-time Italy, which is ruled by 1
monopoly capital, there are over four hundred thousand
troops in the standing army for the oppression of the

with missiles. When Togliatti and other comrades de-
mand “peace and peaceful coexistence” in such a coun-
try, what do they really mean? It the demand means
that the Italian government should follow a policy of
beace and neutrality and of peaceful coexistence with the
socialist countries, that is of courge correct. But, apart
from this, do you also demand of the Italian working
class and other oppressed masses that they should prac-
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tise “peace and peaceful coexistence” with thedmo;c::icf)g
capitalist class? Does this sort_of pe:a;e tsan jllf acetul
coexistence imply that the U.S. unpen; 1? \:d ol
tarily remove their military base‘s from Ita yla  that the
Jtalian monopoly capi;ag]st? xtvlcl)l p:'?luzifgli? thiz Jown
i F isban eir troops? :
gcl)ilszball;m;o?:isdfseace and peaceful coexistence’ ;g ?ﬁ
realized, between the oppressors anfi thg :)pg;(isscan "
Italy? By a logical extension of thlg pom;
“world without war” be created in t.hls fvayh. e to
Would it not indeed be a fine thll:lg if t ere ‘:wnh_
emerge a “world without weapons, without armies,

out wars”’? Why should it not have our approval and

applause? - - o
pIp{owever as Marxist-Leninists see it, the question is
b

clearly not one of subjective imagination but of the laws

ial development. .
“ I?C‘l‘?ro;;,em: of Strategy in China’s Revolutlona.r('iy
War”, written in 1936, Comrade Mao Tse-tung S:;lili
“War’ this monster of mutual slaughter among me?f;t 11
be ﬁz;ally eliminated by tl.uet progrzsgsa?js}t:%r:;:nsci)g ! gég’

ing the War of Resistance APz
C Dli'lz;l;eg Mao Tse-tung again expressefi this 1de;a1 wl'naellz
homaid in “On Protracted War”, “Fasc1.sm and imperi .
i (:ns wish to perpetuate war, but we wish to put an en
s 22

i ture.
it in the not too distant fu .

to Ilt ltl;le same work, he stated that the war thep being
f r1ht by the Chinese nation for its own h}?eratlon wz;
am:gar for perpetual peace. He said that “our War

iti i uages
1 Mao Tse-tung, Selected Military Writings, Foreign Languag
Press, Peking, 1963, p. 78.
? [bid., p. 224.
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tween nations as barbarous and brutal. But our attitude
towards war is fundamentally different from that of the
bourgeois pacifists (supporters and advocates of peace)
and of the Anarchists. We differ from the former in
that we understand the inevitable connection between
wars and the class struggle within the country; we
understand that war cannot be abolished unless classes
are abolished and Socialism is created; and we also differ
in that we fully regard civil wars, i.e, wars waged by
the oppressed class against the oppressing class, slaves
against slave-owners, serfs against landowners, and wage-
workers against the bourgeoisie, as legitimate, progres-
sive and necessary. We Marxists differ from both the
pacifists and the Anarchists in that we deem it necessary
historically (from the standpoint of Marx’s dialectical
materialism) to study each war separatc y”.!

During World War I, Lenin as a most conscientious
Marxist devoted himself to studying the problem of war,
of which he made an extensive and rigorous scientific
analysis. He sharply denounced the many absurdities
regarding war and peace put about by the opportunists
and revisionists of Kautsky’s ilk and he showed mankind
the correct road to the elimination of war.

Today, however, some self-styled Leninists talk drivel
on the question of war and peace without the least
inclination to pause and consider how Lenin studied the
question of war or to consider any of his scientific con-
clusions on the question of war and peace. Nevertheless,

Resistance Against Japan takes o
n the characte 1
struggle for perpetual peace”.! rofaj

He wrote there that war isa

product of the * J
of classes”? He continued: emergence

Once man has eliminated capitalism, he will attain ?
the era of perpetual peace, and there will be no more }
need f9r war, Neither armies, nor warships, nor mili- 4
tary aircraft, nor poison gas will then 't;e needed

Thereafter and for all ti i i in §
Ko e, all time, mankind will never again §

.These theses of Comrade
with those reiterated by L
and peace.

In 1905, the year in which
broke out, Lenin wrote:

Mao Tse-tung’s fully accord i
enin on the question of war }

the first Russian Revolution

_Somal—Democracy has never taken a sentimental
view of war. It unreservedly condemns war as a bestial
means of settling conflicts in human society. But
Sp({:al-Democracy knows that so long as sociét is
divided into classes, so long as there is exploita}t’ion
of man by man, wars are inevitable. This exploitation
cannot be destroyed without war, and war is always
and everywhere begun by the exploiters themselvgs
by the ruling and oppressing classes.3 ’
In 1915, during the first im

rialist worl ;
wrote that Marxists e rld war, Lenin

113
have always condemned war be-

P they vociferously accuse others of betraying Lenin and
2 Ibfd' claim that they alone are the ‘reincarnations of Lenin”.
Ibid., p. 223.

3 Lenin, “The Revolution

ernments. oo Worksary Army and the Revolutionary Gov-

» F.L.P.H, Moscow, 1962, Vol. 8, p. 565.
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1Lenin, Socialism and War, F.LLP.H., Moscow, 1950, pp. 11-12.
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IS THE AXIOM “WAR IS THE CONTINUATION OF
POLITICS BY OTHER MEANS” OUT OF DATE?

Some people may perhaps say, “There’s no need fo
you to be so garrulous. We are just as familiar wi
Lenin’s views on the question of war and peace, but now]
conditions are different and Lenin’s theses have become‘;
out of date.” ]

It was the Tito clique which first openly treated Lenin’
fundamental theory on war and peace as outmoded. They
claim that, with the emergence of atomic weapons, the §
axiom that “war is the continuation of politics by other: ;'
means”, which Lenin stressed as the theoretical basis for |
studying all wars and for determining the nature of §
different kinds of wars, is no longer applicable. In their
view, war has ceased to be the continuation of the politics ;
of one class or another and has lost its class content, and ]
there is no longer any distinction between just and unjust }
wars. The assertion of Togliatti and other comrades that
with modern military technique the nature of war has
changed in fact repeats what the Tito clique has been }
saying for a long time. 1

Clearly, the imperialists and the reactionaries of various §
countries will not divest themselves of their armaments
and stop suppressing the oppressed peoples and nations, §
or abandon their aggressive and subversive activities §
against the socialist countries simply because the modern }
revisionists deny the axiom that “war is the continuation }
of politics by other means”, nor will they on that account f
stop clashing with one another in their scramble for |
superprofits. The modern revisionists are actually striv- i
ing to influence the oppressed peoples and nations by such
assertions, and want to put false notions into their heads,
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as though the imperialists’ war moves to hold down the
oppressed peoples and nations, their arms expansion and
war preparations, their direct and indirect armed con-
flicts for the seizure of markets and spheres of in-
fluence were not all the continuation of imperialist
politics. For example, in their view, the U.S. imperialist
war to suppress the people of southern Viet Nam and the
war engineered by the old and new colonialists in the
Congo are not to be considered the continuation of im-
perialist politics.

Are the war the U.S. imperialists are carrying on in
southern Viet Nam and the armed conflict in the Congo
between the old and new colonialists to be regarded as
wars or not? If they are not to be regarded as wars,
what are they? If they are wars, is there not a connec-
tion between them and the system of U.S. imperialism
and its politics? And what kind of connection?

Togliatti and certain other comrades of the C.P.I. hold
that it is “possible to avoid small local wars”.! They
also hold that “war would become impossible in human
society even if socialism has not yet been realized every-
where’”.! In all likelihood, these conclusions were
reached by Togliatti and other comrades after their “fresh
deliberations” on ‘“our very doctrine”. Now, these re-
marks by Togliatti and other comrades were made in
November 1960. Let us leave aside the events prior to
that year. In the year 1960 alone, there occurred in dif-
ferent parts of the world various kinds of military con-

1 Speeches of the C.P.I. Delegation to the Conference of the 81
Communist and Workers' Parties, pamph et published in January
19C2 by the Central Department of Press and Propaganda of the
C.P.L
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flicts and armed interventions which are mostly of the
category Togliatti and other comrades call “small local }

wars”’:

The war waged by the French colonial forces to suppress the -;:
Algerian national-liberation movement went on for its sixth ’.

year.,

During this year the U.S. imperialists and their running dog -‘
Ngo Dinh Diem continued their brutal suppression of the peo- j

ple of southern Viet Nam, arousing still greater armed resis-
tance by the latter.

In January and February, armed clashes broke out between
Syria and Israel, which was supported by the United States.

On February 5, four thousand U.S. marines landed in the
Dominican Republic in Latin America, intervening in its in-

ternal affairs by force of arms.
On May 1, an American U-2 plane intruded over the Soviet
Unjon and was shot down by Soviet rocket units.

On July 10, Belgium launched armed intervention in the '
Congo. Three days later, the United Nations Security Council *

adopted a resolution under which a “United Nations force”
arrived in the Congo to put down the national-liberation move-
ment there.

In August, the United States aided and abetted the Savan-

nakhet clique in provoking civil war in Laos.

Perhaps the events of 1960 do not fall within the scope
of discussion of Togliatti and other comrades. Well then,
do world events of 1961 and 1962 serve to bear out their
prediction?

Let us review the facts.

The French colonial forces continued their criminal war of
suppression against the Algerian national-liberation movement
until they were forced to accept a ceasefire in March 1962. By
then, the war had lasted more than seven years. The “special
war” waged by the U.S. imperialists against the people in
southern Viet Nam is still going on.

The “United Nations force” (mainly Indian t-oops) serving
U.S. neo-colonialism continued its suppression of the Congolese
people. Early in 1961, Lumumba, national hero of the Congo,
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was murdered by the hirelings of the U.S. and Belgian im-
perialists and on their instructions. From September 1961 tec
the end of the following year, the U.S.-manipulated ‘“United
Nations force” mounted three armed attacks on Katanga, which
was under the control of the British, French and Belgian old
colonialists.

In March 1961, the Portuguese colonialists, supported by U.S.
imperialism, massed their forces and began their large-scale
suppression and massacre of the people of Angola who are de-
manding national independence. This bloody atrocity is still
going on.

On April 17, 1961, U.S. mercenaries staged an armed in-
vasion of Cuba and were wiped out at Giron Beach by the
heroic army and people of Cuba within seventy-two hours.

On July 1, 1961, British troops landed in Kuwait. On the
19th, French troops attacked the port of Bizerta in Tunisia.

On November 19 and 20, 1961, the United States again inter-
vened in the Dominican Republic by armed force, using naval
and air units.

On January 15, 1962, the Dutch colonialists’ naval forces at-
tacked Indonesian naval units off the coast of West Irian.

In April 1962, the Indonesian people launched a guerrilla
campaign in West Irian against the Dutch colonialists.

In May 1962, the United States plotted to expand the civil
war in Laos and prepared direct intervention by armed force.
On the 17th, US. forces entered Thailand, and on the 24th
Britain announced the dispatch of an air squadron to Thailand.
These military moves by the United States and Britain posed
a direct threat to peace in Southeast Asia. After resolute strug-
gle on the part of the Laotian people and concerted efforts by
the socialist countries and the neutral nations, a Declaration on
the Neutrality of Laos and a protocol to the declaration were
signed on July 23, 1962, at the enlarged Geneya Conference for
the peaceful settlement of the Laotian question. .

On August 24, 1962, U.S. armed vessels bombarded the seaside
residential areas of Havana, the Cuban capital

On September 26, 1962, when a military coup d’etat took place
in the Yemen, the United States instigated Saudi Arabian
armed intervention.

During 1962, the Nehru government of India made repeated
armed intrusions into Chinese territory with U.S. imperialist
support. On October 20, the Nehru government launched a
massive military attack along the Sino-Indian border.
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On October 22, 1962, the United States, resorting to piracy, im
posgd a military blockade and carried out a war provocation
against Cuba which shocked the world. The Cuban people §
gained a great victory in their struggle to defend the sovereignty |
of their fatherland, supported as they were by the people of ':

the socialist and all other countries in the world.

'Dur‘mg these two years, ruthless exploitation, brutal repres- §
sion and armed intervention by the imperialists and their }
lackeys continued to evoke armed resistance by the people in :
many coux?tries and by many oppressed nations, such as the §
armed uprising of the Brunei people against Britain on Decem-

ber 8, 1962.

Time and again events have confirmed Lenin’s state- }

ment that “war is always and everywhere begun by the

exploiters themselves, by the ruling and oppressing }
classes”, and that “war is the continuation of politics by §
other means”. Present and future realities will continue }

to bear out these truths enunciated by Lenin.

WHAT HAS EXPERIENCE PAST AND PRESENT
TO TEACH US?

Since the imperialists and reactionaries incessantly
foment wars in various regions of the world to serve
their own political ends, it is impossible for anybody to
prevent the oppressed peoples and nations from waging
wars of resistance against oppression.

Certain self-styled Marxist-Leninists may not regard
the many wars cited above as wars at all. They acknowl-
edge only wars which take place in “highly developed
civilized regions”. Actually, such ideas are nothing new.

Lenin long ago criticized the absurd view that wars
outside Europe were not wars. Lenin said sarcastically
in a speech in 1917 that there were “wars which we
Europeans do not regard as wars. because all too often

224

they resembled not wars, but the most brutal massacre,
extermination of unarmed peoples.”!

People exactly like those Lenin criticized are still to be
found today. They think that all is quiet in the world
so long as there is no war in their own locality or neigh-
bourhood. They do not consider it worth their while to
bother whether the imperialists and their lackeys are
ravaging and slaughtering people in other localities, or
engaging in military intervention and armed conflicts or
provoking wars there. They only worry lest the “sparks”
of rcsistance by the oppressed nations and peoples in these
places might lead to disaster and disturb their own tran-
quillity. They see no need whatsoever to examine how
wars in these places originate, what social classes are
waging these wars, and what the nature of these wars
is. They simply condemn these wars in an undis-
criminating and arbitrary fashion. Can this approach be
regarded as Leninist?

There are certain other self-styled Marxist-Leninists
who think only of war between the socialist and impe-
rialist camps whenever war is mentioned, as if there
could be no wars to speak of other than one between
the two camps. This thesis, too, was first invented by
the Titoites, and now there are certain people who are
singing the same tune. They are simply unwilling to face
reality or to give thought to the facts of history.

If these people’s memories are not too short, they will
remember that when World War I started, there was no
socialist country in existence, let alone a socialist camp.
All the same, a world war broke out.

1Lenin, “War and Revolution”, Collected Works, 4th Russian
ed., Moscow, Vol. 24, p. 365.
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If their memories are not too short, they may also
recall World War II. From September 1939 to June 1941
when the German-Soviet war began, a war had been §
going on for almost two years in the capitalist world and j
among the imperialist countries themselves. This was §
not a war between socialist and imperialist countries. %
The Soviet Union, after Hitler attacked it, became the 4
main force in the war against the fascist hordes, but even i
after June 1941 the war could not be looked upon as one 4
simply between the socialist and imperialist countries. }
In addition to the land of socialism, the US.S.R, a num- ;
ber of capitalist countries — Great Britain, the United }
States and France — were part of the anti-fascist front
and so were many colonial and semi-colonial countries }

suffering from oppression and aggression.

It is therefore clear that both world wars originated in §
the contradictions inherent in the capitalist world and in
the conflict of interests between the imperialist powers,
and that both were unleashed by the imperialist coun- %

tries.
World wars do not originate in the socialist system.

A socialist country has no such antagonistic social contra-
dictions as are peculiar to the capitalist countries, and |}

it is absolutely unnecessary and impermissible for a so-

cialist country to embark on wars of expansion. No world

war can ever be started by a socialist country.

Thanks to the victories of the socialist countries and to
the victories of the national-democratic revolutionary

movement in many countries, great new changes con-
tinue to take place in the world situation. Togliatti and
other comrades say that in view of the changes in the
world balance of forces the imperialists can no longer do
as they like. There is nothing wrong with this statement.
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As a matter of fact, the point was made by Lenin not
long after the October Revolution. Basing himself on an
appraisal of the changes in the balance of class forces
at that time, Lenin said, “The hands of the international
bourgeoisie are now no longer free.”! But when the
world balance of forces is becoming more and more
favourable to socialism and to the people of all countries,
and when we say that the imperialists can no longer do
as they please, does this now mean the spontaneous
disappearance of the possibility of all sorts of conflicts
arising from the contradictions inherent in the capitalist
world, has it meant so in the past, and will it mean so
in the future? Does it mean that the imperialist coun-
tries have ceased to dream about, and prepare for, attacks
on the socialist countries? Does it mean that the impe-
rialist countries have stopped their aggression against
and oppression of the colonial and semi-colonial coun-
tries? Does it mean that the imperialist countries will
no longer fight each other to the death over markets and
spheres of influence? Does it mean that the monopoly
capitalist class has given up its brutal grinding down
and suppression of the people at home? Nothing of the
kind.

The question of war and peace can never be understood
unless it is seen in the light of social relations, of the
social system, and of the laws of social development.

That old-line opportunist Kautsky held that “war is a
product of the arms drive”, and that “if there is a will to
reach agreement on disarmament”, it will “eliminate one

1Lenin, “Report on Work in the Rural Districts — Delivered at
the Eighth Congress of the Russian Communist Party (B)”,
Selected Works, F.L P.H., Moscow, 1952, Vol. 2, Part 2, p. 176.
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of the most serious causes of war”.! Lenin sharply crit- .;
icized these anti-Marxist views of Kautsky and other §

old-line opportunists who examined the causes of war

without reference to the social system and the system of

exploitation.

In “The War Program of the Proletarian Revolution”
Lenin pointed out that “only after the proletariat has
disarmed the bourgeoisie will it be able, without betray-
ing its world-historical mission, to throw all armaments
on the scrap heap; and the proletariat will undoubtedly
do this, but only when this condition has been fulfilled,
certainly not before”.2 Such is the law of social develop-
ment, and it cannot be otherwise.

Being incapable of explaining the question of war and
peace from the historical and class angle, the modern
revisionists always talk about peace and about war in
general terms without making any distinction between
just and unjust wars. Some people are trying to per-
suade others that the people’s liberation would be “in-
comparably easier” after general and complete disarma-
ment, when the oppressors would have no weapons in
their hands. In our opinion this is nonsensical and totally
unrealistic and is putting the cart before the horse. As
pointed out by Lenin, such people try to “reconcile two
hostile classes and two hostile political lines by means
of a little word which ‘unites’ the most divergent things” 3

On the lips of the modern revisionists, “peace” and
“the strategy of peaceful coexistence” amount to pinning

1 Kautsky, The National State, the Imperialist State and the
League of States.
2 Lenin, Selected Works, ¥.L.P.H., Moscow, Vol. 1, Part 2, p. 574.

3 Lenin, “The Peace Question”, Collected Works, 4th Russian
ed., Moscow, Vol. 21, p. «J3.
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the hope of world peace on the ‘“wisdom” of the im-
perialist rulers, instead of relying on the unity and strug-
gle of the people of the world. The modern revisionists
are resorting to every method to fetter the struggles of
the people in all countries, are trying to paralyse their
revolutionary will and induce them to abandon revolu-
tionary action, and thus weakening the forces fighting
against imperialism and for world peace. This can only
result in increasing the reactionary arrogance of the im-
perialist forces of aggression and war and in increasing
the danger of a world war.

HISTORICAL MATERIALISM, OR THE THEORY THAT
“WEAPONS DECIDE EVERYTHING”?

The modern revisionists hold that with the emergence
of atomic weapons the laws of social development I}aye
ceased to operate and the fundamental Marxist-Leninist
theory concerning war and peace is outmodfed. _Comrad_e
Togliatti holds the same view. The Renmin Ribao edi-
torial of December 31, 1962 has already discussed our
main differences with Comrade Togliatti on the question
of nuclear weapons and nuclear war. We shall now go
into this question further. ‘

Marxist-Leninists give proper and adequate w_elght ?o
the role of modern weapons and military te’chmques in
the organization of armies and in war. Marx’s pamphlet,
Wage-Labour and Capital, contains the well-known pas-
sage:

With the invention of a new instrument of warfare,
firearms, the whole internal organization of the army
necessarily changed; the relationships within which
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individuals can constitute an army and act as an army‘f

were transformed and the relations of different armiesi}
to one another also changed.! 1

But no Marxist-Leninist has ever been an exponent of {
the theory that “weapons decide everything”.

Lenin said after the October Revolution, “He wins iri
war who has the greater reserves, the greater sources of
strength, the greater endurance in the mass of its peo
ple.” Again, “We have more of all of this than the:
Whites have, and more than ‘all-powerful’ Anglo-French :
imperialism, that colossus with feet of clay.”? 1

To elucidate the point, we might quote another passage
from Lenin. He said: :

In every war, victory is conditioned in the final 3
analysis by the spiritual state of those masses who shed }
their blood on the field of battle. . . . This compre- 3
hension by the masses of the aims and reasons of the |

war has an immense significance and guarantees
victory.?

On the question of war, it is a fundamental Marxist- §
_Leninist principle to give full weight to the role of man |
In war, But this principle has often been forgotten by
some self-styled Marxist-Leninists. When atomic weap- 1
ons appeared at the end of World War II, some people 1
became confused, thinking that atom bombs could decide
the outcome of war. Comrade Mao Tse-tung said at that ]

1
op. I\g:gs and Engels, Selected Works, F.L.P.H., Moscow, Vol, 1,

2Le,x;1in, “The Results of the Party Week in Moscow and Our %
Tasks ,_Collected Works, 4th Russian ed, Moscow, Vol. 30, p. 55. !

3 Lenin, f‘Speech at the Mass Conference of Workers and Red
Armymen in the Rogozhsky-Simonovsky District in May 1920”
Collected Works, 4th Russian ed., Moscow, Vol. 31, p. 115, A
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time: “These comrades show even less judgement than
a British peer. . . . These comrades are more backward
than Mountbatten.”® The British peer, Mountbatten,
then Supreme Commander of Allied Forces in Southeast
Asia, had declared that the worst possible mistake would
be to believe that the atom bomb could end the war in
the Far East.?

Of course, Comrade Mao Tse-tung took the destruc-
tiveness of atomic weapons into full account. He said,
“The atom bomb is a weapon of mass slaughter.”® The
Chinese Communist Party has always held that nuclear
weapons are unprecedentedly destructive and that
humanity will suffer unprecedented havoc if a nuclear
war should break out. For this reason, we have always
stood for the total banning of nuclear weapons, that is,
the complete prohibition of their testing, manufacture,
stockpiling and use, and for the destruction of existing
nuclear weapons. At the same time, we have always
held that in the final analysis atomic weapons cannot
change the laws governing the historical development of
society, cannot decide the final outcome of war, cannot
save imperialism from its doom or prevent the proletariat
and people of all countries and the oppressed nations
from winning victory in their revolutions.

Stalin said in September 1946:

I do not believe the atom bomb to be as serious a
force as certain politicians are inclined to think.

1 Mao Tse-tung, “The Situation and Our Policy After the
Victory in the War of Resistance Against Japan”, Selected Works,
F.LP, Vol IV, p. 21

2Cf. ibid.,, p. 26, Note 27.

3Mao Tse-tung, “Talk with the American Correspondent Anna
Louise Strong”, Selected Works, F.L.P.,, Peking, Vol. IV. p. 100.
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Atomic bombs are intended for intimidating the weak-
n.erved, but they cannot decide the outcome of war
since atom bombs are by no means sufficient for this’
purpose. Certainly, monopolistic possession of the
secret of the atom bomb does create a threat but at
leasfc two remedies exist against it: (a) Monopol,ist pos-
session of the atom bomb cannot last long; (b) use of
the atom bomb will be prohibited.!

These words of Stalin’s showed his great foresight.
After World War I, some imperialist countries noisily
afivertisgd a military theory, according to which quick
v1ctor.y In war could be won through air supremacy and
surprise attacks. Events in World War II exposed its
bankrlllptcy. With the appearance of nuclear weapons
some 1mperialists have again noisily advertised this kind’
of theory and resorted to nuclear blackmail, asserting
that nuclear weapons could quickly decide th’e outcome
of war. Their theory will definitely go bankrupt too
But 'the modern revisionists, such as the Tito clique aré
ire‘:ll;vmgt.thetg.s. hand other imperialists, preaching’and
mpetin 1s theory in o intimi
of petis ngtries. Yy In order to intimidate the people
. Thg policy of nuclear blackmail employed by the U.S
Imperialists reveals their evil ambition to enslave thé
world, and at the same time it reveals their fear.
It must be pointed out that if the imperialists should
start using nuclear weapons, they will bring fatal

con-
sequences upon themselves.

1Stalin’s interview with Al
exander Werth, corres
the London Sunday Times, September 2 iy

5, 1946, see Joseph Stali
For Peaceful i i i . otk
191, 22.)‘ Coexistence, International Publishers, New York,
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First, if the imperialists should start using nuclear
weapons to attack other countries, they will find them-
selves completely isolated in the world. For such an
attack will be the greatest possible crime against human
justice and will proclaim the attackers to be the enemy
of all mankind.

Second, when they menace other countries with nu-
clear weapons, the imperialists put their own people first
under threat and fill them with dread of such weapons.
By clinging to the policy of nuclear blackmail, the im-
perialists will gradually arouse the people in their own
countries to rise against them. One of the U.S. airmen
who dropped the first atom bombs on Japan has at-
tempted suicide because of post-war condemnation of
atomic bombing by the people of the whole world, and
has been sent to a mental hospital many times. This in-
stance, in itself, shows to what extent the nuclear war
policy of U.S. imperialism has been discredited.

Third, the imperialists unleash wars for the purpose
of seizing territory, expanding markets, and plundering
the wealth and enslaving the working people of other
countries. The destructiveness of nuclear weapons, how-
ever, compels the imperialists to think twice, because the
consequences of the employment of such weapons would
conflict with the actual interests they are seeking.

Fourth, the secret of nuclear weapons has long since
ceased to be a monopoly. Those who possess nuclear
weapons and guided missiles cannot prevent other coun-
tries from possessing the same. In their vain hope of
destroying their opponents with nuclear weapons, the
imperialists are, in fact, subjecting themselves to the
danger of being destroyed.
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Above, we have dealt with some of the consequences %
which will inevitably arise if the imperialists use nuclear }
weapons in war. It is also one of the important reasons !
why we have always maintained that it is possible to ]
conclude an agreement for a total ban on nuclear weapons.

It must also be pointed out that the policy of frantic }
expansion of nuclear arms pursued by the imperialists, :
and particularly the U.S. imperialists, aggravates the 1

crises within the capitalist-imperialist system itself:

First, the unprecedentedly onerous military expendi-
tures imposed on the people in the imperialist countries
and the increasingly lopsided militarization of the na-
tional economy are arousing the growing opposition of
the people to the imperialist governments and their policy
of arms expansion and war preparation.

Second, the imperialists’ arms drive, and especially
their nuclear arms drive, exacerbates the struggle among
the imperialist powers and among the monopoly groups
in each imperialist country.

Engels said in Anti-Diihring, written in the 1870s,
“Militarism dominates and is swallowing Europe. But
this militarism also bears within itself the seed of its
own destruction.”®

Today there is all the more reason to say that the
policy of nuclear arms expansion pursued by the U.S.
and other imperialists is dominating and swallowing
North America and Western Europe, but that this policy,
this new militarism, bears within itself the seed of the
destruction of the imperialist system.

It can therefore be seen that the policy of nuclear arms
expansion pursued by the U.S. imperialists and their

1Engels, Anti-Diihring, F.L.P.H., Moscow, 1959, p. 235.
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partners is bound to be self-defeating. If they d.are to
use nuclear weapons in war, the result will be their own
destruction.

What should one conclude from all this? Contrary to
the pronouncements of Togliatti and other comra.des
about the “total destruction” of mankind, the only possible
conclusions are:

First, mankind will destroy nuclear weapons, nuclear
weapons will not destroy mankind.

Second, mankind will destroy the cannibal system of
imperialism, the imperialist system will not destroy
mankind. .

Togliatti and other comrades hold that with the ap-
pearance of nuclear weapons “the destiny of hur.nanlty
today is uncertain”.! They hold that with the existence
of nuclear weapons and the threat of a nuclear wgr, there
is no longer any point in talking about the choice of a
social system. If one follows their argument, then. what
happens to the law of social development according to
which the capitalist system will inevitably be replaced
by the socialist and communist system? And' what' h.ap-
pens to the truth elucidated by Lenin - th'at imperialism
is parasitic, decaying and moribund capltallsm‘? .Doss not
their view represent real “fatalism”, “scepticism” and
“pessimism”? . o

We stated in the article “Long Live Leninism!”:

As long as the people of all countries enhance "che.ir
awareness and are fully prepared, wi'th the 59c1ahst
camp also possessing modern weapons, it is certain that
if the U.S. or other imperialists refuse to reach an

-- 1 «Political Resolution of the Tenth Congress of the C.P.1.”
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agreement on the banning of atomic and nuclear |
weapons and should dare to fly in the face of the will
of all the peoples by launching a war using atomic and ‘-
nuclear weapons, the result will only be the very speedy §
destruction of these monsters themselves encircled by |
the peeples of the world, and certainly not the so-called }
annihilation of mankind. We consistently oppose the f{
launching of criminal wars by imperialism, because §

imperialist war would impose enormous sacrifices upon

the peoples of various countries (including the peoples
of the United States and other imperialist countries).
But should the imperialists impose such sacrifices on |
the peoples of various countries, we believe that, just |

as the experience of the Russian revolution and the
Chinese revolution shows, those sacrifices would be
rewarded. On the ruins of imperialism, the victorious
people would very swiftly create a civilization thou-
sands of times higher than the capitalist system and
a truly beautiful future for themselves.

Is this not the truth?

During the past few years, however, some self-styled
Marxist-Leninists have wantonly distorted and con-
demned these Marxist-Leninist theses, stubbornly describ-
ing the ruins of imperialism as ‘“the ruins of mankind”
and equating the destiny of the imperialist system with
that of mankind. In fact, this view is a defence of the
imperialist system. If these people had read some of the
Marxist-Leninist classics, it would have been clear to
them that building a new system on the ruins of the old
was a formulation used by Marx, Engels and Lenin.

Engels said in Anti-Diihring, “The bourgeoisie broke
up the feudal system and built upon its ruins the capital-
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ist order of society, . . /' Did the ruins of the feudal
system, which Engels spoke of, mean the “ruins of
mankind”?

In his article “The Constituent Assembly Elections
and the Dictatorship of the Proletariat”, written in
December 1919, Lenin spoke of the proletariat “organizing
socialism on the ruins of capitalism”.? Did the ruins of
capitalism, which Lenin mentioned, mean the “ruins of
mankind”?

To describe the ruins of the old systems mentioned by
Marxist-Leninists as the ‘“ruins of mankind” is to sub-
stitute frivolous quibbling for serious debate. Can this be
the non-“discordant note” which Togliatti and the other
comrades want? Is this the polemic carried on in an
“admissible tone” which they demand? In fact, at the
time of the collapse of Italian fascism, Comrade Togliatti
himself said, “A great task rests upon us: we should
establish a new Italy on the ruins of fascism, on the ruins
of reactionary tyranny.”?

Every serious Marxist-Leninist must consider the pos-
sibility of the imperialists adopting the most criminal
means to inflict the heaviest sacrifices and the keenest
suffering on the people of all countries. The purpose
of such consideration is to awaken the people, mobilize
and organize them more effectively, and to find the cor-
rect course of struggle for liberation and a way to deliver
mankind from suffering, a way to win peace in the face

1Engels, Anti-Dilhring, F.L.P.H, Moscow, p. 368.
2 Lenin Collected Works, 4th Russian ed., Moscow, Vol. 30.

p. 239. )
3Quoted in The Italian Communist Party, published by the

C.P.I. in May 1950.
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of the threats of imperialism, and a way effective in
preventing a nuclear war.

That no socialist country will ever start an aggressive
war is known by everybody, even by the U.S. imperialists
as well as by all the other imperialists and reactionaries.
The national defence of each socialist country is designed
for protection against external aggression, and absolutely
not for attacking other countries. If the aggressors
should impose a war on a socialist country, then the war
waged by the socialist country would above all be a war
of self-defence.

Possession of nuclear weapons by the socialist coun-
tries has a purely defensive purpose, the purpose of pre-
venting the imperialists from unleashing nuclear war.
Therefore, with nuclear superiority in their hands, the
socialist countries will never attack other countries with
such weapons; they will not permit themselves to launch
such attacks, nor will they have any need to do so. Being
firmly opposed to the policy of nuclear blackmail, the
socialist countries advocate the total banning and destruc-
tion of nuclear weapons. Such is the attitude, line and
policy of the People’s Republic of China and the Com-
munist Party of China on the question of nuclear weap-
ons. Such is the attitude, line and policy of all Marxist-
Leninists. The modern revisionists deliberately distort
our attitude, line and policy on this question and fabricate
mean and vulgar slanders and lies; their purpose is to
cover up the nuclear blackmail of the imperialists and to
conceal their own adventurism and capitulationism on
the question of nuclear weapons. It must be pointed out
that adventurism and capitulationism on this question
are very dangerous and are an expression of the worst
kind of irresponsibility.
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A STRANGE FORMULATION

In accordance with the nature of their social system,
socialist countries give sympathy and support to all
oppressed peoples and oppressed nations in their struggles
for liberation. But socialist countries will never launch
external wars as a substitute for revolutionary struggles
by the peoples of other countries.. The emancipation of
the people of each country is their own task — this is the
firm standpoint held since the time of Marx by all true
Communists, including the Communists who wield state
power. It is identical with the standpoint censistently
advocated by..all Marxist-Leninists that “revolution can-
not be exported or imported”.

_ If the people of any country do not want a revolution,
no one can impose it from without; where there is no
revolutionary crisis and the conditions for a revolution
are not ripe, nobody can create a revolution. And of
course, if the people in any country desire a revolution
and themselves start a revolution, no one can prevent
them from making it, just as no one could prevent the
revolutions in Cuba, in Algeria or in southern Viet Nam.

Togliatti and other comrades say that peaceful co-
existence implies “excluding . . . the possibility of foreign
intervention to ‘export’ either counter-revolution or rev-
olution”.! We should like to ask: When you talk
about “export of revolution” by foreign countries,
do you mean that the socialist countries want to export
revolution?  This is just what the imperialists and reac-
tionaries have been alleging all along. Should a Com-
munist talk in such terms? As for the imperialist coun-
tries, they have always exported counter-revolution.

- 1%7heses for the Tenth Congress of the C.P.1.”
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Can anyone name an imperialist country which has not
done so? Can we forget that the imperialists launched
direct intervention against the Great October Revolution
and the Chinese revolution? Can anyone deny that the
U.S. imperialists are still forcibly occupying our terri-
tory of Taiwan today? Can anyone deny that the U.S.
imperialists have all along been intervening in the Cuban
revolution? Is not U.S. imperialism playing the interna-
tional gendarme and trying its utmost to export counter-
revolution to all parts of the world and interfering in the
internal affairs of the other countries in the capitalist
world?

Togliatti and other comrades make no distinction be-
tween countries whose social systems differ in nature;
they do not understand the Marxist-Leninist view that
“revolution cannot be exported or imported”; and in
discussing peaceful coexistence they ignore the im-
perialists’ incessant export of counter-revolution and
speak of “export of counter-revolution” and ‘“export of
revolution” in the same breath. This strange formula-
tion cannot but be considered an error of principle,

THE CHINESE COMMUNISTS’ BASIC THESES ON THE
QUESTION OF WAR AND PEACE

On the question of war and peace, the Chinese Com-
munists, now as always, uphold the views of Lenin.

In the above quotations, Lenin pointed out that pro-
letarian parties “unreservedly condemn war” and “have
always condemned wars between nations”. But Lenin
always maintained that unjust wars must be opposed
and that just wars must be supported; he never undis-
criminatingly opposed all wars. There are people today
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wno unblushingly compare themselves to Lenin and
allege that Lenin, and Karl Liebknecht and Rosa Luxem-
burg, too, opposed war in the same way as they do. They
have emasculated Lenin’s theories and policies on the
question of war and peace. It is common knowledge
that during World War I, Lenin resolutely opposed the
imperialist war. At the same time he maintained that
once war broke out among the imperialist countries, the
proletariat and other working people of these countries
should turn the imperialist war into just revolutionary
wars inside the imperialist countries, i.e., into just rev-
olutionary wars of the proletariat and other working
people against the imperialists of their own countries.
The day after the outbreak of the October Revolution, the
Second All-Russian Congress of Soviets of Workers’ and
Soldiers’ Deputies, under the chairmanship of Lenin,
adopted the famous Decree on Peace. This Decree was
an appeal to the international proletariat, and particularly
to the class-conscious workers of Britain, France and
Germany, trusting that they “will understand the duty
that now faces them of saving mankind from the horrors
of war and its consequences, that these workers, by com-
prehensive, determined, and supremely vigorous action,
will help us to bring to a successful conclusion the cause
of peace, and at the same time the cause of the emancipa-
tion of the toiling and exploited masses of the population
from all forms of slavery and all forms of exploitation”.!
The Decree pointed out that the Soviet government “con-
siders it the greatest of crimes against humanity to con-
tinue this war over the issue of how to divide among the

1 Lenin, “The Second All-Russian Congress of Soviets of Work-
ers’ and Soldiers’ Deputies”, Selected Works, F.L.P.H.,, Moscow,
1951, Vol. 2, Part 1, p. 331.
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strong and rich nations the weak nationalities they have }
conquered, and solemnly announces its determination im- §
mediately to sign terms of peace to stop this war on the 3%
conditions indicated, which are equally just for all 1
nationalities without exception”.! This Decree proposed }
by Lenin is a great document in the history of the prole- 1
tarian revolution. Yet there are people today who dare §
to distort and mutilate it; they have tampered with §
Lenin’s description of a war waged by imperialist coun- ":
tries to divide the world and oppress weak nations as §
constituting the greatest of crimes against humanity, and ;"
deliberately twisted it into “war is the greatest of crimes 9§
against humanity”. These people portray Lenin, the i
great proletarian revolutionary, the great Marxist, as a |
bourgeois pacifist. They brazenly distort Lenin, distort :.

Leninism, distort history, and yet they presumptuously

assert that others “do not understand the substance of |
the Marxist doctrine of revolutionary struggle”. Isn’t }

this strange and monstrous?

We Chinese Communists are being abused by the

modern revisionists because we oppose all the ridiculous

arguments that are used to distort Leninism and because '

we insist on restoring the original features of Lenin’s
theory on the question of war and peace.

Marxist-Leninists hold that, in order to defend world ]
peace and prevent a new world war, we must rely on the 3

unity and growing strength of the socialist countries, on

the struggles of the oppressed nations and peoples, on the 1

struggles of the international proletariat, and on the
struggles of all the peace-loving countries and people in
the world. This is the correct line for defending world
peace for the people of all lands, a line which is in full
~ 1Ibid., p. 329.
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accord with the Leninist theory of war and peace. Some
people maliciously distort this line, calling it “a ‘theory’
to the effect that the road to victory for socialism runs
through war between nations, through destruction, blood-
shed and the death of millions of people”. They place
the defence of world peace in opposition to the revolu-
tionary struggles of the people of all countries, and they
hold that in order to have peace the people of all coun-
tries should kneel before the imperialists, and the
oppressed nations and peoples should give up their strug-
gles for liberation. Instead of fighting for world peace
by relying on the united struggle of all the world’s peace-
loving forces, all these people do is to beg the imperialists,
headed by the United States, for the gift of world peace.
This so-called theory, this line of theirs, is absolutely
wrong; it is anti-Leninist.

The Chinese Communists’ basic views on the question
of war and peace and our differences with Togliatti and
other comrades on this question were made clear in the
Renmin Ribao editorial of December 31, 1962. We said
in that editorial:

. on the question of how to avert world war and
safeguard world peace, the Communist Party of China
has consistently stood for the resolute exposure of
imperialism, for strengthening the socialist camp, for
firm support of the national-liberation movements and
the peoples’ revolutionary struggles, for the broadest
alliance of all the peace-loving countries and people
of the world, and at the same time, for taking full
advantage of the contradictions among our enemies,
and for utilizing the method of negotiation as well as
other forms of struggle. The aim of this stand is pre-
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cisely the effective prevention of world war and }

preservation of world peace. This stand fully con-

forms with Marxism-Leninism and with the Moscow ]
Declaration and the Moscow Statement. It is the cor- ]
rect policy for preventing world war and defending ;
wcerld peace. We persist in this correct policy precisely |
because we are deeply convinced that it is possible to

prevent world war by relying on the combined struggle
of all the forces mentioned above. How then can this
stand be described as lacking faith in the possibility
of averting world war? How can it be called “war-
like”? It would simply result in a phoney peace or
bring about an actual war for the people of the whole
world if you prettify imperialism, pin your hopes of
peace on imperialism, take an attitude of passivity or
opposition towards the national-liberation movements
and the peoples’ revolutionary struggles and bow down
and surrender to imperialism, as advocated by those
who attack the Communist Party of China. This policy
is wrong and all Marxist-Leninists, all revolutionary
people, all peace-loving people must resolutely oppose
it.

Here let us recapitulate our basic theses on the ques-
tion of war and peace:

First, we have always held that the farces of war and
aggression headed by U.S. imperialism are preparing in
earnest for a third world war and that the danger of war
exists. But in the last ten years or so, the world balance
of forces has changed more and more in favour of so-
cialism and in favour of the struggles for national libera-
tion, people’s democracy and the defence of world peace.
The people are the decisive factor. Imperialism and the
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reactionaries are isolated. By relying on the unity and
the struggles of the people, and on the correct policies
of the socialist countries and of the proletarian parties
of various countries, it is possible to avert a new world
war and to avert a nuclear war, and it is possible to
achieve an agreement for the total banning of nuclear
weapons.

Second, if the people of the world wish to be successful
in preserving world peace, preventing a new world war
and preventing nuclear war, they must support one
another, form the broadest possible united front, and
unite all the forces that can be united, including
the people of the United States, to oppose the policies
of war and aggression of the imperialist bloc headed by
the U.S. reactionaries.

Third, the socialist countries stand for and adhere to
the policy of peaceful coexistence with countries having
other social systems, and develop friendly relations and
carry on trade on the basis of equality with them. In
pursuing the policy of peaceful coexistence, the socialist
countries oppose the use of force to settle disputes be-
tween states and do not interfere in the internal affairs
of any other country. Some people say that peaceful
coexistence will result in the transformation of the
social system in all the capitalist countries, and that it
is “the road to world socialism”.! Others say that the
policy of peaceful coexistence is “the most advanced
form of struggle against imperialism and for the peo-
ples’ liberation” by all the oppressed peoples and na-

1Todor Zhivkov, “Peace: Key Problem of Today”, World
Marxist Review, No. 8, 1960.

2“Groundless Polemics of the Chinese Communists”’, L'Unita,
December 31, 1962.
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tions. These people have completely distorted Lenin’s
policy of peaceful coexisteice by jumbling together the 3§
question of peaceful coexistence of countries with differ- ?
ent social systems, the question of class struggle in capi- }
talist countries and the question of the struggles of the }

oppressed nations for liberation.

Fourth, we have always believed in the necessity of }
constantly maintaining sharp vigilance against the danger 7}
of imperialist aggression on the socialist countries. We ‘
have always believed, too, that it is possible for the §
socialist countries to reach agreement through peaceful §
negotiations and make the necessary compromises with j
the imperialist countries on some issues, not excluding f
important ones. However, as Comrade Mao Tse-tung :

has said:

Such compromise does not require the people in the }
countries of the capitalist world to follow suit and §
make compromises at home. The people in those j
countries will continue to wage different struggles in

accordance with their different conditions.!

Fifth, the sharp contradictions among the imperialist
powers exist objectively and are irreconcilable. Among 3
the imperialist countries and blocs, clashes, big and }

small, direct and indirect and in one form or another,

are bound to occur. They arise from the actual interests §
of the imperialists and are determined by the inherent j
nature of imperialism. To claim that the possibility of }
clashes among the imperialist countries arising from j
their actual interests has disappeared under the new his-

1Mao Tse-tung, “Some Points in Appraisal of the Present In- ;

ternational Situation”, Selected Works, F.L.P., Peking, Vol. 1V,
p. 87.
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torical conditions is tantamount to saying that imperial-
ism has undergone a complete change, and is, in fact, to
embellish imperialism.

Sixth, since capitalist-imperialism and the system of
exploitation are the source of war, no one can guarantee
that imperialists and reactionaries will not launch wars
of aggression against the oppressed nations, or wars
against the oppressed people of their own countries. On
the other hand, no one can prevent the awakened op-
pressed nations and peoples from rising to wage revolu-
tionary wars.

Seventh, the axiom that “war is the continuation of
politics by other means”, which was affirmed and stressed
by Lenin, remains valid today. The social system of the
capitalist-imperialist countries is fundamentally different
from that of the socialist countries, and their domestic
and foreign policies are likewise fundamentally different
from those of the socialist countries. From this it follows
that the capitalist-imperialist countries and the socialist
countries must take fundamentally different stands on
the question of war and peace. As far as the capitalist-
imperialist countries are concerned, whether they launch
wars or profess peace, their aim is to pursue or to main-
tain their imperialist interests. Imperialist war is the
continuation of imperialist peacetime politics, and im-
perialist peace is the continuation of imperialist wartime
politics. The bourgeois pacifists and the opportunists
have always denied this point. As Lenin said, “The paci-
fists of both shades have never understood that ‘war is
the continuation of the politics of peace, and peace is
the continuation of the politics of war’.

1Lenin, “Bourgeois Pacifism and Socialist Pacifism”, Selected
Works, International Publishers, New York, 1943, Vol. 5, p. 262.
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Eighth, the era of perpetual peace for mankind will
come; the era when all wars will be eradicated will come. §
We are striving for its advent. But this great era will }
come only after, and not before, mankind has eradicated
the system of capitalist-imperialism. As the Moscow
Statement puts it, “The victory of socialism all over the §
world will completely remove the social and national 5

causes of all wars.”

These are our basic theses on the question of war and 1

peace.

Our theses are derived from analysis, based on the |
Marxist materialist conception of history, of a host of |
phenomena objectively existing in the world, of the ex-
tremely complex political and economic relationships #

among different countries, and of the specific conditions

in the new world epoch of transition from capitalism to ,

socialism initiated by the Great October Revolution.

These theses are correct in theory and, moreover, they 1

have been repeatedly tested in practice. Since the
mocdern revisionists and their followers have no way of
disproving these theses, they have freely resorted to dis-
tortions and lies in their attempt to demolish the truth.

But how can the truth ever be demolished? Should

it not rather be said that those trying to do this will
themselves, sooner or later, be demolished by the truth?

At the present time, certain self-styled “creative
Marxist-Leninists” believe that world history moves to
the waving of their baton, and not according to the
objective laws of society. This reminds us of the words
of the famous French philosopher Diderot, as quoted by
Lenin in Materialism and Empirio-Criticism:
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There was a moment of insanity when the sentient
piano imagined that it was the only piano in the world,
and that the whole harmony of the universe took place
within it.?

Let those historical idealists who think that they are
everything and that everything is contained in their own
subjectivism carefully think over this passage!

V. THE STATE AND REVOLUTION

WHAT IS THE “POSITIVE CONTRIBUTION” OF COMRADE
TOGLIATTI'S “THEORY OF STRUCTURAL REFORM”?

Togliatti and some other comrades describe their
“fundamental line” of “structural reform’” as ‘“‘common
to the whole international communist movement”;? they
describe their thesis of structural reform as “a principle
of the world strategy of the working-class and com-
munist movement in the present situation”.?

It seems that Togliatti and other comrades not only
want to thrust the “Italian road’” on the working class
and working people of Italy but to impose it on the peo-
ple of the whole capitalist world. For they consider
their proposed Italian road to be “the road of advance
to socialism” for the whole capitalist world today, and
apparently the one and only such road. Comrade

1 Lenin, Collected Works, F.L.P.H.,, Moscow, 1962, Vol. 14, p. 38.

2 Togliatti’s concluding speech at the Tenth Congress of the
C.PL

3Togliatti’s speech at the April 1962 session of the Central
Committee of the C.P.I.
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Togliatti and certain other Italian comrades have an .;

extraordinarily high opinion of themselves.

In order to make the issue clear, it may be useful "
first to introduce the reader to the main contents of their }

proposed Italian road and structural reform.

1. Is the most fundamental thesis of Marxism- f
Leninism that the state apparatus of bourgeois dictator- 3
ship has to be smashed and a state apparatus of pro- f
letarian dictatorship established, still wholly valid? In }
their opinion, this is “a subject for discussion”.! They ¢
say that “it is evident that we correct something of this §
position, taking into account the changes which have 1}
taken place and which are still in the process of being %

realized in the world”.?

2. “Today, the question of doing what was done in §
Russia is not posed to the Italian workers”’? Comrade |
Togliatti - expressed this view in April 1944 and re- |
affirmed it as being “programmatic” in his report to the }

Tenth Congress of the C.P.I.

3. The Italian working class can “organize itself into |
the ruling class within the limits of the constitutional §

system”.3

4. The Italian Constitution “assigns to the forces of '.‘-
labour a new and pre-eminent position” and “permits _-
and envisages structural modifications”.* “The; struggle
to give a new socialist content to Italian democracy has ;
ample room for development within our Constitution.”* 1

1Togliatti, “The Italian Road to Socialism’;, report to the June }

1956 session of-the Central Committee of the C.P.L ]
2 Togliatti’s report to the Tenth Congress of the C.P.I

3“Elements for a Programmatc Declaration of the CPIL”,
adopted by the Eighth Congress of the C.P.I. in December 1956.

4“Theses for the Tenth Congress of the C.P.I.” -
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5. “We can talk of the possibility of the thorough
utilization of legal means and also of Parliament to
carry out serious social transformations. . . .t “Full
power should be given to Parliament, allowing it to
carry out not only legislative tasks, but also the func-
tions of direction of and control over the activities of
the Executive. . . .”2 And they talk of the demand for
“the effective extension of the powers of Parliament to
the economic field”.?

6. “The building of a new democratic regime ad-
vancing towards socialism is closely connected with
the formation of a new historical grouping, which, under
the leadership of the working class, would fight to
change the structure of society and which would be the
bearer of an intellectual and moral as well as a pohtlcal
revolution.”?

7. “The destruction of the most backward and burden-
some structures in Italian society and the beginning
of their transformation  in a democratic and - socialist
sense cannot and should not be postponed till the day
when the working class and its allies win power. . . .”

8. The nationalized economy, i.e., state-monopoly
capital, in Italy can stand “in opposition to the monop-
olies” 5 can be “the expression of the popular masses
and can become “a more effective instrument for oppos-

1 Togliatti’s report to the March 1956 sessmn of the Central
Committee of the C.P.I.

2 «Theses for the Tenth Congress of the C.PlL”

34“political Theses Approved by the Ninth Congress of the
C.P.L”

4 “Elements for a Programmatic Declaration of the C.P.I.”

5 A. Pesenti, “Is It a Question of the Structure or of the Super-
Structure?” in Rinascita, May 19, 1962.
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ing monopolistic development”.l It is possible “to break i
up and abolish the monopoly ownership of the major
productive forces and transform it into collective owner- §

ship . . . through nationalization”.?

9. State intervention in economic life can “fulfil the §
needs for a democratic development of the economy’” j
and can be turned into an “instrument of struggle against ]
the power of big capital in order to hit, restrict and jJ

break up the rule of the big monopoly groups”.%

10. Under capitalism and bourgeois dictatorship, “the §
concepts of planning and programming the economy, 3
considered at one time a socialist prerogative”,* can be 1
accepted. The working class, by “taking part in formu- }
lating and executing the planning policy in full realiza- }
tion of its own ideals and autonomy, with the strength }
of its own unity”,® can turn planning policy into “a means ¥
of satisfying the needs of men and of the national col-

lective”.’

In short, the Italian road and the structural reform }
of Togliatti and other comrades amount to this — polit- §
ically, while preserving the bourgeois dictatorship, }
“progressively to change the internal balance and struc- |
ture of the state” and thus “impose the rise of new §
classes to its leadership” through the “legsl” means of }
bourgeois democracy, constitution and parliament (as
to what is meant by “new classes”, their exposition has §

1 A. Pesenti, “Direct or Indirect Forms of State Intervention”. :

in Rinascita, June 9, 1962.
2«Elements for a Programmatic Declaration of the C.P.1.”

3 Togliatti’s speech at the April 1962 session of the Central

Committee of the C.P.I.
4 Togliatti’s report to the Tenth Congress of the C.P.I.
5 “Theses for the Tenth Congress of the C.P.1.”
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always been ambiguous); and economically, while pre-
serving the capitalist system, gradually to “restrict” and
“break up” monopoly capital through “nationalization”,
“programming” and “state intervention”. In other
words, it is possible to attain socialism in Italy through
bourgeois dictatorship, without going through the dic-
tatorship of the proletariat.

Togliatti and other comrades consider their ideas to be
“a positive contribution to the deepening and develop-
ment of Marxism-Leninism, the revolutionary doctrine
of the working class”.! Unfortunately there is nothing
new in their ideas; they are very old and very stale;
they are the bourgeois socialism which Marx and Engels
so relentlessly refuted long ago.

The bourgeois socialism Marx and Engels criticized
belonged to a period before monopoly capitalism had
emerged. If Togliatti and the other comrades have made
any “positive contribution”, it is to the development, not
of Marxism, but of bourgeois socialism. They have
developed pre-monopoly bourgeois socialism into monop-
oly bourgeois socialism. But this is the very develop-
ment which the Tito clique proposed long ago, and
Togliatti and the other comrades have taken it over after
their “study and profound understanding” of what the
Tito clique has done and is doing.

COMPARE THIS WITH LENINISM

Whether it is possible to pass over to and realize so-
cialism before overthrowing the dictatorship of the

1 Togliatti, “Let Us Lead the Discussion Back to Tts Real Limit".
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bourgeoisie and establishing the dictatorship of the p
letariat has always been the most fundamental quest
at issue between Marxist-Leninists and every kind off
opportunist and revisionist. In The State and Revolu
tion and The Proletarian Rewvolution and the Renegad
Kautsky, two great works familiar to all Marxis
Leninists, Lenin comprehensively and penetratingly eluc
dated this fundamental question, defended and develope
revolutionary Marxism and thoroughly exposed an
repudiated the distortions of Marxism by the oppo:
tunists and revisionists.

As a matter of fact, “structural reform”, the “cha
in the internal balance of the state” and other idea
held by Togliatti and the other comrades are all ideas o
Kautsky’s which Lenin criticized in The State and Rev
olution. Comrade Togliatti says, “The Chinese comrad
want to scare us by reminding us of Kautsky, wit;
whose views our policy has nothing in common.” A
we trying to scare Comrade Togliatti and the others
Has their policy nothing in common with Kautsky’s.
views? As they did, we ask whether they will “permit. ]
us to remind them” to re-read carefully The State and
Revolution and Lenin’s other works.

Togliatti and the other comrades refuse to pay atten-§
tion to the fundamental difference between proletarian L"
socialist revolution and bourgeois revolution. j

Lenin said:

The difference between socialist revolution and «
bourgeois revolution lies precisely in the fact that the 1
latter finds ready forms of capitalist relationships;}

1 1bid,
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while the Soviet power-—the proletarian power —
does not inherit such ready-made relationships. . . .1

All state power in class society is designed to safe-
guard a particular social and economic system, that is,
particular relations of production. As Lenin put it,
“Politics are the concentrated expression of economics.’’?
Every social and economic system invariably has a cor-
responding political system which serves it and clears
away the obstacles to its development.

Historically speaking, the slave-owners, the feudal
lords and the bourgeoisie all had to establish themselves
politically as the ruling class and take state power into
their own hands in order to make their relations of pro-
duction prevail over all others and to consolidate and
develop these relations of production.

A fundamental point differentiating revolutions of ex-
ploiting classes from proletarian revolution is that, be-
fore the seizure of state power by any of the three great
exploiting classes —the slave-owners, the landlords or
the bourgeoisie — the relations of production of slavery,
feudalism or capitalism already existed in society, and
in certain cases had become fairly mature. But before
the proletariat seizes power, socialist relations of produc-
tion do not exist in society. The reason is obvious. A
new form of private ownership can come into being
spontaneously on the basis of an old one, whereas so-
cialist public ownership of the means of production can

1Lenin, “Report on War and Peace, Delivered to the Seventh
Congress of the R.C.P. (B)”, Selected Works, F.L.P.H., Moscow,
Vol. 2, Part 1, p. 420.

2 Lenin, “Once Again on the Trade Unions, the Present Situa-
tion and the Mistakes of Trotsky and Bukharin”, Selected Works,
International Publishers, New York. 1943, Vol. 9. p. 54.
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never come into being spontaneously on the basis of ]

capitalist private ownership.

Let us compare the ideas and programme of Togliatti

and the other comrades with Leninism.

Contrary to Leninism, Togliatti and the other comrades
maintain that socialist relations of production can
gradually come into being without a socialist revolufion :

and proletarian state power, and that the basic economic
interests of the proletariat can be satisfied without a

political revolution which replaces the dictatorship of 1

the bourgeoisie by the dictatorship of the proletariat.
This is the starting-point of the ‘“Italian road” and the
“theory of structural reform” of Comrade Togliatti and
the others.

Who are right? Marx, Engels and Lenin, or Togliatti
and the other comrades? Which ones ‘“lack a sense of
reality’’? The Marxist-Leninists, or Togliatti and the
other comrades with their ideas and programme?

Let us look at the reality in Italy.

Italy is a country with a population of fifty million.
According to available statistics, Italy now has, in a
period of peace, several hundred thousand government
officials, over four hundred thousand troops in the stand-
ing army, nearly eighty thousand gendarmes, about one
hundred thousand policemen, over one thousand two
hundred law courts of all levels, and nearly one thou-
sand prisons; this does not include the secret machinery
of suppression with its armed personnel. In addition,
there are U.S. military bases and U.S. armed forces
stationed in Italy.

In their Theses, Togliatti and the other comrades
delight in talking about Italy’s democracy, constitution,
parliament and so forth, but they do not use the class

256

point of view to analyse the army, the gendarmes, the
police, the law courts, the prisons and the other instru-
ments of violence in present-day Italy. Whom do these
instruments of violence protect and whom do they sup-
press? Do they protect the proletariat and the other work-
ing people and suppress the monopoly capitalists, or vice
versa? When talking about the state system, a Marxist-
Leninist must answer this question and not evade it.

Let us see what these instruments of violence are used
for in Italy. Here are a few illustrations.

In the three years from 1948 to 1950, the Italian gov-
ernment killed or injured more than three thousand
people and arrested more than ninety thousand, in the
course of suppressing the mass opposition of the people.

In July 1960, the Tambroni government killed eleven
people, injured one thousand and arrested another thou-
sand, while suppressing the anti-fascist movement of the
Italian working people.

In 1962 after the so-called centre-left government of
Fanfani was formed, there were a succession of incidents
as the government suppressed strikes or mass demonstra-
tions —in Ceccano in May, in Turin in July, in Bari in
August, in Milan in October and in Rome in November.
In the Rome incident alone, dozens of people were in-
jured, and six hundred arrested.

These are just a few instances, but do they not suffice
to expose Italian democracy for what it really is? In an
Italy with a powerful state machine, both open and
secret, for suppressing the people, is it possible not to
deccribe Italian democracy as the democracy, i.e., the
dictatorship, of the Italian monopoly capitalist class?

Is it possible for the working class and all the working
people of Italy to participate in the formulation of the
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Italian government’s domestic and foreign policy under
the Italian democracy of which Togliatti and the other
comrades boast? If you, Togliatti and the other com-
rades, think it possible, will you take responsibility for
the numerous crimes of suppression of the people com-
mitted by the Italian government, for that government’s
agreement to let the United States build military bases
in Italy, for its participation in NATO, etc.? Natural-
ly, you will say that you cannot be held responsible for
these reactionary domestic and foreign policies of the
Italian government. But since you claim a share in
policy-making, why are you unable to achieve the slight-
est change in these most fundamental policies of the
Italian government?

To laud “democracy” in general terms, without making
any distinction concerning the class character of de-
mocracy, is to sing the tune which the heroes of the
Second International and the Right-wing social demo-
cratic leaders played to death. Is it not strange for the
self~styled Marxist-Leninists of today to claim these
worn-out. tunes as their own new creations?

Perhaps Comrade Togliatti does want to differentiate
himself a little from the social-democrats. He maintains
that as far as ‘‘abstract argument” is concerned, one may
acknowledge the class character of the state and the
bourgeois character of the present Italian state, but that
“putting it in concrete terms” is another matter. In
terms of ‘“concrete argument”, he maintains that “start-
ing from the present state structure . . . by realizing the
profound reforms envisaged by the Constitution, it would
be possible . . . to obtain such results as would change
the present power grouping and create the conditions
for another grouping, of which the labouring classes
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constitute a part and in which they would assume t}lxe
function which is their due . . » and thus to make Ita:};
«advance towards socialism in democra.cy and peace”.
When translated into language intelligible ‘fo <?,I'd1nary
people, these vague phreses of Comra_de Togliatti’s mﬁan
that the nature of the state machine of the. Ita 1tz;an
monopoly capitalists can })e gradually changed without a
’s revolution in Italy.
peoCI:)lrirade Togliatti’s “concrete argument” i§ af‘ logger-
heads with his “abstract argument”. In 'h1s ab.st.ract
argument” he comes a little closer to Marx1sr,r}—Lem.msfm,
but when he gives the “concrete argument h.e is tha}r
removed from Marxism-Leninisn‘lc.1 Perht?p’s"he thinks this
i nly way to avoid being “dogmatic’ .
° ;c):;ge(; ’I‘Yog]igtti and the other comrades”are asse;ssgi. 12
the light of their “concrete argument”, tl.ae airlin
between them and the social—democr:alts van.lshes. .
Today, when certain people are doing their utrr:ost g
adulterate the Marxist-Leninist theor'y.of. the state an-
revolution, and when the modern re.v151omsts are Esux:ﬁ-
ing the name of Lenin in their frenm.ed attacks c;nll eni1n
ism, we would like to draw attention to theF.o'tovaong-
two paragraphs from Lenin’s spfeech {:,lt theg. irs
gress of the Communist International in 1919:

.0 thing that socialists fail to understand
anghtehaTilcﬁlstitutges their short—sightednes§ in rr‘latjcers
of theory, their subservience to bourgeols p'I‘EJudIC(?S
and their political betrayal of the px:oletarlat is that in
capitalist society, whenever there. is any serious atg—
gravation of the class struggle intr1n31'c to thaF socie gf,
there can be no alternative but the dictatorship of the

J—

1 Cf. Togliatti’s report to the Tenth Congress of the C.P.I.
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bourgeoisie or the dictatorship of the proletariat.
Dreams of some third way are reactionary petty-bour-
geois lamentations. That is borne out by more than
a century of development of bourgeois democracy and
the labour movement in all the advanced countries,
and notably by the experience of the past five years.
This is also borne out by the science of political econ-
omy, by the entire content of Marxism, which reveals
the economic inevitability, wherever commodity econ-
omy prevails, of the dictatorship of the bourgeoisie
that can only be replaced by the class which the
growth of capitalism develops, multiplies, welds to-
gether and strengthens, that is, the proletarian class.

Another theoretical and political error of tlie social-
ists is their failure to understand that ever since the
rudiments of democracy first appeared in antiquity,
its forms inevitably changed over the centuries as one
ruling class replaced another. Democracy assumed
different forms and was applied in different degrees
in the ancient republics of Greece, the medieval cities
and the advanced capitalist countries. It would be
sheer nonsense to think that the most profound rev-
olution in human history, the first case in the world
of power being transferred from the exploiting minor-
ity to the exploited majority, could take place within
the time-worn framework of the old, bourgeois, parlia-
mentary democracy, without drastic changes, without
the creation of new forms of democracy, new institu-
tions that embody the new conditions for applying
democracy, etc.!

1 Lenin. “The First Congress of the Communist International”,
Collected Works, 4th Russian ed., Moscow, Vol. 28, p. 441.
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Here we see that Lenin drew these clear-cut and def-
inite conclusions on the basis of the whole of Marxist
teaching, the whole experience of class struggle in
capitalist society and the whole experience of the Octo-
ber Revolution. He held that within the old framework
of bourgeois parliamentary democracy it was impossible
for state power to be transferred from the bourgeoisie
to the proletariat, impossible to realize the most profound
revolution in human history, the socialist revolution.
Have not these specific truths which Lenin expounded
in 1919 been repeatedly confirmed since by the experi-
ence of every country where the socialist revolution has
taken place? Has not this experience confirmed again
and again that the road of the October Revolution, which
Lenin led, is the common road for the emancipation of
mankind?

Have not the Moscow Declaration of 1957 and the
Moscow Statement of 1960 reiterated that this is the
common road to socialism for the working class in all
countries? Whether the working class uses peaceful or
non-peaceful means depends, of course, “on the resis-
tance put up by the reactionary circles to the will of the
overwhelming majority of the people, on these circles
using force at one or another stage of the struggle for
socialism”! But, one way or the other, it is necessary
to smash the old bourgeois state machine and to estab-
lish the dictatorship of the proletariat.

Instead of taking the experience of the revolutionary
struggles of the proletariat or the living reality of Italian
society as their starting-point, Togliatti and other com-

! Declaration of the Moscow Meeting of Representatives of the
Communist and Workers' Parties.
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rades start from the present Italian Constitution and ;
maintain that Italy can achieve socialism within the !

framework of bourgeois parliamentary democracy with-

out smashing the old state machine. What they call the ‘
“new democratic regime” is nothing but an “extension” }

of bourgeois democracy. Small wonder that their “con-
crete argument’ diverges so widely from the specific
truths of Marxism-Leninism.,

A MOST MARVELLOUS CONSTITUTION

The Theses for the Tenth Congress of the C.P.I. declare ,‘

that “the Italian road to socialism passes through the
building of the new state as described in the Constitu-

tion (a state which is profoundly different from the pres-

ent regime) and the accession of the new ruling classes
to its leadership”.

According to Togliatti and the other comrades, the

Constitution of Italy is indeed a most marvellous one.

1. The Constitution of the Republic is “a unitary 1
compact voluntarily binding on the great majority of |

the Italian people. . . .1

2. The Constitution of the Republic “envisages some |
fundamental reforms which . . . carry the marks of so- |
cialism” 2

3. The Constitution of the Republic “affirms the }

principle of the sovereignty of the people”.?

1“Blements for a Programmatic Declaration of the C.P.1.”

2 Togliatti’s report to the March 1956 session of the Central _

Committee of the C.P.I.
3“Theses for the Tenth Congress of the C.P.1.”
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4. The Constitution of the Republic “proclains it
[the state] to be ‘founded on labour’ ”’,! and “assigns to
the forces of labour a new and pre-eminent position”.?

5. The Constitution of the Republic recognizes ‘“the
workers’ right to enter into the direction of the state’3

6. The Constitution of the Republic “affirms the
necessity of those economic and political changes which
are essential for reconstructing our society and for mov-
ing it in the direction of socialism”.!

7. The Constitution of the Republic has resolved “the
problem of principle of the march towards socialism
within the ambit of democratic legality’.!

8. The Italian people “are able to oppose the class
nature and class aims of the state while fully accepting
and defending the constitutional compact’.*

9. The Italian working class “can organize itself into
the ruling class within the ambit of the constitutional
system”.3

10. “The respect for, the defence of, and the integral
application of, the Constitution of the Republic form the
pivot of the whole political programme of the Party.”?

We do not, of course, deny that the present Italian
Constitution contains some lofty phraseology. But how
can a Marxist-Leninist take the high-sounding phrases
in a bourgeois constitution for reality?

1 Togliatti, “For an Italian Road to Socialism. For a Democratic
Government of the Working Class”, report to the Eighth Congress
of the C.P.I., December 1956.

2“Theses for the Tenth Congress of the C.P.1.”

3 “Elements for a Programmatic Declaration of the C.P.1.”

4“Theses for the Tenth Congress of the C.P.1.” See L’Unita
supplement, September 13, 1962.
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There are 139 articles in the present Italian Constitu
tion. But, in the final analysis, its class nature is mos
clearly represented by Article 42, which provides tha
“private ownership is recognized and guaranteed by
law”. In terms of Italian reality, this article protects:]
the private property of the monopoly capitalists. By
virtue of this provision, the Constitution satisfies th
demands of the monopoly capitalists, for their privat
property is made sacred and inviolable. To try to cover
up the real nature of the Italian Constitution and to talk
about it in superlative terms is only to deceive oneself
and others.

Togliatti and the other comrades say that the Italian §
Constitution “bears the marks of the presence of the §
working class”, “affirms the principle of the sovereignty §
of the people” and “recognizes certain new rights for the'
workers”.! When they talk about this principle and: L-
these new rights, why do they not compare the Italian §
Constitution with other bourgeois constitutions before
drawing conclusions?

It should be noted that the provision concerning the %
sovereignty of the people is found in practically every -§
bourgeois constitution since the time of the Declaration §
of the Rights of Man in the French bourgeois revolution ';
of 1789, and is not peculiar to the Italian Constitution.
“Sovereignty belongs to the people” was once a revolu- }
tionary slogan which the bourgeoisie pitted against the }
feudal monarchs’ dictum of L’etat, c’est Moi. But since #
the establishment of bourgeois rule this article has be- §
come a mere phrase in bourgeois constitutions to conceal §
the nature of the dictatorship of the bourgeoisie. E

1“Theses for the Tenth Congress of the C.P.I.”
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It should be noted, too, that the Italian Constitution is
not the only one that provides for civil liberties and rights.
Such provisions are found in the constitutions of nearly
all the capitalist countries. But after stipulating certain
civil liberties and rights, some constitutions go straight
on to make other provisions to restrict or cancel them.
As Marx said of the French Constitution of 1848, “Every
one of its provisions contains its own antithesis — utterly
nullifies itself.”! There are other constitutions in which
such articles are not followed by restrictive or nugatory
provisions, but the bourgeois governments concerned
readily achieve the same purpose by other means. The
Italian Constitution falls into the former category; in
other words, it is a nakedly bourgeois constitution and
can in no way be described as “fundamentally socialist
in inspiration”?

Lenin said, “Where laws are out of keeping with
reality, the constitution is false; where they conform with
reality, the constitution is not false.’® The present Italian
Constitution has both these aspects; it is both false and
not false. It is not false in such matters of substance as
its open protection of the interests of the bourgeoisie,
and it is false in its high-sounding phrases designed to
deceive the people.

1 Marx and Engels, “Constitution of the French Republic
Adopted on November 4, 1848”, Collected Works, Russian ed.,
Moscow, Vol. 7, p. 535.

2 Togliatti, “The Communists’ Struggle for Liberation, Peace
and Socialism”, report to the Fourth National Conference of the
C.P.I

3 Lenin, “How Do Socialist-Revolutionaries Summarize Results
of Revolution”, Collected Works, 4th Russian ed.,, Moscow, Vol.
15, p. 308.
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At the Sixth Congress of the Communist Party of Italy
held in January 1948, Comrade Togliatti said:

Our political and even constitutional future is uncer-
tain, because one can foresee serious collisions between
a progressive sector which will rely on one part of our
constitutional charter, and a conservative and reaction-
ary sector which will look for instruments of resistance
in the other part. Therefore it would be committing
a serious political error and deceiving the people if one
confined oneself to saying: “Everything is now written
in the Constitution. Let us apply what is sanctioned
in it, and all the aspirations of the people will be
realized.” That is wrong. No constitution is ever used
to save liberty if it is not defended by the conscious-
ness of the citizens, by their power, and by their ability
to crush every reactionary attempt. No constitutional
norm will by itself assure us of democratic and social
progress if the organized and conscious forces of the
labouring masses are unable to lead the whole country
along this road of progress and smash the resistance of
reaction.

From these words spoken by Comrade Togliatti in 1948,
it would seem that he then still retained certain Marxist-
Leninist views, since he admitted that the political and
constitutional future of Italy was uncertain and that the
Italian Constitution was two-sided in character and could
be used both by the conservative reactionary forces and
the progressive forces. Comrade Togliatti then held that
to place blind faith in the Italian Constitution was “a
serious political error” and was “deceiving the people”.

In January 1955, Comrade Togliatti said in a speech,
“It is clear that we have in our Constitution the lines of
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a programme, fundamentally socialist in inspiration,
which is not only a political but also an economic and
social programme.” So by that time Comrade Togliatti
had already taken the Italian Constitution as one “funda-
mentally socialist in inspiration’.

Thus, the Togliatti of 1955 came out in opposition to
the Togliatti of 1948.

From then on Comrade Togliatti has gone into a pre-
cipitous decline, and has virtually deified the Italian
Constitution.

In 1960 Comrade Togliatti said in his report to the
Ninth Congress of the C.P.I.

We move on the terrain of the Constitution, and as
for all those who ask us what we would do if we were
in power, we remind them of the Constitution. We
have written in our Programmatic Declaration, and we
repeat, that it is possible to carry out “in full constitu-
tional legality the structural reforms necessary to
undermine the power of the monopolist groups, to de-
fend the interests of all workers against the economic
and financial oligarchies, to exclude these oligarchs
from power, and to enable the labouring classes to
accede to power”.

That is to say, Comrade Togliatti demanded that the
working class and other working people of Italy must
act in full legality under the bourgeois constitution and
rely on it in order to ‘“undermine the power of the
monopoly groups”.

At the Tenth Congress of the C.P.I. in 1962, Togliatti
and some other comrades of the C.P.I. reasserted that

1 Report to the Fourth National Conference of the C.P.I.
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they are “firm” on this point. They declared that “the
Italian road to socialism passes through the building of
the new state as described in the Constitution . . . and
the rise of the new ruling classes to its leadership”;! that
this road means to “demand and impose the transforma-
tion of the state in the light of the Constitution, to con-
quer new positions of power within the state, to push
forward the socialist transformation of society’’;! and that
it means to form ‘“‘a social and political bloc capable of
carrying «uf the socialist transformation of Italy in
constitutivnal legality”’.! They also proposed to “oppose
the class nature and class aims of the state while fully
accepting and defending the constitutional compact,
developing ample and articulated action tending to push
the state along the road of a progressive democracy
capable of developing towards socialism”.2

In brief, Togliatti and the other comrades intend to
bring about socialism within the framework of the Italian
bourgeois constitution, completely forgetting that though
there are some attractively worded articles in the Italian
Constitution, the monopoly capitalists can nullify the
Constitution whenever they find it necessary and oppor-
tune, so long as they have control of the state machine
and all the armed forces.

Marxist-Leninists must expose the hypocrisy of bour-
geois constitutions, but at the same time they should
utilize certain of their provisions as weapons against the
bourgeoisie. In ordinary circumstances, refusal to make
use of a bourgeois constitution and carry on legal struggle

1 “Theses for the Tenth Congress of the C.P.I.”

2“Theses for the Tenth Congress of the C.P.1” See L'Unita
supplement. September 13, 1962
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wherever possible is a mistake, which Lenin called a
“Left’’ infantile disorder. But to call upon Communists
and the people to place blind faith in a bourgeois
constitution, to say that a bourgeois constitution can
bring socialism to the people, and that respect for, and
defence and integral application of, such a con-
stitution “form the pivot of the whole political pro-
gramme of the Party”! is not just an infantile disorder
but, again in Lenin’s words, mental subservience to bour-
geois prejudices.

CONTEMPORARY “PARLIAMENTARY CRETINISM”

Comrade Togliatti and certain other C.P.I. comrades
admit that to realize socialism involves struggle, that
socialism must be realized through struggle. But they
confine the people’s struggle to the scope permitted by
the bourgeois constitution and assign the primary role
to parliament.

In describing how the present Italian Constitution came
into existence, Comrade Togliatti said:

This was due to the fact that in 1946 the Communists
rejected the road of breaking legality by desperately
attempting to seize power, and on the contrary chose
the road of participation in the work of the Constituent
Assembly.?

That is how Comrade Togliatti came to take the par-
liamentary road as the one by which the working class

1“Flements for a Programmatic Declaration of the C.P.I.”

2 Togliatti’s report to the March 1956 session of the Central
Committee of the C.P.I.
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and other working people of Italy would “advance to-
wards socialism”,

For years Togliatti and other comrades have stressed
the same point:

Today the thesis of the possibility of a march towards
socialism within the forms of democratic and even
parliamentary legality has been formulated in a general
way. . . . This proposition . . . was ours in 1944-46.!

It is possible to pass to socialism by taking the par-
liamentary road.?

Here we should like to discuss with Togliatti and the
other comrades the question of whether the transition
to socialism can be brought about through parliamentary
forms.

The question must be made clear. We have always
held that taking part in parliamentary struggle is one
of the methods-of legal struggle which the working class
should utilize in certain conditions. To refuse to utilize
parliamentary struggle when it is necessary, but instead
to play at or prattle about revolution, is something
that all Marxist-Leninists resolutely oppose. On this
question, we have always adhered to the whole of
Lenin’s theory as expounded in his “Left-Wing” Com-
munism, an Infantile Disorder. But some people delib-
erately distort our views. They say that we deny the
necessity of all parliamentary struggle and that we deny
that there are twists and turns in the development of the
revolution. They ascribe to us the view that some fine
morning the people’s revolutions will suddenly come in

1Togliatti’s report to the Eighth Congress of the C.P.L

2 Togliatti, “Parliament and the Struggle for Socialism”, in
Pravda, March 7, 1956.
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various countries. Or they assert, as Comrade Togliatti
does in his reply of January 10 this year to our article,
that we want the Italian comrades to ‘“confine them-
selves to preaching and waiting for the great day of
revolution”. Of late such distortion of the arguments
of the other side in the discussion has virtually become
the favourite trick of the self-styled Marxist-Leninists
in dealing with the Chinese Communists.

It may be asked: What are our differences with Com-
rade Togliatti and the others on the proper attitude to-
wards bourgeois parliaments?

First, we hold that all bourgeois parliaments, including
the present Italian parliament, have a class nature and
serve as ornaments for bourgeois dictatorship. As Lenin
put it:

Take any parliamentary country, from America to
Switzerland, from France to England, Norway and so
forth ——in these countries the real business of ‘state’ is
performed behind the scenes and is carried on by the
departments, chancelleries and the General Staffs.!

. . . the more highly [bourgeois] democracy is devel
oped, the more the bourgeois parliaments are subjected
by the stock exchange and the bankers?

Secondly, we are for utilizing parliamentary struggle,
but against spreading illusions, against ‘“parliamentary
cretinism”. Again, as Lenin said, political parties of the
working class ‘“‘stand for utilising the parliamentary
struggle, for participating in parliament; but they ruth-
lessly expose ‘parliamentary cretinism’, that is, the belief

1 Lenin, “The State and Revolution”, Selected Works, F.L.P.H.,
Moscow, Vol. 2, Part 1, p. 246.

2 Lenin, “Proletarian Revolution and the Renegade Kautsky”,
Selected Works, F.LL.P.H., Moscow, Vol. 2, Part 2, p. 52.
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that the parliamentary struggle is the sole or under all
circumstances the main form of the political struggle”.!

Thirdly, we are for utilizing the platform of the bour-
geois parliament to expose the festering sores in bour-
geois society and also to expose the fraud of the bourgeois
parliament. For its own interests, the bourgeoisie under
certain conditions admits representatives of the working
class party to its parliament; at the same time this is a
method by which it tries to deceive, corrupt and even
buy over certain representatives and leaders of the work-
ers. Therefore, in waging the parliamentary struggle
the political party of the working class must be highly
vigilant and must at all times maintain its political in-
dependence.

On the three points just mentioned, Togliatti and the
other comrades have completely cast away the Leninist
stand. Regarding parliament as being above classes, they
exaggerate the role of the bourgeois parliament for no
valid reason and see it as the only road for achieving so-
cialism in Italy.

Togliatti and other comrades have become thoroughly
obsessed with the Italian parliament.

They hold that given an “honest electoral law” and
provided that “in parliament a majority is formed, which
is conformable to the will of the people”? it is possible
to carry out “profound social reforms’? and “change the
present relations of production, and consequently also the
big property regime”?

1Lenin, “Report on the Unity Congress of the R.SD.L.P.”,
Collected Works, F.L.P.H., Moscow, 1962, Vol. 10, p. 353.

2Togliatti: “Parliament and the Struggle for Socialism”.
C;“Political Theses Approved by the Ninth Congress of the
P.L”
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Can things really happen that way?

No. Things can only happen like this: So long as the
military-bureaucratic state machine of the bourgeoisie
still exists, for the proletariat and its reliable allies to
win a parliamentary majority under normal conditions
and in accordance with bourgeois electoral law is some-
thing either impossible or in no way to be depended upon.
After World War II, the Communist and Workers’ Parties
in many capitalist countries held seats in parliament, in
some cases many seats. In every case, however, the
bourgeoisie used various measures to prevent the Com-
munists from gaining a parliamentary majority — nullify-
ing elections, dissolving parliament, revising the electoral
laws or the constitution, or outlawing the Communist
Party. For quite a while after World War II, the Com-
munist Party of France had the largest popular vote and
parliamentary representation of any party in the country,
but the French monopoly capitalists revised the electoral
law and the constitution itself and deprived the French
Communist Party of many of its seats.

Can the working class become the ruling class simply
by relying on votes in elections? History records no case
of an oppressed class becoming the ruling class through
the vote. The bourgeoisie preaches a lot about parlia-
mentary democracy and elections, but there was no
country where the bourgeoisie replaced the feudal lords
and became the ruling class simply by a vote. It is even
less likely for the proletariat to become the ruling class
through elections. As Lenin put it in his Greetings to
Italian, French, and German Communists:

Only scoundrels or simpletons can think that the
proletariat must win the majority in elections carried
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out under the yoke of the bourgeoisie, under the yoke
of wage-slavery, and that only after this must it win
power. This is the height of folly or hypocrisy; it is
substituting voting, under the old system and with the
old power, for class struggle and revolution.!

History does tell us that when a workers’ party
abandons its proletarian revolutionary programme, de-
generates into an appendage of the bourgeoisie, and con-~
verts itself into a political party that is a tool of the bour-
geoisie, the latter may permit it to have a temporary
parliamentary majority and to form a government. This
was the case with the British Labour Party. It was also
the case with the social-democratic parties of several
countries after they had betrayed their original socialist
revolutionary programmes. But this sort of thing can
only maintain and consolidate the dictatorship of the
bourgeoisie and cannot in the least alter the position of
the proletariat as an oppressed and exploited class. The
British Labour Party has been in power three times since
1924, but imperialist Britain is still imperialist Britain,
and, as before, the British working class has no power.
We would ask Comrade Togliatti whether he is thinking
of following in the footsteps of the British Labour Party
and of the social-democratic parties in other countries.

The Theses for the Tenth Congress of the C.P.I. declare
that parliament must be given full powers to legislate
and to direct and control the activities of the executive.
We do not know who will give parliament the powers
certain leaders of the Italian Communist Party desire for
it. Are they to be given by the bourgeoisie or by
Togliatti and the other comrades? In fact, the powers

1 Lenin, Collected Works, 4th Russian ed., Moscow, Vol. 30, p. 40.
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of a bourgeois parliament are given it by the bourgeoisie.
Their extent is decided by the bourgeoisie according to
its interests. No matter how much power the bourgeoisie
allows parliament, the latter can never become the real
organ of power of the bourgeois state. The real organ
of power, by means of which the bourgeoisie rules over
the people, is the bureaucratic and military apparatus of
the bourgeoisie, and not its parliament.

If Communists abandon the road of proletarian revolu-
tion and proletarian dictatorship, pin all their hopes on
winning a majority in the bourgeois parliament by a vote
and wait to be given powers to lead the state, what
difference is there between their road and Kautsky’s par-
liamentary road? Kautsky said:

The aim of our political struggle remains, as hitherto,
the conquest of state power by winning a majority in
parliament and by converting parliament into the
master of the government.!

Lenin said in criticism of this Kautskian road, “This is
nothing but the purest and the most vulgar opportunism.’*

In March 1956, when talking about “utilization of legal
means and also of parliament”, Comrade Togliatti stated,
“What we do today would have been neither possible nor
correct thirty years ago, it would have been pure oppor-
tunism, as we described it at that time.”3

What grounds are there for saying that what was
neither possible nor correct thirty years ago has become

1 Kautsky, “New Tactics”, in Neue Zeit, No. 46, 1912.

2Lenin, “The State and Revolution”, Selected Works, F.L.P H,,
Moscow, Vol. 2, Part 1, p. 323.

3 Togliatti’s report to the March 1956 session of the Central
Committee of the C.P.I.

275




so today? What grounds are there for saying that what.i.
was then pure opportunism has now suddenly become ;

pure Marxism-Leninism? Comrade Togliatti’s words are
in fact an admission that the road he and the other com-

rades are travelling is the same as that taken by the

opportunists in the past.

However, when it was pointed out that they were
travelling this parliamentary road, Comrade Togliatti
changed his tune, saying in June 1956:

I would like to correct those comrades who have

said —as if it were undoubtedly a peaceful matter —
that the Italian road of development towards socialism
means the parliamentary road and nothing more. That
is not true.

He also said:

To reduce this struggle to electoral competitions for
parliament and to wait for the acquisition of fifty-one
per cent would be not only simple-minded but also
illusory.2

Comrade Togliatti argued that what they advocated was
not only “a parliament which functions” but also “a
great popular movement”.!

To demand a great popular movement is a good thing,
and Marxist-Leninists should of course feel happy about
it. It should be recognized that there is a mass move-
ment of considerable scale in Italy today and that the
Communist Party of Italy has in this respect made
achievements. The pity is that Comrade Togliatti looks

1Togliatti’s report to the June 1956 session of the Central
Committee of the C.P.I.
2 Togliatti’s report to the Tenth Congress of the C.P.I
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at the mass movement only within a parliamentary
framework. He holds that the mass movement ‘“‘can
bring about the raising in our country of those urgent
demands which could then be satisfied by a parliament,
in which the popular forces have won sufficiently strong
representation’.!

The masses raise demands, then parliament satisfies
them — such is Comrade Togliatti’s formula for the mass
movement.

The basic tactical principle of Marxism-Leninism is as
follows: In all mass movements, and likewise in parlia-
mentary struggle, it is necessary to maintain the political
independence of the proletariat, to draw a line of
demarcation between the proletariat and the bourgeoisie,
to integrate the present interests of the movement with
its future interests, and to co-ordinate the current move-
ment with the entire process and the final goal of the
working-class struggle. To forget or violate this prin-
ciple is to fall into the quagmire of Bernsteinism and, in
reality, to accept the notorious formula that “the move-
ment is everything, the aim is nothing”. We should
like to ask: What difference is there between Comrade
Togliatti’s formula concerning the mass movement and
Bernstein’s formula?

CAN STATE-MONOPOLY CAPITAL BECOME “A MORE
EFFECTIVE INSTRUMENT FOR OPPOSING
MONOPOLISTIC DEVELOPMENT"?

Replying to the editorial in our paper Renmin
Ribao, Comrade Luigi Longo, one of the chief leaders of

1 Togliatti’s report to the June 1956 session of the Central Com-
mittee of the C.P.I.
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the Communist Party of Italy, wrote in an article on “§

January 4, 1963:

Our Tenth Congress has also forcefully reaffirmed §
that a firm point in what we call the Italian road to ‘j
socialism is the recognition that already today, in the 3
existing international and domestic situation, even 3
when the capitalist regime continues to exist, it is pos- §
sible and necessary to arrive at the liquidation of the 4
monopolies and of their economic and political power.

These comrades maintain that by adopting the measures _f;
they have worked out it is possible to change the capi-
talist relations of production now existing in Italy and '§
to change the “big property regime” of the Italian mo-

nopoly capitalists.

The economic measures of “structural reform” which j
have been worked out by Togliatti and other comrades j
are, in their own words, the realization of “the demand j}
for a definite degree of nationalization, the demand for _
programming, the demand for state intervention to §
guarantee democratic economic development, and so §
on’’;! and “the movement which tends to increase direct
state intervention in economic life, through program-
ming, the nationalization of whole sectors of production, §

ete.”?

to devise still more measures of this sort.

Of course, they have the right to think and say what
they like, and no one has the right to interfere, nor do 3
we want to. However, since they want others to think j

Committee of the C.P.IL
2¢“Theses for the Tenth Congress of the C.P.I.”
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Probably Togliatti and the other comrades will go on "

1Togliatti’s speech at the April 1962 session of the Central

and speak as they do, we cannot but continue the dis-~
cussion of the questions they have raised.

Let us take first the question of state intervention in
economic life.

Has not the state intervened in economic life ever
since it came into being, no matter whether it was a
state of slave-owners, of feudal lords or of the bour-
geoisie? When these classes are in the ascendant, state
intervention in economic life may take one form, and
when they are on the decline, it may take another form.
State intervention in economic life may also take dif-
ferent forms in different countries where the state power
is the same in its class nature. Leaving aside the ques-
tion of how the state of slave-owners or feudal lords
intervenes in economic life, we shall discuss only the
intervention of the bourgeois state in economic life.

Whether a bourgeois state pursues a policy of grabbing
colonies or of contending for world supremacy, a policy
of free trade or of protective tariffs, every such policy
constitutes state intervention in economic life, which
bourgeois states have long practised in order to protect
the interests of their bourgeocisie. Such intervention has
played an important role in the development of capi-
talism. State intervention in economic life is, therefore,
not something new that has recently made its appearance
in Italy.

But perhaps what Togliatti and the other comrades
refer to by “state intervention in economic life’” is not
these policies long practised by the bourgeoisie, but
mainly the nationalization they are talking about.

Well then, let us talk about nationalization.

In reality, from slave society onward, different kinds
of states have had different kinds of “nationalized
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sectors of the economy”. The state of slave-owners had
its nationalized sector of the economy, and so had the §
state of feudal lords. The bourgeois state has had its
nationalized sector of the economy ever since it came §
into being. Therefore, the question to be clarified is the:j
nature of the nationalization in each case, and what class

carries it out.

A veteran Communist like Comrade Togliatti is
certainly not ignorant of what Engels said in his “So- 3§

cialism: Utopian and Scientific™:

In any case, with trusts or without, the officia
representative of capitalist society — the state — wil
ultimately have to undertake the direction of produc
tion. This necessity for conversion into state property
is felt first in the great institutions for intercourse an

communication — the post office, the telegraphs, the:

railways.!
To this statement, Engels added the following very im
portant rider:

I say “have to”. For only when the means o
production and distribution have actually outgrow

the form of management by joint-stock companies, and'

B

when, therefore, the taking them over by the state has}

become economically inevitable, only then —even if ity
is the state of today that effects this —is there anj
economic advance, the attainment of another step
preliminary to the taking over of all productive force
by society itself. But of late, since Bismarck went i
for state ownership of industrial establishments, a kin
of spurious socialism has arisen, degenerating, now an

IMarx and Engels, Selected Works, F.L.P.H, Moscow, 195
Vol. 2, pp. 147-48.
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again, into something of flunkeyism, that without
more ado declares all state ownership, even of the
Bismarckian sort, to be socialistic. Certainly, if the
taking over by the state of the tobacco industry is so-
cialistic, then Napoleon and Metternich must be num-
bered among the founders of socialism. If the Belgian
state, for quite ordinary political and financial reasons,
itself constructed its chief railway lines; if Bismarck,
not under any economic compulsion, took over for the
state the chief Prussian lines, simply to be the better
able to have them in hand in case of war, to bring up
the railway employees as voting cattle for the govern-
ment, and especially to create for himself a new source
of income independent of parliamentary votes— this
was, in no sense, a socialistic measure, directly or
indirectly, consciously or unconsciously. Otherwise,
the Royal Maritime Company, the Royal porcelain
manufacture, and even the regimental tailor shops of
the Army would also be socialistic institutions, or even,
as was seriously proposed by a sly dog in Frederick
William III’s reign, the taking over by the state of the
brothels.!

Engels then went on to emphasize the nature of so-
called state ownership in capitalist countries. He said:

But the transformation, either into joint-stock com-
panies and trusts, or into state ownership, does not do
away with the capitalistic nature of the productive
forces. In the joint-stock companies and trusts this
is obvious. And the modern state, again, is only the
organization that bourgeois society takes on in order

1 Ibid., footnote.
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to support the external conditions of the capitalist mode ."
of production against the encroachments as well of the §
workers as of individual capitalists. The modern state,
no matter what its form, is essentially a capitalist 3
machine, the state of the capitalists, the ideal per- §
sonificalion of the total national capital. The more it 4
proceeds to the taking over of productive forces, the
more does it actually become the national capitalist, }
the more citizens does it exploit. The workers remain §
wage-workers — proletarians. The capitalist relation |
is not done away with. It is rather brought to a head. }

But, brought to a head, it topples over. State owner-

ship of the productive forces is not the solution of the ;‘
conflict, but concealed within it are the technical con- 4

ditions that form the elements of that solution.’

Engels wrote all this in the period when monopoly
capital was first emerging and capitalism had begun to
move from free competition to monopoly. Have his argu-
ments lost their validity now that monopoly capital has
assumed a completely dominating position? Can it be said
that nationalization in the capitalist countries has now
changed and even done away with ‘“the capitalist nature
of the productive forces”? Can it be said that state-
monopoly capitalism, formed through capitalist nation-
alization or in other ways, is no longer capitalism? Or
perhaps this can be said of Italy, though not of other
countries?

Here, then, we have to go into the question of state-
monopoly capitalism, and in Italy in particular.

Concentration of capital results in monopoly. From
World War I onward, world capitalism has not only taken

1Ibid.. pp. 148-49,
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a step further towards monopoly in general, but also
taken a step further away from monopoly in general to
state monopoly. After World War I, and particularly after
the economic crisis broke out in the capitalist world in
1929, state~-monopoly capitalism further developed in all
the imperialist countries. During World War II, the
monopoly capitalists in the imperialist countries on both
sides utilized state-monopoly capital to the fullest pos-
sible extent in order to make high profits out of the war.
And since the War, state-monopoly capital has actually
become the more or less dominant force in economic life
in some imperialist countries.

Compared with the other principal imperialist coun-
tries, the foundations of capitalism in Italy are relatively
weak. From an early date, therefore, Italy embarked
upon state capitalism for the purpose of concentrating the
forces of capital so as to grab the highest profits, compete
with international monopoly capital, expand her markets
and redivide the colonies. In 1914, the Consorzio per
Sovvenzione su Valore Industria was established by the
Italian government to provide the big banks and indus-
trial firms with loans and subsidies. There was a further
integration of the state organs with monopoly capitalist
organizations during Mussolini’s fascist regime. In par-
ticular, during the great crisis of 1929-33, the Italian
government bought up at pre-crisis prices large blocks
of shares of many failing banks and other enterprises,
brought many banks and enterprises under state control,
and organized the Istituto per la Ricostruzione In-
dustriale, thus forming a gigantic state-monopoly capi-
talist organization. After World War II, Italian monopoly
capital, including state-monopoly capital, which had been
the foundation of the fascist regime, was left intact and
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developed at still greater speed. At present, the ente
prises run by state-monopoly capital or jointly by sta
and private monopoly capital constitute about thirty
cent of Italy’s economy.

What conclusions should Marxist-Leninists draw fro
the development of state-monopoly capital? In Italy, ca:
nationalized enterprise, i.e., state-monopoly capital, stan
“in opposition to the monopolies”! can it be “the expres
sion of the popular masses”,! and can it become “a mo
effective instrument for opposing monopolistic develop-i
ment”’,? as stated by Togliatti and certain other comrade
of the C.P.1.?

No Marxist-Leninist can possibly draw such conclu
sions.

State-monopoly capitalism is monopoly capitalism inj
which monopoly capital has merged with the political
power of the state. Taking full advantage of state power,
it accelerates the concentration and aggregation of capital;§
intensifies the exploitation of the working people, th
devouring of small and medium enterprises, and th
annexation of some monopoly capitalist groups by other:
and strengthens monopoly capital for international com
petition and expansion. Under the cover of “state in
tervention in economic life” and “opposition to mono
oly”, and using the name of the state to deceive,
cleverly transfers huge profits into the pockets of th
monopoly groups by underhand methods.

The chief means by which state-monopoly capital;]
serves the monopoly capitalists are as follows:

1 A, Pesenti: “Is It a Question of the Structure or of th
Super-Structure?”’

2 A. Pesenti: “Direct and Indirect Forms of State Interven-
tion”.
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1. It uses the funds of the state treasury, and the
taxes paid by the people, to protect the capitalists against
risk to their investments, thus guaranteeing large profits
to the monopoly groups.

For example, on all the bonds issued to raise funds for
the Istituto per la Ricostruzione Industriale, the biggest
state-monopoly organization of Italy, the state both pays
interest and guarantees the principal. The bond-holders
generally receive a h gh rate of interest, as high as 4.5
to 8 per cent per annum. In addition, they draw divi-
dends when the enterprises make a profit.

2. Through legislation and the state budget a
substantial proportion of the national income is redis-
tributed in ways favourable to the monopoly capitalist
organizations, ensuring that the various monopoly groups
get huge profits.

For example, in 1955 about one-third of the total state
budget was allocated by the Italian government for pur-
chasing and ordering goods from private monopoly groups.

3. Through the alternative forms of purchase and sale,
the state on certain occasions takes over those enterprises
which are losing money or going bankrupt or whose
nationalization will benefit particular monopoly groups,
and on other occasions sells to the private monopoly
groups those enterprises which are profitable.

For example, according to statistics compiled by the
Italian economist Gino Longo, between 1920 and 1955,
successive Italian governments paid a total of 1,647,000
million lire (in terms of 1953 prices) to purchase the shares
of failing banks and enterprises, a sum equal to more
than 50 per cent of the total nominal capital in 1955 of
all the Italian joint-stock companies with a capital of 50
million lire or more. On the other hand, from its establish-
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ment to 1958, the Istituto per la Ricostruzione Industriale
alone sold back to private monopoly organizations shares
in profitable enterprises amounting to a total value of
491 300 million lire (in terms of 1953 prices), according to
incomplete statistics.

4. By making use of state authority, state-monopoly
capital intensifies the concentration and aggregation of
capital, and accelerates the annexation of small and
medium enterprises by monopoly capital.

For example, from 1948 to 1958, the total nominal
capital of the ten biggest monopoly groups, which control
the lifelines of the Italian economy, multiplied 15 times.
The Fiat Company multiplied its nominal capital 25 times
and the Italcemento 40 times. Although the ten biggest
companies in Italy constituted only 0.04 per cent of the
total number of joint-stock companies, they directly held
or controlled 64 per cent of the total private share-

holding capital in Italy. During the same period, the

number of small and medium enterprises which went
bankrupt constantly increased.

5. Internationally, state-monopoly capital battles fierce-
ly for markets, utilizing the name of the state and its
diplomatic measures, and thus serves Italian monopoly
capital as a useful tool for extending its neo-colonialist
penetration.

For example, in the period of 1956-61 alone, the Ente ';
Nazionale Idrocarburi obtained the right to explore and
exploit oil resources, to sell oil or to build pipe-lines and ¢
refineries in the United Arab Republic, Iran, Libya, {
Morocco, Tunisia, Ethiopia, Sudan, Jordan, India, Yugo-
slavia, Austria, Switzerland, etc. In this way, it has
secured for the Italian monopoly capitalists a place in the J

world oil market.
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The facts given above make it clear that state monopoly
and private monopoly are in fact two mutually support-
ing forms used by the monopoly capitalists for the ex-
traction of huge profits. The development of state-
monopoly capital aggravates the inherent contradictions
of the imperialist system and can never, as Togliatti and
the other comrades assert, “limit and break up the power
of the leading big monopoly groups” or change the con-
tradictions inherent in imperialism.

In Italy there is a view current among certain people
that contemporary Italian capitalism is different from
the capitalism of fifty years ago and has entered a ‘“new
stage”. They call contemporary Italian capitalism “neo-
capitalism”. They insist that under “neo-capitalism”, or
in the ‘“new stage” of capitalism, such fundamental
Marxist-Leninist principles as those concerning -class
struggle, socialist revolution, seizure of state power by
the proletariat and proletarian dictatorship are no longer
of any use. In their view, this “neo-capitalism’ can ap-
parently perform the function of resolving the funda-
mental contradictions of capitalism within the capitalist
system itself, by such means as “programming”, “technical
progress”, “full employment” and the “welfare state”,
and through “international alliance”. It was the Catholic
movement and the social reformists who first advocated
and spread these theories in Italy. Actually, it was in
these so-called theories that Togliatti and the other com-
rades found a new basis for their “theory of structural
reform”.

Togliatti and the other comrades maintain that “the
concepts of planning and programming the economy,

1 “Theses for the Tenth Congress of the C.P.1.”
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considered at one time a socialist prerogative, are more
and more extensively discussed and accepted today”.!

It is Comrade Togliatti’s opinion (1) that there can be
planned development of the national economy not only
in socialist countries but also under capitalism, and (2)
that the economic planning and programming charac-
teristic of socialism can be accepted in capitalist Italy.

Marxist-Leninists have always held that the capitalist
state finds it both possible and necessary to adopt policies
which in some way regulate the national economy in the
interests of the bourgeoisie as a whole. This idea is
contained in the passages quoted above from Engels. In
the era of monopoly capital, this regulatory function of
the capitalist state mainly serves the interests of the
monopoly capitalists. Although such regulation may
sometimes sacrifice the interests of certain monopoly
groups, it never harms, but on thc contrary represents,
the over-all interests of the monopoly capitalists.

Here is Lenin’s excellent exposition of this point. He
said:

. . . the erroneous bourgeois reformist assertion that
monopoly capitalism or state-monopoly capitalism is no
longer capitalism, but can already be termed ‘“state
Socialism”, or something of that sort, is most wide-
spread. The trusts, of course, never produced, do not
now produce, and cannot produce complete planning.
But however much they do plan, however much the
capilalist magnates calculate in advance the volume of
production on a national and even on an international
scale, and however much they systematically regulate

¥} Togliatti’'s report to the Tenth Congress of the C.P.L
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it, we still remain under capitalism — capitalism in its
new stage, it is true, but still, undoubtedly, capitalism.!

However, some comrades of the C.P.I. maintain that,
by carrying out “planning” in Italy under the rule of the
monopoly capitalists, it is possible to solve the major
problems posed by Italian history, including “the prob-
lems of the liberty and emancipation of the working
class”.? How is this miracle possible?

Comrade Togliatti says:

State-monopoly capitalism, which is the modern
aspect of the capitalist regime in almost all the big
countries, is that stage—as Lenin has affirmed —
beyond which, in order to go forward, there is no other
way but socialism. But from this objective necessity
it is necessary to make a conscious movement arise.?

There is the well-known statement by Lenin that
“capitalism, . . . advanced from capitalism to impe-
rialism, from monopoly to state control. All this has
brought the socialist revolution nearer and has created
the objective conditions for it”.* He also made similar
statements elsewhere. Clearly, Lenin meant that the
development of state-monopoly capitalism serves only to
prove ‘“the proximity ... of the socialist revolution,
and not at all as an argument in favour of tolerating

l Lenin, “The State and Revolution”, Selected Works, F.L.P.H,
Moscow, Vol. 2, Part 1, p. 269,

2 “Theses for the Tenth Congress of the C.P.I.”

3 Togliatti’s report to the Tenth Congress of the C.P.I.

4Lenin, “Report on the Current Situation Delivered at the
April Conference of the R.S.D.LP., May 7 (April 24), 1917,
Selected Works, International Publishers, New York, 1943, Vol
6, p. 99.
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the repudiation of such a revolution and the efforts to 3
make capitalism look more attractive, an occupation in #
which all the reformists are engaged”.! In talking about 3}
“structural reform” and ‘“‘conscious movement”, Comrade
Togliatti is using ambiguous language exactly as the
reformists do to evade the question of socialist revolution %
posed by Marxism-Leninism, and he is doing his best to j

make Italian capitalism look more attractive.

REMEMBER WHAT THE GREAT LENIN TAUGHT

From the above series of questions it can be seen that §
the “theory of structural reform” advanced by Togliatti
and the other comrades is an out-and-out total revision §
of Marxism-Leninism on the fundamental question of the ;

state and revolution.

Comrade Togliatti publicly hoisted the flag of total :'
revision of Marxism-Leninism as early as 1956. In June §
of that year, at the Plenary Session of the Central Com-

mittee of the C.P.I, he said:

First Marx and Engels and later on Lenin, when §
developing this theory [the theory of the dictatorship j
of the proletariat — “Hongqi’’ ed.], said that the bour- §
geois state apparatus cannot be used for building a j
socialist society. This apparatus must be smashed and |
destroyed by the working class, and replaced by the °
apparatus of the proletarian state, i.e, of the state led ;
by the working class itself. This was not the original §
position of Marx and Engels. It was the position they 4§

Moscow. Vol. 2, Part 1, pp. 269-70.
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1 Lenin, ‘“The State and Revolution”, Selected Works, F.L.P.H., 3}

took after the experience of the Paris Commune and
it was developed in particular by Lenin. Does this
position remain completely valid today? This is a theme
for discussion. In fact, when we affirm that a road of
advance to socialism is possible not merely over dem-
ocratic ground but also through utilizing parliamen-
tary forms, it is evident that we correct something of
this position, taking into account the changes which
have taken place and which are still in the process of
being realized in the world.

Here Comrade Togliatti was posing as a historian of
Marxism while fundamentally distorting the history of
Marxism.

Consider the following facts.

In the Communist Manifesto, which was written in
1847, Marx and Engels stated very clearly that “the first
step in the revolution by the working class, is to raise
the proletariat to the position of ruling class, to win
the battle of democracy’”.! Lenin said of this statement:

Here we have a formulation of one of the most re-
markable and most important ideas of Marxism on the
subject of the state, namely, the idea of the ‘dictator-
ship of the proletariat’ (as Marx and Engels began to
call it after the Paris Commune).2

Subsequently, after summing up the experience of the
period 1848-51, Marx raised the question of smashing
the old state machine. As Lenin said, here “the ques-

IMarx and Engels, Selected Works, F.L.P.H., Moscow, 1958,
Vol. 1, p. 53.

2 lL.enin, “The State and Revolution”, Selected Works, F.L.P.H.
Moscow, Vol. 2, Part 1, p. 222.
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tion is treated in a concrete manner, and the conclusion
is extremely precise, definite, practical and palpable: all
the revolutions which have occurred up to now perfected
the state machine, whereas it must be broken, smashed.”
Lenin added, “This conclusion is the chief and funda-
mental point in the Marxian teaching on the state.’?
Basing himself on the experience of 1848-51, Marx
came to the conclusion that, unlike previous revolutions,
the proletarian revolution would not merely transfer the
military-bureaucratic machine from one group of peo-
ple to another. Marx did not then give a specific
answer to the question of what should replace the
smashed state machine. The reason, as Lenin remarked,
was that in presenting the question Marx did not base
himself simply on logical reasoning but stayed strictly
on the firm ground of historical experience? For this
specific question, in 1852 there was nothing in previous
experience which could be drawn on, but the experience
of the Paris Commune in 1871 put the question on the
agenda. ‘“The Commune is the first attempt of a prole-
tarian revolution to smash the bourgeois state machine;
and it is the political form ‘at last discovered’, by which
the smashed state machine can and must be replaced.””
From this we see that there are two questions, the
smashing of the bourgeois state machine, and what should
replace it, and Marx answered first one and then the
other, on the basis of the historical experience of dif-
ferent periods. Comrade Togliatti says that it was only
after the experience of the Paris Commune in 1871 that

1 Ibid., pp. 226, 227.
2Cf. ibid.,, p. 230.
3 Ibid., p. 257.
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Marx and Engels held it was necessary for the proletariat
to smash the bourgeois state machine. This is a distor-
tion of the facts of history.

Like Kautsky, Comrade Togliatti believes in “the pos-
sibility of power being seized without destroying the
state machine”.! He holds that the bourgeois state
machine can be preserved and the objectives of the prole-
tariat can be achieved by using this ready-made state
machine. It would be well if Comrade Togliatti noted
how Lenin repeatedly repudiated Kautsky on this point.
Lenin said:

Kautsky either rejects the assumption of state power
by the working class altogether, or he concedes that
the working class may take over the old, bourgeois
state machine; but he will by no means concede that
it must break it up, smash it, and replace it by a new,
proletarian machine. Whichever way Kautsky’s argu-
ments are “interpreted”, or ‘“‘explained”, his rupture
with Marxism and his desertion to the bourgeoisie are
obvious.?

Since Comrade Togliatti boasts that their programme
is a “deepening and development of Marxism-Leninism”,
it must be noted that the so-called theory of structural
reform was in fact first devised by Kautsky. In his
pamphlet The Social Revolution, Kautsky said:

It goes without saying that we shall not achieve su-
premacy under the present conditions. Revolution
itself presupposes a long and deep-going struggle,

1Ibid., p. 311.

21enin, “Proletarian Revolution and the Renegade Kautsky”,
Selected Works, F.L.P.H.. Moscow, Vol. 2, Part 2, p. 69.
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which, as it proceeds, will change our present political»‘:
and social structure. 4

It is evident that Kautsky tried long ago to substitute the
theory of structural reform for the theory of proletarian
revolution and that Comrade Togliatti has simply inherit- 4
ed his mantle. Nevertheless, if we carefully examine ij:‘:
their respective views, we shall find that Comrade }
Togliatti has jumped ahead of Kautsky —Kautsky. §
admitted “we shall not achieve supremacy under the |
present conditions”, whereas Comrade Togliatti main- %
tains that they can achieve supremacy precisely ‘“under ‘
the present conditions”. :

Tcgliatti and other comrades hold that what is need-
ed for Italy to advance to socialism is to establish a j
“new democratic regime” under the marvellous Italian |
Constitution and at the same time to form a “new his-
torical bloc”, or a “new bloc of social and political §
leading forces”.! They maintain it is this “new historical §
bloc” rather than the Italian proletariat that is the :.‘
“bearer of an intellectual and moral, as well as a political _
revolution’? in Italy. No one knows what this “new §
historical bloc” actually is or how it is to be formed. }
At times Togliatti and other comrades say that it is §
“under the leadership of the working class”! and at times
that this “new historical bloc” is itself the “bloc of lead- j‘
ing forces”. Is such a bloc a class organization of the
proletariat, or is it an alliance of classes? Is it under the
leadership of the working class, or of the bourgeoisie, §
or of some other class? Heaven alone knows! In the §

1Cf. “Theses for the Tenth Congress of the C.P.L.”
2Cf. ibid.
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final analysis, the purpose of their fanciful and elusive
formulation is simply to get away from the basic Marxist-
Leninist ideas of proletarian revolution and proletarian
dictatorship.

Comrade Togliatti’s idea is: (1) there is no need to
smash the bourgeois state machine, and (2) there is no
need to set up a proletarian state machine. He thus
repudiates the experience of the Paris Commune.

After Marx and Engels, Lenin repeatedly elucidated
the experience of the Paris Commune and always insisted
that it held good universally for the proletariat of all
countries. Lenin did not separate the experience of the
Russian Revolution from that of the Paris Commune
but regarded it as a continuation and development of the
experience of the Paris Commune. He saw in the Soviets
“the type of state which was being evolved by the Paris
Commune”! and held that “the Paris Commune took the
first epochal step along this path [the path of smashing
the old state machine]; the Soviet government has taken
the second step”.?

In repudiating the experience of the Paris Commune,
Comrade Togliatti is of necessity directly counterposing
his ideas to Marxism-Leninism and flatly repudiating the
experience of the October Revolution and of the people’s
revolutions in various countries since the October Rev-
olution; thus he counterposes his so-called Italian road
to the common road of the international proletariat.

1 Lenin, “Tasks of the Proletariat in Our Revolution”, Selected
Works, F.L.P.H., Moscow, Vol. 2, Part 1, p. 38.

2 Lenin, “The First Congress of the Communist International”,
Collected Works, 4th Russian ed., Moscow, Vol. 28, p. 444.
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Comrade Togliatti says, ‘“The problem of doing what
was done in Russia is not posed to the Italian workers.”!
Here we have the essence of the question.

The Elements for a Programmatic Declaration adopted
by the Eighth Congress of the C.P.I. in 1956 stated, “In
the first years after World War I, the revolutionary con-
quest of power by the methods that had led to victory in
the Soviet Union revealed itself to be impossible.” Here
again we have the essence of the question.

Referring to the experience of the Chinese revolution,
Comrade Togliatti said that in the period of the Chinese
people’s struggle for state power, the Chinese Communist
Party applied a political line “which corresponded not at
all to the strategic and tactical line followed by the
Bolsheviks in the course of their revolution from March 3
to October (1917)”.2 This is a distortion of the history ]}
of the Chinese revolution. Since it has occurred in the §
specific conditions of China, the Chinese revolution has
had its own characteristics. However, as Comrade Mao §
Tse-tung has repeatedly explained, the principle on }
which the political line of our Party has been formulated 3
is the integration of the universal truth of Marxism- 4§
Leninism with the concrete practice of the Chinese §
revolution. The Chinese revolution, we have always %
held, is a continuation of the Great October Revolution, §
and it goes without saying that it is also a continuation §
of the cause of the Paris Commune. With regard to the 3
most fundamental question concerning the theory §
of the state and revolution, that is, the question of

1 Togliatti’s report to the Tenth Congress of the C.P.I.

CzTogliatti’s concluding speech at the Tenth Congress of the %
P
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smashing the old military-bureaucratic state machine and
setting up the state machine of the dictatorship of the
proletariat, the basic experience of the Chinese revolu-
tion wholly corresponds to that of the October Revolution
and the Paris Commune. As Comrade Mao Tse-tung said
in 1949 in his famous essay On the People’s Democratic
Dictatorship, “Follow the path of the Russians — that
was the conclusion.”! To defend his revision of the
fundamental principles of Marxism-Leninism, or his
“modifications” as he and others put it, Comrade Togliatti
says the experience of the Chinese revolution and the
experience of the October Revolution are two different
matters which do “not at all correspond” to each other.
But how can this distortion possibly help the theory of
structural reform of Togliatti and other comrades?

This theory is one of “peaceful transition” or, in their
own words, of “advance towards socialism in democracy
and in peace”.? Their whole theory and their entire
programme are replete with praise of “class peace” in
capitalist society and contain absolutely nothing about
“advance towards socialism”; there is only class “peace”,
and no social “transition” at all.

Marxism-Leninism is the science of proletarian revo-
lution, and it develops continuously in revolutionary
practice, and individual principles or conclusions are
bound to be replaced by new principles or conclusions
suited to the new historical conditions. But this does
not imply that the fundamental principles of Marxism-
Leninism can be discarded or revised. The Marxist-
Leninist theory of the state and revolution is absolutely

1 Mao Tse-tung, Selected Werks. Peking, Vol. IV.
2“Theses for the Tenth Congress of the C.P.1.”
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not an individual principle or conclusion, but a funda-
mental principle derived from the Marxist-Leninist
summing-up of the experience of the struggles of the
international proletariat. To discard or revise this funda-
mental principle is to turn one’s back completely on
Marxism-Leninism.

Here we would humbly offer Comrade Togliatti some
sincere advice. Do not be so arrogant as to declare that
you will not do what was done in the Russian October
Revolution. Be a little more modest, and remember
what the great Lenin taught in 1920, “. . . on certain very
essential questions of the proletarian revolution, all
countries will inevitably have to perform what Russia
has performed.’?

To support the principles of proletarian strategy put
forward by Lenin and corroborated by the victory of the
Great October Revolution, or to oppose them — here is
the fundamental difference between the Leninists on the
one hand and the modern revisionists and their followers
on the other.

VI. DESPISE THE ENEMY STRATEGICALLY, TAKE
HIM SERIOUSLY TACTICALLY

AN ANALYSIS OF HISTORY

Lately, some people who call themselves Marxist-
Leninists again burst out in noisy opposition to the thesis

1 Lenin, *“‘Left-Wing’ Communism, an Infantile Disorder”,
Selected Works, F.L.P.H., Moscow, Vol. 2. Part 2, p. 352.
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of the Chinese Communists that imperialism and all re-
actionaries are paper tigers. One moment they say this is
“underestimation of imperialism” and ‘“demobilizing the
masses”, and the next moment they say this is “slighting
the strength of socialism”. One moment they call it a
“pseudo-revolutionary” attitude and the next moment a
thesis based on “fear”. These people are now vying to
outshout and outdo each other, with the latecomers
striving to be first and prove they are not falling behind.
Their arguments are full of inconsistencies and practically
nonsensical — and all for the purpose of demolishing this
thesis. But all their arguments suffer from one fatal
weakness — they never dare to touch seriously on Lenin’s
scientific conclusion that imperialism is parasitic, decaying
and moribund capitalism.

Comrade Togliatti started this attack at the Tenth Con-
gress of the C.P.I. He said, “It is wrong to state that im-
perialism is simply a paper tiger which can be overthrown
by a mere push of the shoulder.”! He also said, “If they
are paper tigers, why so much work and so many strug-
gles to combat them?’? Now if Comrade Togliatti were
a schoelboy answering a question about the meaning of
a word in his language lesson, his answer that a paper
tiger is a tiger made of paper might well gain him a good
mark. But when it comes to examining theoretical ques-
tions, philistinism will not do. Comrade Togliatti claims
“to have made a positive contribution to the deepening
and development of Marxism-Leninism, the revolutionary
doctrine of the working class”,3 and yet he gives a school-

1 Togliatti’s report to the Tenth Congress of the C.P.I.
2 Togliatti, “Let Us Lead the Discussion Back to Its Real Limit”.
3 Ibid.
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boy’s answer to a serious theoretical question. Could f

there be anything more ludicrous?

Comrade Mao Tse-tung’s thesis that imperialism and
all reactionaries are paper tigers has always been crystal- 3

clear. This is what he said:

For struggle against the enemy, we formed over a %
long period the concept that strategically we should §
despise all our enemies, but that tactically we should §
take them all seriously. This also means that in regard ;
to the whole we should despise the enemy but that in |
regard to each and every concrete question we must };
take them seriously. If with regard to the whole we |
do not despise the enemy we shall be committing the ]
error of opportunism. Marx and Engels were only two :
persons. Yet in those early days they declared that j
capitalism would be overthrown all over the world. |
But in dealing with concrete problems and particular §
enemies we shall be committing the error of adven- §

turism if we do not take them seriously.!

There are none so deaf as those who will not hear the §
truth. Who has ever said that imperialism can be over-}
thrown by a mere push of the shoulder? Who has ever §
said that it is not necessary to exert effort or wage strug- §

gles in order to overthrow imperialism?

Here we should like to quote another passage from

Comrade Mao Tse-tung:

Just as there is not a single thing in the world with- _
out a dual nature (this is the law of the unity of op-}
posites), so imperialism and all reactionaries have a'

1 Comrade Mao Tse-tung’s speech at the 1957 Moscow Meeting -_

of Representatives of the Communist and Workers’ Parties.

300

dual nature—they are real tigers and paper tigers at
the same time. In past history, before they won state
power and for some time afterwards, the slave-owning
class, the feudal landlord class and the bourgeoisie
were vigorous, revolutionary and progressive; they were
real tigers. But with the lapse of time, because their
opposites—the slave class, the peasant class and the
proletariat — grew in strength step by step, struggled
against them and became more and more formidable,
these ruling classes changed step by step into the
reverse, changed into reactionaries, changed into back-
ward people, changed into paper tigers. And even-
tually they were overthrown, or will be overthrown,
by the people. The reactionary, backward, decaying
classes retained this dual nature even in their last
life-and-death struggles against the people. On the
one hand, they were real tigers; they ate people, ate
people by the millions and tens of millions. The cause
of the people’s struggle went through a period of dif-
ficulties and hardships, and along the path there were
many twists and turns. To destroy the rule of im-
perialism, feudalism and bureaucrat-capitalism in China
took the Chinese people more than a hundred years
and cost them tens of millions of lives before the
victory in 1949. Look! Were these not living tigers,
iron tigers, real tigers? But in the end they changed
into paper tigers, dead tigers, bean-curd tigers. These
are historical facts. Have people not seen or heard
about these facts? There have indeed been thousands
and tens of thousands of them! Thousands and tens
of thousands! Hence, imperialism and all reactionaries,
looked at in essence, from a long-term point of view,
from a strategic point of view, must be seen for what
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they are — paper tigers. On this we should build our

strategic thinking. On the other hand, they are also 3
living tigers, iron tigers, real tigers which can eat %
people. On this we should build our tactical thinking! _

This passage shows the dual nature of the three major |
exploiting classes not only in the various stages of their :
historical development but also in their last life-and-death |
struggle with the people. Clearly, this is a Marxist- ¥
Leninist analysis of history.

THE WATERSHED BETWEEN REVOLUTIONARIES
AND REFORMISTS

History teaches us that all revolutionaries — including
of course, bourgeois revolutionaries — come to be revolu-
tionaries because in the first place they dare to despise
the enemy, dare to struggle and dare to seize victory. 4
Those who fear the enemy and dare not struggle, dare |
not seize victory, can only be cowards, can only b
reformists or capitulationists; they can certainly neve
be revolutionaries.

Historically, all true revolutionaries have dared to
despise the reactionaries, to despise the reactionary rulin
classes, to despise the enemy, because in the historica
conditions then obtaining which confronted the people
with a new historical task, they had begun to be aware o
the necessity of replacing the old system with a new one
When there is need for change, change becomes irresistibl
and comes about sooner or later whether one likes it or

1Cf. Mao Tse-tung, “Talk with the American Corresponden
Anna Louise Strong”, Selected Works, F.L.P., Peking, Vol IV
introductory note on pp. 98, 99.
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not. Marx said, “It is not the consciousness of men
that determines their being, but, on the contrary, their
social being that determines their consciousness.”® The
necessity for social change calls forth revolutionary con-
sciousness in men. Before the historical conditions have
made a change necessary, no one can arbitrarily pose the
task of revolution or make a revolution, however hard he
tries. But when the historical conditions have made a
change necessary, revolutionaries and vanguard fighters
of the people come forward who dare to denounce the
reactionary ruling classes and dare to regard them as pa-
per tigers. And in everything they do, these revolution-
aries always raise the people’s spirits and puncture the
enemy’s arrogance. This is historical necessity, this is the
inevitability of social revolution. As to when the revolu-
tion will break out, and whether after its outbreak it
succeeds quickly or takes a long time to succeed or
whether it meets many serious difficulties, setbacks and
even failures before final victory, etc. — all these ques-
tions depend upon various specific historical factors. But
even if they meet with serious difficulties, setbacks and
failures in the course of a revolution, all true revolu-
tionaries will nevertheless dare to despise the enemy and
will remain firm in their conviction that the revolution
will triumph.

After the defeat of the Chinese revolution in 1927 the
Chinese people and the Chinese Communist Party were
in extreme difficulties. At that time, Comrade Mao
Tse-tung pointed out to us, as a proletarian revolutionary

1 Marx and Engels, “Preface to A Contribution to the Critique
of Political Economy”, Selected Works, F.L.P.H, Moscow, 1958,
Vol 1, p. 363,
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should, the future course of development of the revolu-
tion and the prospects of victory. He maintained that it
would be one-sided and wrong to exaggerate the sub-
jective strength of the revolution and belittle the strength
of the counter-revolution. At the same time, he stressed
that it would be one-sided and wrong to exaggerate the
strength of the counter-revolution and underestimate the
potential strength of the revolution. Comrade Mao
Tse-tung’s appraisal was later confirmed by the develop-
ment and victory of the Chinese revolution. At present,
the world situation as a whole is most favourable for the
people of all countries. It is strange that in this favour-
able situation certain people should concentrate their
efforts on wantonly attacking the thesis of despising the
enemy strategically, should exaggerate the strength of
imperialism, abet the imperialists and all reactionaries
and help the imperialists to frighten the revolutionary
people. Instead of enhancing the people’s spirité and
puncturing the enemy’s arrogance, they are encouraging
the enemy’s arrogance and trying to dampen the people’s
spirits.

Lenin said, “Do you want a revolution? Then you
must be strong!”! Why must revolutionaries be strong,
why are they necessarily strong? Because revolutionaries
represent the new and rising forces in society, because
they believe in the strength of the people and because
their mainstay is the great strength of the people. The re-
actionaries are weak, and inevitably so, because they are
divorced from the people; however strong they may
appear at the moment, they are bound to be defeated in

11enin, “No Falsehood! Our Strength lies in Stating the
Truth!” Collected Works, F.L.P.H.,, Moscow, 1962, Vol. 9, p. 299.
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the end. “The dialectical method regards as important
primarily not that which at the given moment seems to
be durable and yet is already beginning to die away, but
that which is arising and developing, even though at the
given moment it may not appear to be durable, for the
dialectical method considers invincible only that which
is arising and developing.””!

Why did Lenin refer time and again to imperialism
with such metaphors as a ‘“colossus with feet of clay”
and a “bugbear”? In the last analysis, it was because
Lenin based himself on the objective laws of social
development and believed that the new-born forces of
society would eventually defeat the decaying forces of
society and that the forces of the people would eventually
triumph over the forces ranged against them. And is
this not so?

We would like to say to those who are trying to demol-
ish the Chinese Communists’ thesis that imperialism and
all reactionaries are paper tigers: You ought first to
demolish Lenin’s thesis. Why don’t you directly refute
Lenin’s thesis that imperialism is a “colossus with feet
of clay” and a “bugbear”? What else does this show
other than your cowardice in the face of the truth?

For every sober-minded Marxist-Leninist, the meta-
phors used in Lenin’s formulation that imperialism
is a “colossus with feet of clay” and a “bugbear” and
the metaphor in the Chinese Communists’ formulation
that imperialism and all reactionaries are paper tigers
are valid metaphors. These metaphors are based on the
laws of social development and are meant to explain the

1 Stalin, “Dialectical and Historical Materialism”, Problems of
Leninism, F.L.P.H., Moscow, 1953, p. 715.
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essence of the problem in popular language. Great

Marxist-Leninists and scientists and philosophers con-

stantly use metaphors in their explanations, and often

in a very precise and profound way.

While compelled to profess agreement with the

metaphors used by Lenin to describe the essence of im-

perialism, some people single out for opposition the

metaphor used by the Chinese Communists. Why? Why

do these people keep on nagging at it? Why are they .i

making such a hullabaloo about it just now? Besides

revealing their ideological poverty, this of course shows

that they have a specific purpose of their own.
What is it?

Since the end of World War II the socialist camp has ‘:
grown much stronger. In the vast areas of Asia, Africa A

and Latin America, revolutions against the imperialists

and their running dogs have been advancing. The

manifold irreconcilable contradictions which beset the

imperialist countries both internally and externally are
like volcanoes constantly threatening the rule of monop- 3%

oly capital. The imperialist countries are stepping up
the armaments race and doing their best to militarize

their national economies. All this is leading imperialism
into an impasse. The brain trusts of the imperialists have 3
produced plan after plan to save their masters from the

fate that is now confronting them or will confront them,
but they have been unable to find for imperialism a real
way out of its predicament. In this international situa-
tion, certain people, although calling themselves Marxist-

Leninists, have in actual fact become muddled and have
allowed a kind of fin de siécle pessimism to take the place }

of cool reason. They have no intention of leading the
people in delivering themselves from the disasters created
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by imperialism, and they have no confidence that the
people can overcome these disasters and build a new life
for themselves. It would be nearer to the truth to say
that they are concerned about the fate of imperialism and
all reactionaries than to say that they are concerned about
the fate of socialism and the people of all countries.
Their purpose in boosting and exaggerating the strength
of the enemy and beating the drums for imperialism as
they do today is not to oppose “adventurism” but simply
to prevent the oppressed peoples and oppressed nations
from rising in revolution; their so-called opposition to
adventurism is merely a pretext to achieve their purpose
of opposing revolution.

Speaking of the liberal parties in the Russian Duma
(the Tsarist Parliament) in 1906, Lenin said:

The liberal parties in the Duma only inadequately
and timidly back the strivings of the people; they are
more concerned to allay and weaken the revolutionary
struggle now proceeding than to destroy the people’s
enemy.!

Today we find in the ranks of the working-class move-
ment just such liberals as Lenin referred to, to wit,
bourgeois liberals. They are more concerned with allaying
and weakening the widespread revolutionary struggles
of the oppressed peoples and nations than with destroy-
ing the imperialists and the other enemies of the people.
Naturally, such persons can hardly be expected to under-
stand the thesis that Marxist-Leninists should despise the
enemy strategically.

1Lenijn, “Resolution (II) of the St. Petersburg Committee of
the R.S.D.L.P. on the Attitude Towards the State Duma”, Col-
lected Works, F.L.P.H.,, Moscow, 1962, Vo.. 10, p. 481.
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MAGNIFICENT MODELS

After railing at the Chinese Communists’ thesis of
“despising the enemy strategically””, some heroes go on
to pour out their wrath on the thesis of “taking the enemy
seriously tactically”. They say that the formulation of
“despising the enemy strategically while taking him
seriously tactically”’ is a “double approach” and is “con-
trary to Marxism-Leninism”. Ostensibly, they acknowl-
edge that strategy is different from tactics and that

tactics must serve strategic goals. But in actual fact they

obliterate the difference between strategy and tactics and

thoroughly confuse the concept of strategy with that of .4

tactics. Instead of subordinating tactics to strategy, they

subordinate strategy to tactics. They engross themselves j
in routine struggles, and in specific struggles they either
make endless concessions to the enemy and thus commit
the error of capitulationism, or act recklessly and thus
commit the error of adventurism. In the last analysis,
their purpose is to discard the strategic principles of
revolutionary Marxist-Leninists and the strategic goals 4

of all Communists.

We have already pointed out that historically all revolu~ }
tionaries have been revolutionaries because in the first
place they dared to despise the enemy, dared to wage §
struggle and dared to seize victory. Here we would add §

that, similarly, all successful revolutionaries in histor
have been successful not only because they dared t
despise the enemy but also because on each particula

question and in each specific struggle they took the enemy ;

seriously and adopted a prudent attitude. In general, ;

. . . . . 3 B
unless revolutionaries, and proletarian revolutionaries in':

particular, are able to do this, they cannot steer th
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revolution forward smoothly, but are liable to commit
the error of adventurism, thus bringing losses or even
defeat to the revolution.

Throughout their lifelong struggles in the cause of
the proletariat, Marx, Engels and Lenin always despised
the enemy strategically, while taking full account of him
tactically. They always fought on two fronts according
to the concrete circumstances against Right opportunism
and capitulationism and also against ‘“Left” adventurism.
In this respect, they are magnificent models for us.

Marx and Engels endcd the Communist Manifesto with
the celebrated passage:

The Communists disdain to conceal their views and
aims. They openly declare that their ends can be at-
tained only by the forcible overthrow of all existing
social conditions. Let the ruling classes tremble at a
Communistic revolution. The proletarians have nothing
to lose but their chains. They have a world to win.!

This has always been the general strategic principle
and goal of the whole international communist movement.
But in the Communist Manifesto Marx and Engels also
took careful account of the different conditions the Com-
munists in different countries faced. They did not lay
down a stereotyped, rigid formula and fource it on the
Communists of all countries. Marxists have always held
that the Communists in each country must define their
own specific strategic and tactical tasks at each stage of
history in the light of the conditions prevailing in their
own country.

1 Marx and Engels, Selected Works, F.L.P.H., Moscow, 1958,
Vol. 1, p. 65.
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Marx and Engels themselves took direct part in the

mass revolutionary struggles of 1848-49. While they 4

regarded the bourgeois-democratic revolution of the time
as the prelude to a proletarian socialist revolution, they
opposed making the slogan, “For a Workers’ Republic”,
an immediate demand. Such was their specific strategy
&t that time. On the other hand, they opposed attempts
to start a revolution in Germany by armed force from
outside, characterizing this approach as “playing at revo-
lution”. They proposed that the German workers abroad
should return to their own country ‘“singly” and throw
themselves into the mass revolutionary struggle there.
In other words, when it came to concrete tactics, the
proposals and the approach of Marx and Engels were
radically different from those of the “Left” adventurists.
On matters concerning any specific struggle, Marx and
Engels always did their best to proceed from a solid basis.

For a while in the spring of 1850, appraising the situa-
tion after the failure of the 1848-49 revolution, Marx
and Engels held that another revolution was imminent.
But by the summer, they saw that an immediate recur-
rence of revolution was no longer possible. Some people
disregarded the objective possibilities and tried to con-
jure up an “artificial revolution”, substituting revolu-
tionary phraseology for the actual state of revolutionary
development. They told the workers that they had to
seize state power right away, or otherwise they might
as well all go to sleep. Marx and Engels firmly opposed
such adventurism. As Lenin said:

When the revolutionary era of 1848-49 ended, Marx
opposed every attempt to play at revolution (the fight
he put up against Schapper and Willich), and insisted
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on ability to work in the new phase which in a seem-
ingly ‘“peaceful” way was preparing for new revolu-
tions.

In September 1870, a few months prior to the Paris
Commune, Marx warned the French proletariat against
an untimely uprising. But when the workers were com-
pelled to rise, in March 1871, Marx paid glowing tribute
to the heaven-storming heroism of the workers of the
Paris Commune. In a letter to L. Kugelmann, Marx
wrote;

What elasticity, what historical initiative, what a
capacity for sacrifice in these Parisians! After six
months of hunger and ruin, caused by internal treachery
more even than by the external enemy, they rise,
beneath Prussian bayonets, as if there had never been
a war between France and Germany and the enemy
were not still at the gates of Paris! History has no
like example of like greatness! If they are defeated
only their “good nature” will be to blame.?

See how Marx eulogized the workers of the Paris Com-
mune for their heroic scorn of the enemy! Marx made
this evaluation of the Paris Commune in the light of the
general strategic goal of the international communist
movement and said of the struggle of the Paris Com-
mune that “history has no like example of like greatness!”’

True, the Paris Commune made several mistakes
during the uprising; it failed to march immediately on

1Lenin, “Karl Marx”, Karl Marx and Frederick Engels,
F.L.P.H., Moscow, 1954, p. 61.

2Marx and Engels, “Marx to L. Kugelmann”, Selected Cor-
respondence, F.L.P.H., Moscow, p, 318.
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counter-revolutionary Versailles, and the Central Com-
mittee relinquished power too soon. The Paris Commune
failed. Yet the banner of proletarian revolution unfurled
by the Commune will be for ever glorious.

Marx wrote in The Civil War in France:

Working men’s Paris, with its Commune, will be for
ever celebrated as the glorious harbinger of a new so-
ciety. Its martyrs are enshrined in the great heart of
the working class. Its exterminators history has
already nailed to that eternal pillory from which all
the prayers of their priests will not avail to redeem
them.!

Writing in commemoration of the 21st anniversary of
the Paris Commune, Engels stated:

Its highly internationalist character imparted his-
torical greatness to the Commune. It was a bold
challenge to every kind of expression of bourgeois
chauvinism. And the proletariat of all countries un-
erringly understood this.?

But now our Comrade Togliatti seems to feel that
Marx’s and Engels’ high appraisal of the Paris Commune
as of universal significance for the revolutionary cause
of the world proletariat is no longer worth mentioning.

As Engels pointed out, after the defeat of the Paris
Commune the Parisian workers needed a long respite to
build up their strength. But the Blanquists advocated

1Marx and Engels, “The Civil War in France”, Selected
Works, F.L.P.H.,, Moscow, 1958, Vol. 1, p. 542.

2 Marx and Engels, “In Commemoration of the Twenty-first
Anniversary of the Paris Commune”, Collected Works, 4th Rus-
sian ed., Moscow, Vol. 22, p. 291
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a new uprising regardless of the circumstances. This
adventurism was sharply criticized by Engels.

During the period of peaceful development of capi-
talism in Europe and America, Marx and Engels con-
tinued their fight on two fronts in the working-class
movement. On the one hand, they severely condemned
empty talk about revolution and urged that bourgeois
legality should be turned to advantage in the fight against
the bourgeoisie; on the other hand, they severely —
indeed even more severely —condemned the oppor-
tunist thinking then dominant in the social-democratic
parties, because these opportunists had lost all proletarian
revolutionary staunchness, confined themselves to legal
struggles, and lacked the determination to use illegal
means as well in the fight against the bourgeoisie.

From this it is evident that while Marx and Engels
unswervingly adhered to the strategical principles of
proletarian revolution at all times, including periods of
peaceful development, they also took care to adopt
flexible tactics in accordance with the specific conditions
of a given period.

As a great Marxist, Lenin most lucidly formulated the
revolutionary strategy of the Russian proletariat when
he entered the historical arena of proletarian revolution-
ary struggle. In the concluding remarks of his first
famous work, What the “Friends of the People” Are and
How They Fight the Social-Democrats, he said:

When its advanced representatives have mastered the
ideas of scientific socialism, the idea of the historical
role of the Russian worker, when these ideas become
widespread, and when stable organizations are formed
among the workers to transform the workers’ present
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sporadic economic war into conscious class struggle —
then the Russian WORKER, rising at the head of all
the democratic elements, will overthrow absolutism
and lead the RUSSIAN PROLETARIAT (side by side

with the proletariat of ALL COUNTRIES) along the |

straight road of open political struggle to THE VIC-
TORIOUS COMMUNIST REVOLUTION.!

This strategic principle of Lenin’s remained the general §

guide for the vanguard of the Russian proletariat and

for the Russian people throughout their struggle for

emancipation.
Lenin always firmly upheld this strategic principle.

In doing so, he waged uncompromising struggle against

the Narodniks, the “legal Marxists”, the Economists, the

Mensheviks, the opportunists and revisionists of the
Second International, and against Trotsky and Bukharin. -

In 1902, when the programme of the Russian Social-
Democratic Labour Party was being drawn up, serious }
differences arose between Lenin and Plekhanov over f
principles of proletarian strategy. Lenin insisted that
the Party programme should include the dictatorship of §
the proletariat and demanded that it should clearly define 4

the leading role of the working class in the revolution.

During the 1905 Revolution, Lenin in his book, Two 7}
Tactics of Social-Democracy in the Democratic Revolu- §
tion, reflected the heroic spirit of the Russian proletariat, ¢}
which had dared to lead the struggle and to seize iy
victory. He put forward a comprehensive theory of
proletarian leadership in the democratic revolution and -
of a worker-peasant alliance under the leadership of the '}
working class, thus developing Marxist theory on the

1 Lenin, Collected Works, F.LL.P.H., Moscow, 1960, Vol. 1, p. 300, 4
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transformation of the bourgeois-democratic revolution
into a socialist revolution.

During World War I, Lenin raised proletarian think-
ing on strategy to a new level in The Collapse of the
Second International, in Imperialism, the Highest Stage
of Capitalism and other most important Marxist classics.
He held that imperialism was the eve of the proletarian
socialist revolution and that it was possible for the
proletarian revolution to achieve victory first in one
country or in a few countries. These strategic concepts
paved the way for the triumph of the Great October
Revolution.

There are many more similar examples.

On specific questions of tactics, Lenin always charted
a course of action for the proletariat in the light of vary-
ing conditions — for example, conditions in which the
political party of the proletariat should participate in and
in which it shculd boycott parliament; conditions in
which it should form one kind of alliance or another;
conditions in which it should make necessary com-
promises and in which it should reject compromises; in
which circumstances it should wage legal struggles and
in which illegal struggles, and how it should flexibly
combine the two forms of struggle; when to attack and
when to retreat or advance by a roundabout path; etc. In
his book, “Left-Wing” Communism, an Infantile Dis-
order, Lenin elucidated these questions profoundly and
systematically.

He rightly stated:

. . . First, that in order to fulfil its task the revolu-
tionary class must be able to master all forms, or
aspects, of social activity without any exception . . . ;
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second, that the revolutionary class must be ready to
pass from one form to another in the quickest and
most unexpected manner.!

Discussing the various forms of struggle, Lenin said
further that it was necessary for all Communists to
investigate, study, seek, divine and grasp that which is
peculiarly national, specifically national in the concrete
manner in which each country approaches the fulfilment
of the single international task, in which it approaches the
victory over opportunism and ‘Left” doctrinairism
within the working-class movement, the overthrow of
the bourgeoisie, and the establishment of a proletarian
dictatorship. It was absolutely wrong not to take the
national characteristics of one’s own country into account §
in the struggle. b

In the light of Lenin’s ideas, it can be seen that the
concrete tactics of proletarian parties all have as their §
aim the organization of the masses by the millions, the
maximum mobilization of allies, and the maximum isola- %
tion of the enemies of the people, the imperialists and §
their running dogs, so as to attain the general strategic
goal of the emancipation of the proletariat and the people.
To use Lenin’s own words: 4

. . . The forms of the struggle may and do constantly

change in accordance with varying, relatively particular.
and temporary causes, but the substance of the strug-
gle, its class content, positively cannot change while #
classes exist.2

1Lenin, Selected Works, F.I.P.H, Moscow, 1951, Vol 2, Part z,‘:_; -
pD. 424-25. ]

2 Lenin, “Imperialism, the Highest Stage of Capitalism”, Selected 3
Works, F.L.P.H., Moscow, 1951, Vol. 1, Part 2, p. 509. -
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THE STRATEGIC AND TACTICAL THINKING OF THE
CHINESE COMMUNISTS

Basing themselves on the ideas of Marx, Engels and
Lenin, the Chinese Communists formulated the strategy
and tactics of the Chinese revolution in concrete revolu-
tionary practice.

Comrade Mao Tse-tung outlined the strategic and
tactical thinking of the Chinese Communists in the
following passage:

Imperialism throughout the world and the rule of
the reactionary Chiang Kai-shek clique in China are
already rotten and have no future. We have reason to
despise them and we are confident and certain that
we shall defeat all the domestic and foreign enemies
of the Chinese people. But with regard to each part,
each specific struggle (military, political, economic or
ideological), we must never take the enemy lightly; on
the contrary, we should take the enemy seriously and
concentrate all our strength for battle in order to win
victory. While we correctly point out that, strate-
gically, with regard to the whole, we should take the
enemy lightly, we must never take the enemy lightly
in any part, in any specific struggle. If, with regard
to the whole, we overestimate the strength of our
enemy and hence do not dare to overthrow him and
do not dare to win victory, we shall be committing a
Right opportunist error. If, with regard to each part,
each specific problem, we are not prudent, do not care-
fully study and perfect the art of struggle, do not con-
centrate all our strength for battle and do not pay
attention to winning over all the allies that should be
won over (middle peasants, small independent crafts-
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men and traders, the middle bourgeoisie, students,
teachers, professors and ordinary intellectuals, ordi-
nary government employees, professionals and en-
lightened gentry), we shall be committing a ‘‘Left”
opportunist error.!

Comrade Mao Tse-tung here provides a very clear-cut
and unequivocal explanation of the struggle of the prole-
tariat as a whole, that is, of the question of strategy, and
an equally clear-cut and unequivocal explanation of each
part, each specific problem, in the struggle of the prole-
tariat, that is, of the question of tactics.

Why is it that when taking the situation as a whole, i.e.,
strategically, we can despise the enemy? Because im-
perialism and all reactionaries are decaying, have no
future and can be overthrown. Failure to see this results
in lack of courage to wage revolutionary struggle, loss of
confidence in the revolution and the misleading of the
people. Why is it that in specific struggles, i.e., tactically,
we must not take the enemy lightly but must taske him

seriously? Because the imperialists and the reactionaries j

still control their apparatus for ruling and all the armed

forces, and can still deceive the people. To overthrow -;

the rule of imperialism and reaction, the proletariat and

the masses of the people must go through bitter and _f*

tortuous struggles. The imperialists and the reactionaries
will not automatically tumble from their thrones.

A revolutionary party will never carry on revolution-
ary struggle if it has abandoned the strategic goal of
overthrowing the old system, and no longer believes that
the enemy can be overthrown or that victory can be won.

1 Mao Tse-tung, “On Some Important Problems of the Party’s
Present Policy”, Selected Works, F.L.P., Peking, Vol. IV, pp. u?_

181-82.
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A revolutionary party will never achieve the hoped-
for victory if it merely proclaims the target of
revolution without seriously and prudently coming
to grips with the enemy in the course of revolutionary
struggle and without gradually building up and expand-
ing the revolutionary forces, if it treats revolution simply
as a matter for talk, or if it simply strikes out blindly.
This is even more true of proletarian parties. If a prole-
tarian party takes full account of the enemy on each and
every concrete problem of revolutionary struggle and is
skilful in combating him while adhering to proletarian
strategic principles, then, to use Comrade Mao Tse-tung’s
words, “as time goes on, we shall become superior as a
whole,'! even though the proletariat may be inferior in
strength at the outset. In other words, if the enemy is
taken seriously in matters of tactics, on concrete ques-
tions of struggle, and if every effort is made to win in
each specific struggle, the victory of the revolution can
be accelerated, and it will not be retarded or postponed.

By taking full account of the enemy tactically and
winning victories in specific struggles, the proletarian
parties enable the masses in ever greater number to learn
from their own experience that the enemy can be
defeated, that there is every reason and every basis for
despising the enemy. In China there are the ancient
proverbs: Great undertakings have small beginnings; a
huge tree grows from tiny roots; the nine-storey castle
begins as a pile of earth; a thousand-li journey starts with
a step. These hold true for revolutionary people who
want to overthrow the reactionaries, that is to say, they

1Mao Tse-tung, “The Present Situation and Our Tasks”,
Selected Works, F.L.P., Peking, Vol. IV, p. 161.
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can achieve their objective of finally defeating the
reactionaries only by waging one struggle after another,
by waging innumerable specific struggles, and by striving
for victory in each one of them.

In “Problems of Strategy in China’s Revolutionary
War”, Comrade Mao Tse-tung said, “Our strategy is ‘pit
one against ten’ and our tactics are ‘pit ten against one’ —
this is one of our fundamental principles for gaining
mastery over the enemy.”! He added, “We use the few
to defeat the many — this we say to the rulers of China
as a whole. We use the many to defeat the few — this
we say to each separate enemy force on the battlefield.””?
Here he was dealing with principles of military struggle,
but they also apply to the political struggle. History
shows that, to begin with, all revolutionaries, including
bourgeois revolutionaries, are always in the minority, and
the forces they lead are always comparatively small and
weak. If in their strategy they lack the will to “use the
few to defeat the many” and to “pit one against ten” in the
struggle against the enemy, they grow flabby, impotent,
and are incapable of accomplishing anything, and they
will never become the majority. On the other hand, in
their tactics, that is, in specific struggle, unless revolution-
aries learn to organize the masses, to rally all possible
allies, and to utilize the objectively existing contradictions
among the enemies, unless they can apply the method
of “using the many to defeat the few” and of “pitting
ten against one” in struggle, and unless they are able to
make all the necessary preparations for specific struggles,
they will never be able to gain victory in each specific

1Mao Tse-tung, Selected Military Writings, F.L.P.,, Peking.
p- 133.
2Ibid., p. 135.
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struggle and multiply their small victories into large
ones, and there will be the danger that their own forces
will be smashed one by one by the enemy and the strength
of the revolution dissipated.

A MIRROR

To sum up on the matter of the relationship between
strategy and tactics, it is vital that the party of the prole-
tariat pay the greatest attention to the ultimate goal of
emancipating the working people and that it possess the
courage and the conviction needed to overwhelm the
enemy. It should not become so engrossed in minor and
immediate gains and victories as to lose sight of the
ultimate goal, and it should never lose faith in the
triumph of the people’s revolution merely because of the
enemy’s temporary and outward strength. At the same
time, the party of the proletariat must pay serious atten-
tion to the very small, day-to-day struggles, even if they
do not appear to be very noteworthy. In every specific
struggle, it must prepare adequately, do a good job of
uniting the masses, study and perfect the art of struggle
and do all it can to win, so that the masses will receive
constant education and inspiration. It should take full
cognizance of the fact that a large number of specific
struggles, including the very small ones, can merge and
develop into a force that will rock the old system.

It is, therefore, perfectly clear that strategy and tactics
are different from each other and, at the same time,
united. This is an expression of the very dialectics
with which Marxist-Leninists examine questions. Certain
people describe ‘‘despising the enemy strategically and
taking him seriously tactically” as “scholastic philosophy”’
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or a “double approach”. But just what kind of “philos-
ophy” and what ‘“single approach” they have, are
beyond us.

In his essay, “Our Revolution”, Lenin had the follow-
ing to say about the heroes of opportunism:

They all call themselves Marxists, but their concep-
tion of Marxism is impossibly pedantic. They have
completely failed to understand what is decisive in
Marxism: namely, its revolutionary dialectics.!

In the same article, Lenin also said:

Their whole conduct betrays them as cowardly
reformists, who are afraid to take the smallest step
away from the bourgeoisie, let alone break with it, and
at the same time mask their cowardice by the wildest
rhetoric and braggadocio.?

To those who are attacking the Chinese Communist
Party we commend these lines of Lenin’s for careful
reading. Assuredly, they may well serve as a political
mirror for certain people.

VII. A STRUGGLE ON TWO FRONTS

MODERN REVISIONISM IS THE MAIN DANGER IN THE
INTERNATIONAL WORKING-CLASS MOVEMENT

The Communist Party of Italy is one of the largest

Parties in the capitalist world today. It conducted heroic

1L.enin, Marx, Engels, Marxism, Moscow, 1951, p. 547.
2 Ibid., p. 548,
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struggles in the extremely dark days of fascist rule, It
has a glorious tradition of struggle. During World War
II it led the Italian people in courageous armed up-
risings and guerrilla warfare against fascism. The peo-
ple’s armed forces arrested Mussolini and sentenced that
fascist monster to death.

It is only natural that with this record of militant
struggle the Italian Communist Party has won the
sympathy and support of the people.

Since World War II, capitalism in Italy has found
itself in a period of peaceful development, during which
the C.P.I. has done a great deal of work, utilizing legal
forms of struggle. In the activities of working-class
parties, positive use can be made of conditions of legal
struggle, but if while waging legal struggle the working-
class party is lacking in revolutionary vigilance and
firmness, these conditions may produce a contrary and
negative effect. Marx, Engels and Lenin all constantly
alerted the proletariat to guard against this.

Why is it that since World War II revisionism has
been publicly recognized as the main danger in the in-
ternational working-class movement? Because first, the
legal struggles in many countries have made available
manifold historical experience and taught many lessons;
second, the conditions that breed opportunism and revi-
sionism actually exist; and third, there has in fact
emerged modern revisionism, represented by the Tito
clique.

Judging from the views of Togliatti and certain other
comrades, we may say frankly that the danger of revi-
sionism exists in the Communist Party of Italy, too.
Certain comrades in the French Communist Party have
recently written a series of articles attacking revolution-
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ary Marxist-Leninists and attacking the Chinese Com-
munists. The points they make on a number of basic
questions concerning the international communist move-
ment virtually duplicate those made by Togliatti and
other comrades. Moreover, certain other people have
recently come to the fore in the international com-
munist movement who, as Lenin put it, “all belong to
the same family, all extol each other, learn from each
other, and together take up arms against ‘dogmatic’
Marxism”.! This is a strange phenomenon, but if one
has some knowledge of Marxism-Leninism and if one
analyses this phenomenon, one can see clearly that it
is not accidental.

Modern revisionism has appeared in some capitalist
countries, and it can appear in socialist countries, too.
The Tito clique was the first to hoist the revisionist flag,
and they have made previously socialist Yugoslavia
gradually change its character. Politically, the Tito
clique has long since become an accomplice of the United
States and other imperialist countries, and, economically,
it has turned Yugoslavia into an appendage of U.S. im-
perialism, gradually transforming her economy into what
the imperialists call a liberalized economy.

At the Tenth Congress of the Russian Communist
Party in May 1921 Lenin said:

Milyukov was right. He very soberly takes into
account the degree of political development and
says that stepping stones in the shape of Socialist-
Revolutionism and Menshevism are necessary for the
reversion to capitalism. The bourgeoisie needs such

11l.enin, “What Is to Be Done?’ Collected Works, F.L.P.H.,
Moscow, 1961, Vol. 5, footnote on p 353.

3

stepping stones, and whoever does not understand this
is stupid.!

These telling words of Lenin’s read like a prophecy of
what the Tito clique was to do a few decades later.

How is it that revisionism can appear in socialist
countries, too? As the Moscow Declaration of 1957 points
out, “The existence of bourgeois influence is an internal
source of revisionism, while surrender to imperialist
pressure is its external source.”

Reiterating the important thesis of the Moscow Decla-
ration that revisionism is the main danger in the inter-
national working-class movement, the Moscow Statement
of 1960 condemns the Yugoslav variety of international
opportunism. The Statement is completely correct in
pointing out:

After betraying Marxism-Leninism, which they
termed obsolete, the leaders of the League of Com-
munists of Yugoslavia opposed their anti-Leninist
revisionist programme to the Declaration of 1957; they
set the L.C.Y. against the international communist
movement as a whole, severed their country from the
socialist camp, made it dependent on so-called ‘aid”
from U.S. and other imperialists, and thereby exposed
the Yugoslav people to the danger of losing the rev-
olutionary gains achieved through a heroic struggle.
The Yugoslav revisionists carry on subversive work
against the socialist camp and the world communist
movement. Under the pretext of an extra-bloc policy,

1Lenin, “Speech in Reply to the Debate on the Report on the
Food Tax at the All-Russian Conference of the R.C.P. (B),
May 27, 19217, Selected Works, International Publishers, New
York, 1943, Vol. 9, p. 222
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they engage in activities which prejudice the unity of
all the peace-loving forces and countries.

The Moscow Statement also says:

Further exposure of the leaders of Yugoslav revi-
sionists and active struggle to safeguard the communist
movement and the working-class movement from the
anti-Leninist ideas of the Yugoslav revisionists, re-
mains an essential task of the Marxist-Leninist Parties.

This solemn document bears the signatures of the dele-
gates of eighty-one Parties, including the Italian and
French Parties, as well as of the Parties of the socialist
countries. But the ink was hardly dry on these signa-
tures when the leading members of some of these Parties
rushed to fraternize with the Tito clique.

Comrade Togliatti has openly declared that the stand
taken in the 1960 Moscow Statement towards the Tito
clique of Yugoslavia was “mistaken”, saying that “to
direct invectives against ‘the Tito clique’ will not enable
us to advance one step, but will make us go back a great
deal”.! Some people have said that “the Yugoslav Com-
munists have taken steps towards rapprochement and
unity with the entire world communist movement”, and
that between the Tito clique and themselves there is
“coincidence and proximity” of positions “on a series of
vitally important international problems”. What they are
doing belies their commitments; they are treating the

Moscow Declaration and the Moscow Statement merely -

as empty official formalities. In order to justify them-

selves, they have no scruples about prostituting the °§

1“Apropos the Criticism of the ‘Tito Clique’”, in Rinascita, ‘;'3

October 13, 1962.
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Moscow Statement and, instead of regarding revisionism
as the main danger in the international communist move-
ment and working-class movement today, they allege
that “latterly the danger of dogmatism and sectarianism
has become the main danger”! At the recent Sixth
Congress of the Socialist Unity Party of Germany when
the Chinese Communist Party delegate in his speech up-
held the Moscow Statement and condemned the revi-
sionism of the Tito clique, he was treated with extreme
rudeness. But the delegate of the Tito clique to the
Congress was given a wild ovation. Can this be called
“consistent observance of the commonly co-ordinated
line of the communist movement”? Everybody knows
that this action, which can only grieve our own people
and gladden the enemy, was deliberately planned.

The result of all this is that the market price of the
Tito clique has suddenly shot up tenfold. The purpose
of those who have brought this about is to install the
Tito clique as their ideological centre; they are trying
to replace Marxism-Leninism by modern revisionism as
represented by the Tito clique and to replace the Moscow
Declaration and the Moscow Statement by the Tito
clique’s modern revisionist programme, or by something
else.

Don’t some people frequently say that we ought to
“synchronize our watches”? Now there are two watches:
one is Marxism-Leninism and the Moscow Declaration
and Statement, and the other is modern revisionism as
represented by the Tito clique. Which is to be the
master watch? The watch of Marxism-Leninism, of the

1The resolution adopted by the session of the Central Com-
mittee of the French Communist Party on December 14, 1962.
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Moscow Declaration and Statement, or the watch of
modern revisionism?

Some people forbid us to fight modern revisionism,
or even to mention the old-line revisionism of the period
of the Second International, while they themselves re-
vive the tunes of the old-line revisionists and revel in
playing them over and over again. Writing of Proud-
honism in the preface to the second edition of The
Housing Question, Engels said, “Whoever occupies him-
self in any detail with modern socialism must also ac-
quaint himself with the ‘surmounted standpoints’ of the
movement.” He believed that these standpoints or the
tendencies emanating from them would inevitably re-
appear time and again so long as the conditions giving
rise to them remained in society. “And if later on this
tendency takes on a firmer shape and more clearly defined
contours, . . . it will have to go back to its predecessors
for the formulation of its program.”® Since we are fight-
ing modern revisionism, we must naturally study its
predecessors, the lessons of history, and how the modern
revisionists have gone back to their predecessors. Should

we not do so? Why is this “a completely impermissible 1

historical comparison”? Does it violate any taboo?

Since they are replaying the tunes of such old revi- ’.:
sionists as Bernstein and Kautsky, and are using the
latter’s viewpoints, methods and language to attack and @

smear the Chinese Communists and all Marxist-Leninists
they cannot reasonably forbid us to answer them wit
Lenin’s criticism of the old revisionists.

Lenin said:

1Marx and Engels, Selected Works, F.L.P.H, Moscow, 1958
Vol 1, pp. 549, 550.
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In exactly the same way the Bernstelnians have
been dinning into our ears that it is they who under-
stand the proletariat’s true needs and the tasks of
building up its forces, the task of deepening all the
work, preparing the elements of a new society, and
the task of propaganda and agitation. Bernstein says:
We demand a frank recognition of that which is, thus
sanctifying “movement” without any ‘“‘ultimate aim”,
sanctifying defensive tactics alone, preaching the
tactics of fear “lest the bourgeoisie recoil”. So the
Bernsteinians raised an outery against the “Jacobin-
ism” of the revolutionary Social-Democrats, against
“publicists” who fail to understand the ‘“workers’
initiative”, etc,, etc. In reality, as everyone knows,
revolutionary Social-Democrats have never even
thought of abandoning day-by-day, petty work, the
mustering of forces, etc.,, etc. All they demanded was
a clear understanding of the ultimate aim, a clear
presentation of the revolutionary tasks; they wanted
to raise the semi-proletarian and semi-petty-bourgeois
strata to the revolutionary level of the proletariat —
not to reduce the latter level to that of opportunist
considerations such as “lest the bourgeoisie recoil”.
Perhaps the most vivid expression of this rift between
the intellectual opportunist wing and the proletarian
revolutionary wing of the Party was the question:
diirfen wir siegen? “Dare we win?’ Is it permissible
for us to win? Would it not be dangerous for us to
win? Ought we to win? This question, so strange at
first sight, was however raised and had to be raised,
because the opportunists were afraid of victory, were
frightening the proletariat away from it, predicting
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that trouble would come of it and ridiculing slogans
that straightforwardly called for it.!

This quotation from Lenin can very well explain the
revival of Bernsteinism in a new historical context and
the essence of the difference between Marxist-Leninists
and the modern revisionists.

“OUR THEORY IS NOT A DOGMA,
BUT A GUIDE TO ACTION”

Some people who call themselves creative Marxist-
Leninists say that times have changed, that conditions
are no longer the same and that there is no need to repeat
the fundamental principles stated by Marx and Lenin.
They object to our quoting from the Marxist-Leninist
classics to explain issues, and brand this practice ‘“dog-
matism”.

To discard Marxism-Leninism on the pretext of
shaking off the chains of dogma is a convenient trick.
Lenin exposed this trick of the opportunists long ago:

What a handy little word “dogma” is! One need 4

only slightly twist an opposing theory, cover up this

twist with the bogy of “dogma” — and there you are?
We all know that the days when Lenin lived and
fought were greatly different from the days of Marx §

1 Lenin, “Two Tactics of Social-Democracy in the Democratic
Revolution”, Collected Works, F.L.P.H, Moscow, 1962, Vol 9, g

pp. 107-08.

2 Lenin, “Revolutionary Adventurism”, Collected Works, F.L.P.H.,

Moscow, 1961, Vol. 6, p. 197.
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and Engels. Lenin developed Marxism comprehensively
and carried it forward to a new stage, the stage of Lenin-
ism. In line with the new conditions and the new fea-
tures of his own time, Lenin wrote many outstanding
works which greatly enriched the treasury of Marxist
theory and our ideas on the strategy and tactics of the
proletarian revolution, and he advanced new policies and
tasks for the international working-class movement.
Lenin quoted abundantly and repeatedly from Marx and
Engels in order to defend the fundamental principles of
Marxism, to safeguard its purity and to opposc its dis-
tortion and adulteration by the opportunists and revi-
sionists. For example, in The State and Revolution in
particular, a great work of fundamental importance for
Marxist theory, Lenin was not sparing in the use of
quotations. In the very first chapter he wrote:

In view of the unprecedentedly widespread distor-
tion of Marxism, our prime task is to re-establish what
Marx really taught on the subject of the state. For
this purpose it will be necessary to quote at length
from the works of Marx and Engels themselves. Of
course, long quotations will render the text cumber-
some and will not help at all to make it popular read-
ing, but we cannot possibly avoid them. All, or at
any rate, all the most essential passages in the works
of Marx and Engels on the subject of the state must
without fail be quoted as fully as possible, in order
that the reader may form an independent opinion of
the totality of the views of the founders of scientific
Socialism and of the development of those views, and
in order that their distortion by the now prevailing
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“Kautskyism” may be documentarily proved and clearly
demonstrated.!

It can be seen that Lenin quoted at great length from
Marx and Engels at a time when Marxism was being
outrageously adulterated. Today, when Leninism is being
outrageously adulterated, no revolutionary Marxist-
Leninist can fail to quote from Lenin. The reason is
that this practice sharply brings out the contrast between
the truth of Marxism-Leninism and the fallacies of revi-
sionism and opportunism.

Clearly, it is no crime to quote from the literature of
Marxism-Leninism, as some people allege. The ques-
tion is whether quotations are called for, how Marxist-
Leninist literature is quoted and whether it is quoted
correctly.

There are people who deliberately evade the themes
we are confirming by our quotations from the literature
of Marxism-Leninism. They dare not even publish the
quotations, but simply attack us for “citing paragraph
after paragraph”.2 PUHumanité, the organ of the French
Communist Party, has gone so far as to accuse the Chi-
nese Communist Party of “denaturing Marxism-Leninism
to the point of retaining only rigid formulas, and as-
suming the right to be high priests in charge of enunciat-

ing dogmas”?® What does it actually signify — this
lashing out at us with acrimonious phrases in which

they so obviously revel? It simply reflects their

state of mind and their feelings, that is, the violent re-

1Lenin, Selected Works, F.L.P.H, Moscow, Vol 2, Part 1,

p. 203.
24In What Epoch Do We Live?” in France Nouvelle, January
16, 1963.

3 “Our Unity and Our Discipline”, I’'Humanité, January 16, 1963.
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pugnance with which they react the moment they see
the words of Marx, Engels and Lenin. These people
who object to others as priests of Marxism-Leninism
are themselves serving as priests of anti-Marxism-
Leninism and of bourgeois ideology.

While violently attacking us for quoting from the
literature of Marxism-Leninism to explain fundamental
Marxist-Leninist truths, some people constantly repeat
what is in essence the language of Bernstein, Kautsky
and Tito, from whom they have borrowed many of their
basic ideas.

There are even those who violently assail what they
term “dogmatism’, yet who delight in biblical dogmas.
Their heads are full of the Bible and similar matter but
contain not a shadow of Marxism-Leninism.

Lenin constantly cited the words of Marx and Engels,
“Our theory is not a dogma, but a guide to action.” Now
that certain persons are spreading the notion that we
are “dogmatists”, we have to tell them bluntly: The
Chinese Communist Party is rich in experience in
combating dogmatism. More than twenty years ago,
under the leadership of Comrade Mao Tse-tung, we
fought an outstanding struggle against dogmatism, and
ever since we have paid attention to struggles of this
kind.

The true Marxist-Leninist does not recline on a bed
of books. He should be skilful in using the Marxist-
Leninist method to analyse the concrete environment,
situation and conditions of the time both at home and
abroad, in studying the varied experience of actual strug-
gles, and in thus working out his own line of action.
Comrade Mao Tse-tung has repeatedly reminded us of
Lenin’s celebrated dictum: ‘“The most essential thing in
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Marxism, the living soul of Marxism, is the concrete
analysis of concrete conditions.’”? He criticized the
dogmatists in our ranks as “lazybones” who “refuse to
undertake any painstaking study of concrete things”.?

In a speech in 1942, ‘“Rectify the Party’s Style of
Work”, Comrade Mao Tse-tung criticized dogmatism in
these sharp terms:

Even now, there are not a few people who still re-
gard odd quotations from Marxist-Leninist works as
a ready-made panacea which, once acquired, can easily
cure all maladies. These people show childish igno-
rance, and we should conduct a campaign to enlighten
them. It is precisely such ignorant people who take
Marxism-Leninism as a religious dogma. To them we
should say bluntly, “Your dogma is worthless.” Marx,
Engels, Lenin and Stalin have repeatedly stated that
our theory is not a dogma but a guide to action. But
such people prefer to forget this statement which is
of the greatest, indeed the utmost importance. Chinese
Communists can be regarded as linking theory with
practice only when they become good at applying the
Marxist-Leninist stand, viewpoint and method and the
teachings of Lenin and Stalin concerning the Chinese
revolution and when, furthermore, through serious re-
search into the realities of China’s history and revolu-
tion, they do creative theoretical work to meet China’s
needs in different spheres. Merely talking about link-
ing theory and practice without actually doing any-
thing about it is of no use, even if one goes on talking

1 Lenin, “Communism”, Collected Works, 4th Russian ed. -3

Me«cow, Vol 31, p. 143.
2Mao Tse-tung, “On Contradiction”, Selected Works, Vol. I.
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for a hundred years. To oppose the subjectivist, one-
sided approach to problems, we must demolish dog-
matist subjectiveness and one-sidedness.!

Those who are now vigorously railing at dogmatism
have absolutely no idea of what it really is, let alone of
how to combat it. They keep on proclaiming that times
and conditions have changed and that one must “develop
Marxism-Leninism creatively”, but actually they are
using bourgeois pragmatism to revise Marxism-Leninism.
They are utterly unable to grasp the essence of the
changed times and conditions, to understand the contra-
dictions in the contemporary world or to locate the focus
of these contradictions. They cannot grasp the laws
of development of things that objectively exist and they
stagger to and fro, plunging now into capitulationism
and now into adventurism. Adapting themselves to
the immediate turn of events, they forget the funda-
mental interests of the proletariat, and this is charac-
teristic both of their thinking and their actions. Thus
they do not have a policy founded on principle,
frequently fail to differentiate between the enemy,
ourselves and our friends, and even reverse the rela-
tionships between the three, treating enemies as if they
were our own people and vice versa.

Lenin said that the philistine “is never guided by a
definite world outlook, by principles of integral party
tactics. He always swims with the stream, blindly obey-
ing the mood of the moment”.? Now, are not these
people exactly the same?

1Mao Tse-tung, Rectify the Party’s Style of Work, F.LP,
Peking, 1962, pp. 12-13.

2 Lenin, “The Political Situation and the Tasks of the Working
Class”, Collected Works, F.L.P.H., Moscow, 1962, Vol. 11, p. 390.
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INTEGRATING THE UNIVERSAL TRUTH OF MARXISM-
LENINISM WITH THE CONCRETE PRACTICE OF
THE REVOLUTION IN ONE'S OWN COUNTRY

The well-known thesis of integrating the universal
truth of Merxism-Leninism with the concrete practice
of the Chinese revolution was formulated in our Party
by Comrade Mao Tse-tung more than twenty years ago.
It sums up the experience of the Chinese Communist
Party in its long struggle on two fronts, against both
Right opportunism and ‘“Left” opportunism.

This thesis, the integration of the universal truth of
Marxism-Leninism with the concrete practice of the rev-
olution in one’s own country, has two aspects. On the
one hand, it is necessary at all times to adhere to the
universal truth of Marxism-Leninism, or otherwise the
error of Right opportunism or revisionism will be com-
mitted; on the other hand, it is necessary at all times
to start from real life, link oneself closely with the
masses, constantly sum up the experience of mass strug-
gle and examine one’s work in the light of practical
experience, or otherwise the error of dogmatism will be
committed.

Why must one adhere to the universal truth of
Marxism-Leninism? Why must one adhere to the funda-
mental principles of Marxism-Leninism? Lenin said:

The Marxian doctrine is omnipotent because it is
true. It is complete and harmonious, and provides
men with an integral world conception which is irre-
concilable with any form of superstition, reaction, or
defence of bourgeois oppression.!
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1l.enin, “The Three Sources and Three Component Parts of
Marxism”, Marx, Engels, Marxism, F.L.P.H., Moscow, 1951, p. 78. §

The universal truth of Marxism-Leninism, or in other
words, its fundamental principles, are not figments of
the imagination or subjective fancies; they are scientific
conclusions that sum up the experience of mankind in
its entire history of struggle and sum up the experience
of the international proletarian struggle.

From Bernstein onwards, all sorts of revisionists and
opportunists have used the pretext of so-calldd new
changes and new situations to assert that the universal
truth of Marxism has been outmoded. Yet events
throughout the world in the past century and more have
all proved the universal truth of Marxism-Leninism to
be valid everywhere. It applies both to the West and
to the East; it has been confirmed not only by the Great
October Revolution but also by the Chinese revolution
and by all the triumphant revolutions in other countries;
it has been confirmed not only by the entire record of
the working-class movement in the capitalist countries
of Europe and America but also by the great revolution-
ary struggles which are going on in many countries of
Asia, Africa and Latin America.

In 1913 Lenin wrote in “The Historical Destiny of the
Doctrine of Karl Marx” that each period of world history
since the birth of Marxism “has brought Marxism new
confirmation and new triumphs. But a still greater
triumph awaits Marxism, as the doctrine of the prole-
tariat, in the period of history that is now ensuing”.l

In 1922 Lenin stated in his article “On the Significance
of Militant Materialism”:

... Marx . .. applied [dialectics] so successfully
that now every day of the awakening to life and

1 Lenin, Marx, Engels, Marxism, F.L.P.H., Moscow, 1951, p. 88.
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struggle of new classes in the East (Japan, India and
China) —i.e.,, the hundreds of millions of human
beings who form the greater part of the population of
the world and whose historical passivity and historical
torpor have hitherto been conditions responsible for
stagnation and decay in many advanced European
countries — every day of the awakening to life of new
peoples and new classes serves as a fresh confirmation
of Marxism.!

The events of recent decades have further confirmed
Lenin’s conclusions.

The Moscow Declaration of 1957 sums up our historical
experience and sets forth the principal laws universally
applicable to the countries advancing on the road to
socialism. The first general law thus stated in the Dec-
laration is: “Guidance of the working masses by the
working class, the core of which is the Marxist-Leninist
Party, in effecting a proletarian revolution in one form
or another and establishing one form or another of the
dictatorship of the proletariat.”” What Togliatti and
other comrades call ‘“the Italian road to socialism” is
precisely the abandonment of this most fundamental
principle, the principle of proletarian revolution and
proletarian dictatorship, and a negation of this most
fundamental law reaffirmed in the Moscow Declaration.

Those who oppose the universal truth and the funda-
mental principles of Marxism-Leninism inevitably oppose
the integral Marxist-Leninist world outlook and ‘“‘under-
mine its basic theoretical foundations — dialectics, the

1 1bid.,, pp. 559-60.
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octrine that historical development is all-embracing and
full of contradicticns”.

. i This is what the Moscow Declaration says with regard

t)ﬁ the Marxist~-Leninist world outlook:

The theory of Marxism-Leninism derives from dialec-

tical materialism. This world outlook reflects the
universal law of development of nature, society and
human thinking. It is valid for the past, the present
and the future. Dialectical materialism is countered
by metaphysics and idealism. Should the Marxist
political party in its examination of questions base
itself not on dialectics and materialism, the result will
be one-sidedness and subjectivism, stagnation of human
thought, isolation from life and loss of ability to make
the necessary analysis of things and phenomena, re-
visionist and dogmatist mistakes and mistakes in policy.
Application of dialectical materialism in practical work
and the education of the party functionaries and the
broad masses in the spirit of Marxism-Leninism are
urgent tasks of the Communist and Workers’ Parties.

Today, there are people who treat this extremely im-
portant thesis in the Moscow Declaration with the utmost
contempt and place themselves in opposition to the
Marxist-Leninist world outlook. They detest material-
ist dialectics, dismissing it as a “double approach” and
“a scholastic philosophy”. They are just like the old-line
revisionists who ‘‘treated Hege' as a ‘dead dog’, and while
they themselves preached idealism, only an idealism a
thousand times more petty and banal than Hegel’s, they

1Lenin, “Certain Features of the Historical Development of
Marxism”, Marx, Emngels, Marxism, F.L.P.H., Moscow, p. 294.
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contemptuously shrugged their shoulders at dialectics”.\
It is clear that these people attack materialist dialectics
because they want to sell their modern revisionist stuffj
Of course, the Marxist-Leninist world outlook is op
posed to dogmatism as well as to revisionism.
Adhering to the universal truth of Marxism-Leninism,
we must oppose dogmatism, because dogmatism is di-
vorced from actual revolutionary practice and regards
Marxism-Leninism as a lifeless formula.
Marxism-Leninism is full of vitality, and it is invincible
because it grows out of and develops in revolutionary
practice, ceaselessly drawing new lesscns from new
revolutionary practice and therefore ceaselessly enriching
itself.
Lenin often said that Marxism combines the greatest
scientific strictness with the revolutionary spirit. He said:

Marxism differs from all other socialist theories in
that it represents a remarkable combination of complete
scientific soundness in the analysis of the objective
conditions of things and of the objective course of
evolution and the very definite recognition of the
significance of the revolutionary energy, the revolu-
tionary creative genius and the revolutionary initiative
of the masses—and also, of course, of individuals,
groups, organisations and parties which are able to
discover and establish contact with these classes.?

Here Lenin explained in exact terms that we must
adhere to the universal truth of Marxism-Leninism and at

1 Lenin, “Marxism and Revisionism”, Selected Works, F.L.P.H,,
Moscow, Vol. 1, Part 1, p. 89.

2Lenin, “Against the Boycott”, Selected Works, International
Publishers. New York, Vol. 3, p. 414.
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the same time oppose dogmatism, which is divorced from
revolutionary practice and from the masses of the people.

Comrade Mao Tse-tung’s explanation of the interrela-
tionship between adherence to the universal truth of
Marxism-Leninism and opposition to dogmatism fully
conforms with Lenin’s view. In discussing the question
of cognition, Comrade Mao Tse-tung has said:

As regards the sequence in the movement of men’s
knowledge, there is always a gradual expansion from
the knowledge of individual and particular things to
the knowledge of things in general. Only after man
knows the particular essence of many different things
can he proceed to generalization and know the common
essence of things. When man attains the knowledge
of this common essence, he uses it as a guide and pro-
ceeds to study various concrete things which have not
yet been studied, or studied tkoroughly, and to discover
the particular essence of each; only thus is he able to
supplement, enrich and develop his knowledge of the
common essence and prevent that knowledge from
withering or petrifying.!

The mistake of the dogmatists lies in turning the uni-
versal truth of Marxism-Leninism, i.e., the fundamental
principles of Marxism-Leninism, into something withered
and petrified.

Dogmatists distort Marxism-Leninism in another way.
Divorcing themselves from reality, they contrive abstract,
empty formulas, or mechanically take the experience of
foreign countries and force it on the masses. Thereby,
they cramp the mass struggle and prevent it from achiev-

1 Mao Tse-tung, “On Contradiction”. Selected Works, Vol. [.
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ing the results it should. Leaving time, place anrl con-
ditions out of account, they obstin~tely stick to one
form of struggle. They fail to understand that in every
country the mass revolutionary movement takes highly
complex forms and that all the forms of struggle re-
quired have to be used simultaneously and complement
each other; they fail to understand that when the situa-
tion changes it is necessary to replace old forms of
struggle by new ones, or to utilize the old forms but fill
them with new content. Therefore, they very often cut
themselves off from the masses and from potential allies,
so falling into errors of sectarianism, and they just as
often act recklessly, so falling into errors of adventurism.

If the leading body of a Party commits errors of dog-
matism, it becomes unable to grasp the laws of the actual
revolutionary movement. In the field of theory, it is
bound to be lifeless, and in the field of tactics, it is
bound to make all kinds of mistakes. A Party of this
kind cannot possibly lead the people’s revolutionary
movement in its country to victory.

During the struggle against dogmatism inside the
Chinese Communist Party, Comrade Mao Tse-tung placed
stress on integrating the universal truth of Marxism-
Leninism with the concrete practice of the Chinese rev-
olution; he pointed out that the Marxist-Leninist attitude
is to employ the Marxist-Leninist theory and method for
systematic and comprehensive investigation and study of
the environment. He said:

With this attitude, one studies the theory of Marxism-
Leninism with a purpose, that is, to integrate Marxist-
Leninist theory with the actual movement of the
Chinese revolution and to seek from this theory the
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stand, viewpoint and method with which to solve the
theoretical and tactical problems of the Chinese revolu-
tion. Such an attitude is one of shooting the arrow
at the target. The “target” is the Chinese revolution,
the “arrow’” is Marxism-Leninism. We Chinese Com-
munists have been seeking this arrow because we want
to hit the target of the Chinese revolution and of the
revolution of the East. To take such an attitude is to
seek truth from facts. “Facts’” are all the things that
exist objectively, “truth’” means their internal relations,
that is, the laws governing them, and “to seek’ means
to study. We should proceed from the actual condi-
tions inside and outside the country, the province,
county or district, and derive from them, as our guide
to action, laws which are inherent in them and not
imaginary, that is, we should find the internal relations
of the events occurring around us. And in order to do
that we must rely not on subjective imagination, not
on momentary enthusiasm, not on lifeless books, but
on facts that exist objectively; we must appropriate the
material in detail and, guided by the general principles
of Marxism-Leninism, draw correct conclusions from it.t

The history of the Chinese Communist Party, the his-
tory of the triumph of the Chinese revolution, is one of
ever-closer integration of the universal truth of Marxism-
Leninism with the concrete practice of the Chinese rev-
olution. Without such integration it is inconceivable
that the Chinese revolution could have triumphed.

1Mao Tse-tung, Reform Our Study, F.L.P., Peking, 1962, pp. 8-w.
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PRINCIPLE AND FLEXIBILITY

It is a well-known precept of Lenin’s that ‘““a policy based
on principle is the only correct policy”. Marxism was
able to triumph over all sorts of opportunist trends and
become predominant in the international working-class
movement precisely because Marx and Engels persevered
in policies based on principle. Leninism was able to con-
tinue to triumph over all sorts of revisionist and oppor-
tunist trends, to guide the October Revolution to victory
and become predominant in the international working-
class movement in the new era precisely because
Lenin, and Stalin after him, carrying forward the cause
of Marx and Engels, persevered in policies based on
principle.

What does policy based on principle mean? It means
that every policy we put forward and decide upon must
be based on the class stand of the proletariat, on the
fundamental interests of the proletariat, on the theory
of Marxism-Leninism and on the fundamental standpoint

of Marxism-Leninism. The party of the proletariat must
not confine its attention to immediate interests, veer
with the wind and abandon fundamental interests. It

must not simply submit to the immediate turn of events,

approving or advocating one thing today and another
tomorrow, and trading in principles as though they were }

commodities. In other words, the party of the prole
tariat must maintain its political independence, differen
tiating itself ideologically and politically from all othe
classes and their political parties —not only from th
landlords and the bourgeoisie, but also from the pett
bourgeoisie. Inside the party, the Marxist-Leninists mus
draw a line between themselves and both the Right an
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“Left” opportunists, who reflect various shades of non-
proletarian ideology.

Only yesterday, some people put their signatures to
the Moscow Declaration and the Moscow Statement, ex-
pressing approval of the fundamental revolutionary prin-
ciples set forth in these two documents, and yet today
they are trampling these principles underfoot. Hardly had
they signed the Moscow Statement and agreed to the con-
clusion that the leaders of the League of Communists of
Yugoslavia have betrayed Marxism-Leninism when they
turned round and treated the Titoite renegades as dearly
beloved brothers. They concurred in the conclusion in
the Statement that “U.S. imperialism is the chief bulwark
of world reaction and an international gendarme, that it
has become an enemy of the peoples of the whole world”,
and yet soon afterwards they maintained that the destiny
of mankind depended on ‘“‘co-operation”, “confidence”
and “agreement” between the heads of the two powers,
the United States and the Soviet Union. They concurred
in the principles guiding relations among fraternal Par-
ties and countries laid down in the Declaration and the
Statement, and yet soon afterwards they abandoned these
principles and at their own Party congress publicly and
wilfully condemned another fraternal Party and country.
Though talking glibly about never allowing ideological
differences between fraternal Parties to spread to the
economic field and to state relations, these people have
wantonly torn up numerous economic and technological
contracts between fraternal countries, and have even gone
to such lengths as virtually breaking off diplomatic rela-
tions with a fraternal country. They concurred in the
conclusion in the Declaration and the Statement that
revisionism is the main danger in the international
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working-class movement, and yet soon aZterwards they
began to spread the idea that “dogmatism is the main
danger” far and wide. And so on and so forth. Is there
any principle in these actions of theirs? What kind of
principles are their policies based on?

While adhering to policies based on principle, the party
of the proletariat must also exercise flexibility. In rev-
olutionary struggle, it is wrong to refuse to adjust to
changing circumstances or reject roundabout ways of
advance. The difference between Marxist-Leninists and
the opportunists and revisionists is that the former stand
for flexibility in carrying out policies based on principle,
while the latter practise a flexibility which is actually
the abandonment of principled policies.

Flexibility based on principle is not opportunism. On
the contrary, one can make opportunist mistakes if one
does not know how to exercise the necessary flexibility
and to suit the action to the moment, in the light of the
specific conditions and on the basis of persevering in
principle, and one will thus bring unwarranted losses to
the revolutionary struggle.

Compromise is an important problem in the practice
of flexibility.

Marxist~Leninists approach the question of compromise
as follows: They never reject any necessary compromise
that serves the interests of the revolution, namely, prin-
cipled compromise, but they will never tolerate a com-
promise that amounts to betrayal, namely, unprincipled
compromise.

Lenin well said:

It is not without cause that Marx and Engels are
considered to be the founders of scientific socialism.
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They were merciless enemies of all phrase-mongering.
They taught us to pose the questions of socialism (in-
cluding those of socialist tactics) in a scientific way.
And in the seventies of the last century, when Engels
had to analyse the revolutionary manifesto of the
French Blanquists, refugees after the Commune, he
said without mincing words that their boastful declara-
tion “no compromises” was an empty phrase. One must
not renounce compromise. The problem is to be able,
through all the compromises which are sometimes
necessarily imposed by force of circumstances even on
the most revolutionary party of the most revolu-
tionary class, through all such compromises to be able
to preserve, strengthen, temper and develop the rev-
olutionary tactics and organization, the revolutionary
consciousness, determination and preparedness of the
working class and its organized vanguard, the Com-
munist Party.!

How can a Marxist-Leninist Party which conscien-
tiously seeks truth from facts reject all compromises in-
discriminately? The editorial on Leninism and Modern
Revisionism in the first issue of Hongqi for 1963 con-
tains this passage:

In the course of our protracted revolutionary strug-
gle, we Chinese Communists reached compromises on
many occasions with our enemies, internal and ex-
ternal. For example, we came to a compromise with
the reactionary Chiang Kai-shek clique. We also came
to a compromise with the U.S. imperialists, in the
struggle to aid Korea and resist U.S. aggression.

1Lenin, “On Compromises”, Collected Works, 4th Russian ed,
Moscow, Vol. 30, p. 458
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It continues:

It is precisely in accordance with Lenin’s teachings
that we Chinese Communists distinguish between dif-
ferent kinds of compromise, favouring those which
are in the interests of the people’s cause and of world
peace, and opposing those that are in the nature of
treachery. It is perfectly clear that only those guilty
now of adventurism, now of capitulationism, are the
ones whose ideology is Trotskyism, or Trotskyism in
a new guise.

As is well known, Trotsky played a most despicable role
in connection with the Treaty of Brest-Litovsk as well as
in the entire history of the Russian revolution and of
Soviet construction. He opposed Lenin and Leninism on
all the main problems. He denied that the socialist revolu-
tion and socialist construction could triumph first in one
country. He lacked all principle on the question of rev-
olutionary strategy and tactics, and this manifested itself
now in “Left” adventurism, row in Right capitulationism.
In the case of the Treaty of Brest-Litovsk, he first blindly
pressed for an adventurist policy; then, in violation
of Lenin’s directive, he refused to sign the treaty at the
Brest-Litovsk negotiations and at the same time made
the traitorous statement to the German side that the
Soviet Republic was preparing to end the war and demo-
bilize. The German aggressors thereupon became more
arrogant and laid down even more onerous terms. Such
was Trotskyism in the matter of the Treaty of Brest-
Litovsk.

Now certain people have arbitarily lumped together the
Cuban events and those of the Treaty of Brest-Litovsk,
although the two were completely different in nature,
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and they have drawn an historical analogy in which
they liken themselves to Lenin and brand those who
opposed sacrificing the sovereignty of another country
as Trotskyites. This is most absurd.

Lenin was perfectly right in wanting the Treaty of
Brest-Litovsk to be signed. Lenin’s purpose was to win
time to consolidate the victory of the October Revolu-
tion. In his “Problems of Strategy in China’s Revolu-
tionary War” written in 1936, Comrade Mao Tse-tung
strongly criticized “Left” opportunist errors. Referring
to the Treaty of Brest-Litovsk, he said:

After the October Revolution, if the Russian Bol-
sheviks had acted on the opinions of the “Left Com-
munists” and refused to sign the peace treaty with
Germany, the new-born Soviets would have been in
danger of early death.!

Events confirmed Lenin’s foresight, and the signing of
the Treaty of Brest-Litovsk proved to be a revolutionary
compromise.

How about the Cuban events? That was a completely
different story. In the Cuban events, the Cuban people
and their leaders were determined to fight to the death
to defend the sovereignty of their fatherland; they dis-
played great heroism and high principle. They did not
commit the error of adventurism, nor did they commit
the error of capitulationism. But during the Cuban
events certain people first committed the error of adven-
turism, and then committed the error of capitulationism,

1 Mao Tse-tung, Selected Military Writings, F.L.P.,, Peking,
p. 117.
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wanting the Cuban people to accept humiliating terms
which would have meant the sacrifice of the sovereignty
of their country. These persons have tried to cover them—':
selves by using the example of Lenin’s .conclusion of the
Treaty of Brest-Litovsk, but this has turned out to be a
clumsy sleight-of-hand, for they have actually uncovered
themselves all the more clearly. ' L
Comrade Liu Shao-chi explained the relation between
principle and. flexibility, on the basis ‘of the experience
of the Chinese revolution, in the following. remarks
which he made at the Seventh Congress of the Communist
Party of China: D .
Our- flexibility : is' based on definite priﬁcip‘les.
' Flexibility without principle; concessions and-f‘compﬂt";o—
mises: that go beyond principle, and ambiguity or con-
fusion of principle, are all wrong.. Thecriterion or
measure for all changes in policy or tactics is Party
: px"int/ibl_'e. “And Party principle is”the cx:itgri_qn ~and’
the measure of ‘flexibility. For example, one of our
unchangeable principles is to fight for the‘_’ngé_atest'
" interests of the largest majority of the people. This
""unchangeable principle is the criterion and the measure
" by which the correctness of all changes in policy or
tactics should be judged. All changes @An‘keeping with’
this principie are correct'Wl_lile_ those czorr_l_fli"‘c"gi_ng_. with-
it are wrong! S '

This.is our view'on thé{elation- between principle and
flexibility, and .we believe it to be. the Marxist-Leninist:
view.

1Lju Shao-chi, On the Party. Sl oz
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-VIII. WORKERS OF ALL COUNTRIES, UNITE!

~ “Workers of All Countries, Unite!” The great ‘call
made by Marx and Engels more than a century ago
will for ever remain the guiding principle which the
{ntemational proletariat must observe. '

* The Chinese Communist Party consistently "upholds
the unity of the international communist movement, the
safeguarding of which it regards as its sacred duty. We

reaffirmed our stand on this question.in the editorial

of Renmin Ribao on January 27, 1963: _
Are the ranks of the international communist move-

' ment to be united or not? Is there to be genuine unity
- or sham unity? On what basis is there to be unity —
. is there.to be unity on the basis of the Moscow Decla-
ration and the Moscow Statement, or “unity” on the
basis of the Yugoslav .revisionist . programme or-on
some other basis? In other words, are differences to be
_ironed .out and unity strengthened, or are differences
. to be widened and a split created? L
. The Chinese Communists, all Marxist-Leninists and
_ all progressive mankind unanimously desire to.uphold
“unity-and oppose a split, to secure genuine unity and
. oppose a sham unity, to defend the common founda-

_ tion of the unity of the international communist move-

mentand .oppose the undermining of this. foundation,

and to uphold and strengthen the unity of the socialist
..camp and -of the international communist movement
“on the basis of the Moscow Declaration and the Moscow

Statement, . . _ .

~ This is the unswerving position of the Chinese ‘Com-
munist Party-on the question of the unity of the inter-
national ‘communist movement. o " -
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After launching and organizing a series of pre-
posterous attacks on the Chinese Communist Party and
other fraternal Parties, certain people have suddenly
begun to strike up the tune of “unity”. But W.ha.t they
call unity consists of giving themselves permission to
abuse others, while not allowing the others to reason
with them. By “calling a halt to open polemics”, they
mean permission for themselves to attack others as they
please, while the others are forbidden to make whatever
reply is called for. While talking of unity, they con-
tinue to undermine unity; while talking of calling
a halt to open polemics, they continue their open at-
tacks. What is more, they say threateningly that unless
those whom they attack keep their mouths shut, it will
be “imperative to continue and even step up decisive
struggle against them”.

But when it comes to the Tito clique, these peo-
ple really seek unity. Their desire is unity with the
Tito clique, not the unity of the international com-
munist movement; they desire unity on the basis of
modern revisionism as represented by the Tito clique,
or unity on the basis of the baton of certain people, and
not unity on the basis of Marxism-Leninism, of the Mos-
cow Declaration and the Moscow Statement. In practl.ce,
therefore, their unity is a pseudonym for split. Usn'{g
unity as a smokescreen, they are trying to cover up their
actual splitting activities.

Revisionism represents the interests of the labour :
aristocracy, and hence also the interests of the reac
tionary bourgeoisie. Revisionist trends run counter to
the interests of the proletariat, of the masses of the:
people and of all oppressed peoples and nations. Eves

since the days of Bernstein, Marxism-Leninism has bee!
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repeatedly assailed by revisionist and opportunist
trends, each in its day stirring up a commotion. But
history has confirmed that Marxism-Leninism repre-
sents the highest interests of the largest number of
people and is invincible. One after the other, all the
revisionists and opportunists who challenged revolu-
tionary Marxism-Leninism have collapsed in the face of
the truth and have been spurned by the people. Bern-
stein was a failure and so were Kautsky, Plekhanov,
Trotsky, Bukharin, Chen Tu-hsiu, Browder, and all the
others. Those who are launching the new attacks on
revolutionary Marxism-Leninism today are just as over-
bearing and arrogant; yet, if they continue to turn a deaf
ear to all advice and persist in their wrong course, it can
be said for certain that their end will be no better than
that of the old revisionists and opportunists.

There are people who are working frantical'y to
create a split by resorting to many dishonest tricks,
spreading rumours, slinging mud and sowing dissension.
But the overwhelming majority of the people of the
world want unity in the international communist move-
ment and are opposed to a split. The activities of certain
people in creating a split, attacking the Chinese Commu-
nist Party and other fraternal Parties, and undermining
the unity of the socialist camp and of the international
communist movement, go against the desires of the
overwhelming majority of the people of the world and
are extremely unpopular. People can see through their
tactics of sham unity and actual splitting. Historically,
none of the splitters who betrayed Marxism-Leninism
ever came to a good end. We have already advised
those who are working to create a split to “rein in at
the brink of the precipice”, but certain people are un-
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and attitudes and concert action in the joint strug.gle. for
the common goals — peace, democracy and socialism.

We should also like to quote the paragraphs of t.he
Moscow Statement dealing with the fundan}ental prin-
ciples guiding relations among fraternal Parties:

At a time when imperialist reaction is joining forf:es
to fight communism it is particularly ir.nperatlve
vigorously to consolidate the world communist move-
ment. Unity and solidarity redouble the strength of
our movement and provide a reliable guarantee that
the great cause of communism will make victo?ious
progress and all enemy attacks will be effectively
repelled.

Communists throughout the world are united by t-he
great doctrine of Marxism-Leninism and by a joint
struggle for its realisation. The interests of the com-
munist movement require solidarity in adherence by
every Communist Party to the estimates and con-
clusions concerning the common tasks in the struggle
against imperialism, for peace, democracy .and soc1a¥-
ism, jointly reached by the fraternal Parties at their
meetings. .

The interests of the struggle for the working-class
cause demand ever closer unity of the ranks of each
Communist Party and of the great army of COfnmu-
nists of all countries; they demand of them unity _of
will and action. It is the supreme internationalist
duty of every Marxist-Leninist Party to work con-
tinuously for greater unity in the world communist
movement.

A resolute defence of the unity of the world com-

munist movement on the principles of Marxism- 3§
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Leninism and proletarian internationalism, and the
prevention of any actions which may undermine that
unity, are a necessary condition for victory in the
struggle for national independence, democracy and
peace, for the successful accomplishment of the tasks
of the socialist revolution and of the building of so-
cialism and communism. Violation of these principles
would impair the forces of communism.

All the Marxist-Leninist Parties are independent
and have equal rights; they shape their policies ac-~
cording to the specific conditions in their respective
countries and in keeping with Marxist-Leninist prin-
ciples, and support each other. The success of the
working-class cause in any country is unthinkable
without the internationalist solidarity of all Marxist-
Leninist Parties. Every Party is responsible to the
working class, to the working people of its country,
to the international working-class and communist
movement as a whole.

The Communist and Workers’ Parties hold meetings
whenever necessary to discuss urgent problems, to
exchange experience, acquaint themselves with each
other’s views and positions, work out common views
through consultations and co-ordinate joint actions in
the struggle for common goals.

Whenever a Party wants to clear up questions relat-
ing to the activities of another fraternal Party, its
leadership approaches the leadership of the Party con-
cerned; if necessary, they hold meetings and consul-
tations.

The experience and results of the meetings of repre-
sentatives of the Communist Parties held in recent
years, particularly the results of the two major
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meetings — that of November 1957 and this Meeting —
. _show that in present-day conditions such meetings are
. an effective form of exchangitig views and. experience,
* enriching Marxist-Leninist theory by collective effort
. and elaborating a common attltude in the struggle for

common objectives.

Since the incident over a year ago Where one Party at
its own congress publicly attacked .another. . fraternal
Party, we have appealed many times for the resolutlon
of the differences between the fraternal Parties in. ac-
cordance with the pr1nc1ples and procedures set forth in
the Moscow Declaration and. the Moscow Statement, as
just quoted We have pomted out many times that pubhc
and umlateral attacks on any fraternal Party are not
helpful in resolving problems, and are not helpful to
umty We have constantly mamtamed that the fraternal
Parties having disputes or. differences ought. to.stop the
public debate and return to the course of inter-Party
consultation, and that in particular the Party which first
launched the attack ought to take the initiative. Our
opinion today remains the same. .

In April 1962, the Central Committee of the Chmese ]
Communist Party stated to. the fraternal Party concerned
that we whole-heartedly supported the proposal made by 3
several -Parties that a meeting of the’ fraternal Parties E
be convened, and that we believed it was appropriate to
consider .the ‘convening of a meeting of representatives E
of the Communist and Workers’ Parties of all countries
to discuss problems of common concern.

At that time, we said that the convening of a meetmg
of the fraternal Parties and the success of ‘such a meeting
would depend.on the prior overcoming. of many difficul~'

ties and obstacles and on the doing of a great deal of
preparatory work.

At that time, we expressed the hope that the fraternal
Parties and fraternal countries which had disputes would
thenceforth take steps, however small, to help ease rela-
tions and restore unity, so as to improve the atmosphere
and prepare the conditions for the convening of such a
meeting and for its successful outcome.

At that time, we proposed that the fraternal Parties
concerned should stop making public attacks.

At that time, we maintained that for some of the
fraternal Parties to conduct such bilateral or multilateral
talks as were needed to exchange opinions would also
help to make such a meeting successful.

These views which we put before the fraternal Party
concerned in April 1962 are entirely reasonable and fully
conform with the provisions on the settlement of dif-
ferences between fraternal Parties set forth in the
Moscow Declaration and the Moscow Statement. We
have since explained these views many times, and we
now do so again.

Recently, the leaders of certain Parties have expressed
a certain degree of acceptance of our views. If this is
sincere and if the deeds suit the words, that will certainly
be very good. It is what we have always hoped for.

We hold that the ranks of the international communist
movement must unite. They will certainly unite!

Let us proclaim:

Workers of all countries, unite!

All oppressed nations and all oppressed peoples, unite!

All Marxist-Leninists, unitel



A COMMENT ON THE STATEMENT
OF THE COMMUNIST PARTY
OF THE U.S.A.

“Renmin Ribao” (People’s Daily) Editorial,
March 8, 1963



.:On January 9 of this-year, the. Communist Party. of
the United States of -America issued a statement publicly
attacking the Communist Party of China. Certain. coni-
rades of the CPUSA have also made a number of other
attacks on the Chinese Communist Party in recent months.
~The \CPUSA statement was particularly vicious in
slandering the Chinese Communist Party for the position
it took:on the Caribbéan crisis:. It said that the Chinese
Communist Party ‘had.-advocated “a policy leading to
thermonuclear war”, and-that “this pseudo-Left dogmatic
and sectarian line of our Chinese comrades . dovetails with
that of the most adventurous U.S: 1mper1ahsts and glvw
the latter encouragement”. B

" What kind of-talk is this? - People cannot help bemg
alnazed that US. Commumsts 'should uttex‘ such shameful
slanders. : oo Sl

- The -position’ of the Chmese Commumst Party and the
Chinese. people .on the Caribbean crisis- was very -ctear:
We supported the five just demands of the Cuban Revolu-
tionary Government, -we weré against putting any faith
in Kennedy s sham :“guararitee”,  and we were. against
finposifig *‘international inspection’” on ‘Cuba. “From:the
butset we-directed the spearhead of our-struggle against
U.S.< imperialism, which ~was committing agiressioit
agninst "Cuba: .We -neither advocated 'the ‘sending~of
missiles to Cuba, nor-obstructed the. withdrawal bf ‘so-
called offernsive ‘weapons.:: We opposed ‘adventuristm,and
we also: opposed capitulationism. : We, would:like to ask:
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What was wrong with this correct position of ours? How
can it be described as “a policy leading to thermonuclear
war”’? What was there about it that “dovetails” with the
line of U.S. imperialism?

It is not hard to see that there is a line which does
dovetail with that of U.S. imperialism. On the question
of the Caribbean crisis, certain leaders of the CPUSA
direct the spearhead of their struggle, not against U.S.
imperialism, the criminal aggressor against Cuba, but
against the Chinese Communist Party, resolute supporter
of Cuba. In this respect, aren’t they really cheek by
jowl with the most adventurous U.S. imperialists?

Since you describe the Chinese comrades, who resolutely
oppose U.S. imperialism, as being “pseudo-Left”, we
would like to ask: What do you consider to be the genuine
Left? Can it be that those using the sovereignty of another
country as a counter for political bargaining with U.S.
imperialism are to be considered the genuine Left? To
act in that way is indeed to be through-and-through
pseudo-Left, or rather, genuinely Right.

It is no accident that certain leaders of the CPUSA
have attacked the Chinese Communist Party on the ques-
tion of the Caribbean crisis. This action is a reflection
of their completely wrong understanding of U.S. im-
perialism and their completely incorrect class stand.

In their reports and statements over a considerable
period, certain leaders of the CPUSA have been doing

their utmost to prettify U.S. imperialism, to prettify

Kennedy, the U.S. imperialist chieftain, and to affirm

their loyalty to the U.S. ruling class.
They spoke highly of Kennedy’s idea of the “New Fron-

tier”, which extends U.S. spheres of influence over all
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six continents, saying that ‘“to speak of a New Frontier,
as Kennedy does, is good”!

They praised Kennedy’s Inaugural Speech, which called
on the people of the United States to make sacrifices to
promote the cause of U.S. imperialism, saying that it
was “a possible opening on the road to peace”.?

They sang the praises of Kennedy’s State of the Union
message of 1961, where he proclaimed the dual tactics of
counter-revolution in the words, “The American eagle
holds in his right talon the olive branch, while in his left is
held a bundle of arrows”, and they said it was “welcomed
by the overwhelming majority of the American people”.?

They held that the Kennedy Administration’s “main
mass support” is ‘“‘the working class, the Negro people
and the peace forces”, and they wished for ‘“a shift in
policy . . . in the direction of peace and democracy” on
the part of the Kennedy government.*

From Kennedy’s 1962 State of the Union message, in
which he announced the stepping up of armaments to
realize the U.S. goal of world domination, they drew the
conclusion that the Kennedy Administration “can be

compelled to yield to the pressures from the people’.’

They described Kennedy’s action supporting the Rocke-
feller group in its attack on the Morgan group during
the 1962 incident concerning steel prices as having
“awakened anew the anti-monopoly tradition of Ameri-
cans” and “rendered a great service”.®

1 Gus Hall’s report to the National Committee of the CPUSA,
Political Affairs, February 1961.

2 The Worker, January 29, 1961.

3The Worker, February 5. 1961.

4 Policy Statement by Gus Hall, The Worker, July t6, 1961.

5 Political Affairs, February 1962.

6 The Worker, April 22, 1962.
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Commenting on Kennedy’s 1963 State of the Union
message in which he expressed the intention of using
nuclear blackmail to establish “a world of order” led by
the United States, they played up his statement that
“we seek not the world-wide victory of one nation or
system but a world-wide victory of man” and described
this deceitful rubbish as Kennedy’s “recognition of world
realities”, which “most people were happy to hear” and
which inspired “hopefulness”.!

They said that they would “any day and every day”
take an oath not to advocate using violence to overthrow
the U.S. government. When someone asked, “If the
Soviet Union attacked the U.S. whom would you sup-
port?”, the answer was, “I would defend my country if
I thought it was being attacked. . .”.2

Statements of this sort by certain leaders of the
CPUSA, prettifying U.S. imperialism and affirming their
loyalty to it, have nothing in common with the Marxist-
Leninist conclusions about U.S. imperialism set forth in
the Moscow Declaration and the Moscow Statement.

Presenting a scientific analysis of U.S. imperialism,
the Moscow Declaration and the Moscow Statement clearly
point out that U.S. imperialism is the greatest interna-
tional exploiter, the centre of world reaction, the chief
bulwark of modern colonialism, the international gen-
darme, the main force of aggression and war, and the
enemy of the people of the world.

Under the cover of “peace” and “disarmament” ¥.S.

imperialism is stepping up arms expansion and war prep-

aration. It is preparing for wars of all types, for all-

1 The Worker, January 20, 1963.
2The Worker, February 24, 1963.

366

out nuclear war as well as for limited wars, and it is
already waging “special warfare”. In order to suppress
and sabotage the national-democratic revolutionary move-
ment and to promote neo-colonialism all over the world,
and especially in Asia, Africa and Latin America, U.S.
imperialism is using dual counter-revolutionary tactics —
using the dollar and armed force both alternately and
simultaneously — and is employing the revisionist clique
of Yugoslavia as its special detachment for this purpose.
U.S. imperialism is voraciously plundering the wealth
of many countries, not even sparing its own allies. Since
World War II, U.S. imperialism has taken the place of
German, Japanese and Italian fascism and rallied around
itself all the most reactionary and decadent forces of the
world. Today it is the most parasitic, most decadent and
most reactionary of all capitalisms. It is the main source
of aggression and war.

From the reactionary nature of U.S. imperialism, from
its policies of aggression and war and from world reali-
ties, more and more people everywhere are coming to see
ever more clearly that U.S. imperialism is the most fero-
cious enemy of all oppressed peoples and nations, the
common enemy of the people of the world and the chief
enemy of world peace.

Some leaders of the CPUSA will probably say they
do not deny that U.S. imperialism is perpetrating the
crimes of aggression and war in various parts of the world.
When they mention these criminal activities, however,
they always hasten to add that these evils are not the
work of the president of the United States, but of the
‘“ultra-Rights”, or are done by the president under the
pressure of the “ultra-Rights”. They have described the
former U.S. president, Eisenhower, and the present pres-
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ident, Kennedy, as being ‘‘sober-minded”, *realistic”
and “sensible”. These leaders of the CPUSA often speak
of ‘“two power centers in Washington, one in the White
House, the other in the Pentagon”, and speak of “the
Pentagon generals and admirals and their coalition part-
ners among the ultra-Rights, the Republican leaders and
Wall Street” as forces independent of the White House.
We should like to ask: Do the leaders of the CPUSA
still accept the Marxist-Leninist theory of the state and
admit that the U.S. state apparatus is the tool of monopoly
capital for class rule? And if so, how can there be a
president independent of monopoly capital, how can there
be a Pentagon independent of the White House, and how
can there be two opposing centres in Washington?

Let us consider, for instance, the present U.S. president,
Kennedy. He is himself a big capitalist. It is he who
ordered the armed invasion of Cuba in 1961, and who
ordered the military blockade and war provocations
against Cuba in 1962. It is he who has carried on the
inhuman ‘“‘special warfare” in southern Viet Nam, who has
used the “United Nations force” to suppress the national-
liberation movement in the Congo, and who has organized
‘“‘special forces” in a frantic effort to crush the national-
democratic revolutionary movement in various Latin
American countries. Every year since he became pres-
ident, Kennedy has greatly increased U.S. military spend-
ing. Kennedy’s 1963-64 budget calls for military expend-
itures of over $60 billion, or over 30 per cent more than
the $45.9 billion for military expenditures provided in
Eisenhower’s 1959-60 budget. These facts show that the
Kennedy Administration is still more adventurous in
pursuing policies of aggression and war.
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In trying so hard to portray Kennedy as “sensible”,
are not these CPUSA leaders serving as willing apologists
for U.S. imperialism and helping it to deceive the people
of the world?

The fact that certain leaders of the CPUSA are so eager
to prettify U.S. imperialism and so eager to affirm their
loyalty to the ruling class of the United States
recalls to mind Browder’s revisionism, which existed
in the CPUSA for some time. This renegade from
the working class, Browder, denied Lenin’s basic thesis
that imperialism is parasitic, decaying and moribund
capitalism, and denied that U.S. capitalism is imperialist
In its nature, maintaining that it ‘retains some of the
characteristics of a young capitalism” and would play a
progressive role and be a force for world peace for a
long time. Why don’t these leaders of the CPUSA stop
and consider: What is the difference between your pres-
ent embellishment of U.S. imperialism and Browder’s
revisionism?

It is obvious that differences of principle exist in the
international communist movement today as to how to
appraise and how to deal with U.S. imperialism, the arch
enemy of the people of the world.

We have always held that, basing ourselves on
Marxism-Leninism and taking things as they really are,
we must constantly expose the reactionary nature of U.S.
imperialism, constantly expose the policies of aggression
and war pursued by U.S. imperialism, including its
government leaders, and clearly point out that it is the
chief enemy of the people of the world We must
ceaselessly carry on revolutionary propaganda among the
masses of the people, arm them ideologically, enhance
their revolutionary staunchness and vigilance, and
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mobilize them in waging the struggle against U.S. im-
perialism.

However, there are certain persons who, while calling
themselves Marxist-Leninists, do their utmost not only
to prettify U.S. imperialism, but also to stop others from
unmasking it. They smear revolutionary propaganda
against U.S. imperialism as being nothing but “curses”,
“vilification”, “verbal weapons”, “incantations”, ‘card-
board swords”, etc., etc. And they add, “vituperation
alone, however just, will not weaken imperialism.” In the
eyes of these persons, aren’t all the revolutionary prop-
aganda undertaken by Communists since the time of
the Communist Manifesto, all the writings of Marx and
Engels exposing capitalism, all Lenin’s works exposing
imperialism, the Moscow Declaration and the Moscow
Statement jointly drawn up by the Communist Parties of
the world — aren’t they all only “cardboard swords”?
These persons completely fail to understand that once
the theory of Marxism-Leninism grips the masses of the
people a tremendous material force is generated. Once
armed with revolutionary ideas, the masses of the peo-
ple will dare to struggle and to seize victory, and they
will accomplish earth-shaking feats. What then is the
purpose of these persons in opposing the exposure of
imperialism and in opposing revolutionary propaganda of
any kind? It can only be to prevent the people from
waging a revolutionary struggle against imperialism.
Clearly, such a stand is completely contrary to Marxism-
Leninism.

We have always held, moreover, that we must rely
on the masses of the people to wage a tit-for-tat struggle
against imperialism and its running dogs. This is the
basic lesson the Chinese people have drawn from their
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120 years of struggle against imperialism and its running
dogs. It is also the common lesson which all oppressed
nations and peoples of the world have drawn from their
struggles against imperialism and its running dogs. The
imperialists and the reactionaries in every country use
every available means and method against the revolu-
tionary people. It is therefore imperative for the revolu-
tionary people of all countries to study and master every
means and method of struggle that can hurt the enemy
and protect and develop their own forces. Examples are:
to oppose the counter-revolutionary united front of im-
perialism and its lackeys by a revolutionary united
front of the masses against imperialism and its
lackeys, to oppose dual counter-revolutionary tactics with
dual revolutionary tactics, to counter a war of aggression
with a war of self-defence, to counter negotiation with
negotiation, to oppose counter-revolutionary propaganda
with revolutionary propaganda, etc. That is what we
mean by “tit for tat”. Experience has demonstrated that
only thus can we temper and expand the forces of the
people, accumulate and enrich our revolutionary ex-
perience and win victory for the revolutionary cause.
And only thus can we puncture the arrogance of impe-
rialism, stop imperialist aggression and safeguard world
peace.

Certain persons, however, deliberately misrepresent
and attack our view that a tit-for-tat struggle has to be
waged against imperialism, charging that we are opposed
to negotiations with the imperialists. Following them,
the CPUSA in its statement also misrepresents and at-
tacks this view of ours without any valid grounds. Ac-
tually, these persons are not unaware that the Chinese
Communist Party has consistently approved of negotia-
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tions between socialist and imperialist countries, includ-
ing summit meetings of great powers, in order to settle
international disputes peacefully and relax international
tension. They are also aware that the Chinese Govern-
ment has made positive efforts and important con-
tributions to this end.

Why then do these persons keep on distorting and at-
tacking this correct stand of ours?

The basic reason is that there is a difference of prin-
ciple between them and us on the question of the funda-
mental policy for fighting imperialism and defending
world peace. We place our confidence in the great
strength of the masses. We hold that in fighting impe-
rialism and defending world peace we should rely mainly
on the unity and struggle of the people of all countries,
and on the concerted struggle of the socialist camp, the
international working class, the national-liberation move-
ments and all peace-loving forces. In contrast, these per-
sons have no confidence in the masses and pin their
hopes not on the unity and struggle of the masses, but
mainly on the “wisdom” and “goodwill” of the imperialists
and on talks between the heads of two great powers.
They are infatuated with the idea of summit meetings

of great powers and laud them as marking ‘‘a new stage”,
“a turning point in the history of mankind” and opening

“a new stream in world history”.

In their opinion, the course of history and the fate of
mankind are determined by two great powers and two

“great men’”. In their opinion, the statement that all
couniries are independent and equal irrespective of size
is an empty phrase, and the hundred and more countries
in the world ought to allow themselves to be ordered
about by these two great powers. In their opinion, the
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statement that the masses are the makers of history is
another empty phrase, and every matter under the sky
can be settled if the two ‘‘great men” sit down together.
Isn’t this great-power chauvinism? Isn’t this the doctrine
of power politics? Does this have anything in common
with Marxism-Leninism? Actually, there is nothing new
about this view, it has been copied from the renegade
Browder. Browder said long ago that the “alliance” of
the two greatest powers in the world “will be a great
fortress for the collective security and progress of all
peoples in the post-war world”, and that “the future of
the world” depended upon the ‘““friendship, understanding
and co-operation” of the two greatest powers.

With an ulterior purpose, the statement of the CPUSA
referred to Taiwan, Hongkong and Macao. It said that
the Chinese comrades were “correctly, not following the
adventurous policy in Taiwan, Hongkong and Macao that
they advocate for others. Why this double standard ap-
proach?”

We know from what quarter they have learned this
ridiculous charge. And we know, too, the purpose of the
person who manufactured it.

Here we should like to answer all those who have raised
this matter.

For us there never has been a question of a ‘‘double
standard”. We have only one standard, whether in deal-
ing with the question of Taiwan, whether in dealing with
the questions of Hongkong and Macao, or whether in
dealing with all international questions, and that standard
is Marxism-Leninism, proletarian internationalism, the
interests of the Chinese people and of the people of the
world, the interests of world peace and the revolutionary
cause of the people of all countries. In international
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struggles we are opposed both to adventurism and to
capitulationism. These two hats can never fit our heads.

Inasmuch as some persons have mentioned Taiwan,
Hongkong and Macao, we are obliged to discuss a little
of the history of imperialist aggression against China.

In the hundred years or so prior to the victory of the
Chinese revolution, the imperialist and colonial powers —
the United States, Britain, France, Tsarist Russia, Ger-
many, Japan, Italy, Austria, Belgium, the Netherlands,
Spain and Portugal — carried out unbridled aggression
against China. They compelled the governments of old
China to sign a large number of unequal treaties— the
Treaty of Nanking of 1842, the Treaty of Aigun of 1858,
the Treaty of Tientsin of 1858, the Treaty of Peking of
1860, the Treaty of Ili of 1881, the Protocol of Lisbon of
1887, the Treaty of Shimonoseki of 1895, the Convention
for the Extension of Hongkong of 1898, the International
Protocol of 1901, etc. By virtue of these unequal treaties,
they annexed Chinese territory in the north, south, east
and west and held leased territories on the seaboard and
in the hinterland of China. Some seized Taiwan and the
Penghu Islands, others occupied Hongkong and forcibly
leased Kowloon, still others put Macao under perpetual
occupation, etc.,, etc.

At the time the People’s Republic of China was
inaugurated, our government declared that it would
examine the treaties concluded by previous Chinese gov-
ernments with foreign governments, treaties that had
been left over by history, and would recognize, abrogate,
revise or renegotiate them according to their respective
contents. In this respect, our policy towards the socialist
countries is fundamentally different from our policy
towards the imperialist countries. When we deal with
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various imperialist countries, we take differing circum-
stances into consideration and make distinctions in our
policy. As a matter of fact, many of these treaties con-
cluded in the past either have lost their validity, or have
been abrogated or have been replaced by new ones.
With regard to the outstanding issues, which are a legacy
from the past, we have always held that, when conditions
are ripe, they should be settled peacefully through nego-
tiations and that, pending a settlement, the status quo
should be maintained. Within this category are the ques-
tions of Hongkong, Kowloon and Macao and the ques-
tions of all those boundaries which have not been
formally delimited by the parties concerned in each case.
As for Taiwan and the Penghu Islands, they were
restored to China in 1945, and the question now is the
U.S. imperialist invasion and occupation of them and
U.S. imperialist interference in China’s internal affairs.
We Chinese people are determined to exercise our
sovereign right to liberate our own territory of Taiwan,;
at the same time, through the ambassadorial talks be-
tween China and the United States in Warsaw we are
striving to solve the question of effecting the withdrawal
of US. armed forces from Taiwan and the Taiwan
Straits. Our position as described above accords not only
with the interests of the Chinese people but also with
the interests of the people of the socialist camp and the
people of the whole world.

Why is it that after the Caribbean crisis this correct
policy of ours suddenly became a topic of discussion
among certain persons and a theme for their anti-China
campaign?

These heroes are apparently very pleased with them-
selves for having picked up a stone from a cesspool,
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with which they believe they can instantly fell the
Chinese. But whom has this filthy stone really hit?

You are not unaware that such questions as those of
Hongkong and Macao relate to the category of unequal
treaties left over by history, treaties which the imperial-
ists imposed on China. It may be asked: In raising ques-
tions of this kind, do you intend to raise all the ques-
tions of the unequal treaties and have a general
settlement? Has it ever entered your heads what the
consequences would be? Can you seriously believe that
this will do you any good?

Superficially, you seem to agree with China’s policy
on Hongkong and Macao. Yet, you compare it with
India’s liberation of Goa. Anyone with a discerning eye
can see at once that your sole intention is to prove that
the Chinese are cowards. To be frank, there is no need
for the Chinese people to prove their courage and
staunchness in combating imperialism by making a show
of force on the questions of Hongkong and Macao. The
imperialists, and the U.S. imperialists in particular, have
had occasion to sample our courage and staunchness.
Shoulder to shoulder with the Korean people, the finest
sons and daughters of the Chinese people fought for
three years and shed their blood on the battlefields of
Korea to repulse the U.S. aggressors. Don't you feel it
“stupid” and “sad” on your part to taunt us on the ques-
tions of Hongkong and Macao?

We know very well, and you know too, that you are,
to put it plainly, bringing up the questions of Hongkong
and Macao merely as a fig-leaf to hide your disgraceful
performance in the Caribbean crisis. But all this is futile.
There is an objective criterion for truth, just as there is
for error. What is right cannot be made to look wrong,
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nor can wrong be made to look right. To glory in your
disgraceful performance will not add to your prestige.
How can the correct policy of the Chinese people on the
questions of Hongkong and Macao be mentioned in the
same breath with your erroneous policy on the Caribbean
crisis? How can such a comparison help you to whitewash
yourselves? Our resolute defence of our sovereignty in
the matter of Taiwan is completely consistent with our
resolute support of the Cuban people in defending their
sovereignty during the Caribbean crisis. How can this be
described as having a ‘“double standard”?

We say to these friends who are acting the hero, it
is you, and not we, who really have a ‘‘double standard”.
With regard to the U.S. imperialists, one day you call
them pirates and the next you say they are concerned
for peace. As for revolutionary Cuba, you say that you
support her five demands for safeguarding her indepen-
dence and sovereignty, but on the other hand you try
to impose “international inspection” on her. With regard
to the Sino-Indian boundary dispute, you speak of “fra-
ternal China” and “friendly India” on the one hand, but
on the other you maliciously attack China and support
the Indian reactionaries in divers ways. As for Hong-
kong and Macao, while you ostensibly speak for China,
you are actually stabbing her in the back. Are you not
applying a “double standard” in all your actions? Is
this not a manifestation of dual personality?

The Chinese Communists and the Chinese people and
the Communists and people of the United States are
fighting on the same front against U.S. imperialism. We
highly esteemed Comrade William Z. Foster, builder of
the CPUSA and outstanding leader of the U.S. prole-
tariat. We have not forgotten that the U.S. Communists
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represented by him warmly supported us Chinese people
in the difficult years of our revolution and laid the
foundation for friendship between the Chinese and
U.S. Parties and between the Chinese and American peo-
ples. U.S. Communists are now being savagely per-
secuted by the U.S. government; we have great sympathy
for them in their difficult position. In a statement issued
a year ago, the Central Committee of the Chinese Com-
munist Party condemned the U.S. government for its
outrageous persecution of the U.S. Communists. The
Chinese people aiso launched a mass movement in
support of the U.S. Communist Party. But, for reasons
beyond us, the leaders of the CPUSA did not think it
worthwhile to inform its members and the people of
the United States of the support given to the U.S. Party
by the Chinese Communist Party and the Chinese people.

The leaders of the CPUSA assert that they are con-
scious of their international obligations in the heartland
of the world’s most powerful and arrogant imperialism.
We will of course be glad if they indeed have a correct
understanding of their obligations. In the United States,
there is a powerful working class, there are extensive
democratic and progressive social forces, and there are
many fair-minded and progressive people in the fields
of science, art, journalism, literature and education. In
the United States, there are large-scale workers’ struggles,
there is the ever growing struggle of the Negro people,
and there is the movement for peace, democracy and
social progress. In the United States, there is a social
basis for a broad united front against monopoly capital
and against the U.S. imperialist policies of aggression and
war. And there are not a small number of genuine Com-
munists, both inside and outside the Communist Party
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of the United States, who firmly adhere to Marxism-
Leninism and oppose revisionism and dogmatism.
The leaders of the CPUSA can show that they really
understand their international obligations and are fulfil-
ling them, if they carry on and enrich the revolutionary
tradition of Comrade Foster; if they identify themselves
with the masses, rely on them and do arduous revolu-
tionary work among them; if they combat the corrosive
influence of the bourgeoisie and the poison of reformism
in the working-class movement and eliminate the
revisionist influence of the Lovestones and Browders
from their ranks; and if they develop the revolutionary
struggle of the American people against their imperialist
ruling class and co-ordinate this struggle in the heartland
of U.S. imperialism with the international fight of all
people against U.S. imperialism. The Chinese people and
the people throughout the world have the highest hopes
for the working class and the revolutionary Marxist-
Leninists of the United States.

Today, the urgent task confronting the Communists of
all countries is to unite the people of the whole world,
including the American people, in the broadest possible
united front against imperialism headed by the United
States. The great slogan ‘“Workers of All Countries,
Unite!”’ inspires the people of the socialist countries and
the proletariat of all countries, inspires the oppressed
peoples and nations throughout the world, and rallies
them all to fight shoulder to shoulder in the common
struggle against imperialism headed by the United States.

We Communists throughout the world must unite.
We must unite on the basis of Marxism-Leninism and
proletarian internationalism and on the basis of the
Moscow Declaration and the Moscow Statement and
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direct the spearhead of our struggle against the impe-
rialists headed by the United States. We must carry
through to final victory the great cause of the people
of all countries for world peace, national liberation,
democracy and socialism.

A MIRROR
FOR REVISIONISTS

*“Renmin Ribao” (People’s Daily) Editorial,
March 9, 1963



In the past twelve months, the revisionist clique
headed by Dange have seized the leadership of the
Communist Party of India by taking advantage of the
large-scale campaign launched by the ruling groups of
the Indian big bourgeoisie and big landlords against
China, against communism and against the Indian peo-
ple. They have betrayed Marxism-Leninism and pro-
letarian internationalism, betrayed the revolutionary
cause of the Indian proletariat and the Indian people
and embarked on the road of national chauvinism and
class capitulationism, thus creating complete chaos in
the Indian Communist Party. Their intention is to turn
the Indian Communist Party into an appendage of India’s
big bourgeoisie and big landlords and a lackey of the
Nehru government.

How low have Dange and company sunk? Let us first
look at Dange’s letter of greetings to Nehru, dated
November 14, 1962, on the occasion of the latter’s birth-
day.

Here is the full text:

My dear Panditji,

Allow me to convey our heartfelt congratulations to you on
behalf of the Communist Party of India on your 73rd birthday.

You have inspired and led heroicaily the Indian nation in its
struggie for national freedom.

In the post-independence period you have laid the foundations
of a new Indian nation pledged to the policies of planned
development, democracy, socialism, peace, non-alignment and
anti-colonialism.
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Today, in this hour of grave crisis created by the Chinese
aggression, the nation has mustered around you as a man to
safeguard its honour, integrity and sovereignty.

The Communist Party of India pledges its unqualified sup-
port to your policies of national defence and national unity.

May you live long to realise your ideals of building a pros-
perous and socialist India,

Yours sincerely,

S. A. Dange
Chairman, C.P.1.

This is not an ordinary courtesy letter. In his letter,
(1) Dange completely sides with the Indian reactionaries
and violently opposes socialist China; (2) Dange pledges
the Indian Communist Party’s support to the Nehru
government’s “policies of national defence and national
unity” which are directed against China, against com-
munism and against the Indian people, and what is
more, he pledges, not support in general, but “un-
qualified support”; and (3) Dange places his reliance
on Nehru, the representative of the big bourgeoisie and
big landlords, to bring about socialism in India.

This letter is the Dange clique’s political oath of be-
trayal of the Indian proletariat; it is an indenture by
which they sell themselves to the Indian big bourgeoisie
and big landlords and the Nehru government.

The Dange clique have revealed their revisionist
features more and more clearly ever since the Nehru
government provoked the Sino-Indian border conflict
in 1959. For the past three years or so, they have identi-
fied themselves with the stand of the big bourgeoisie
and big landlords and served as the apologists and hatchet
men of the Nehru government in the anti-China campaign.
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(1) In complete disregard of the historical back-
ground and the actual situation with regard to the Sino-
Indian boundary, the Dange clique have unconditionally
supported the Nehru government in its territorial cla‘ms
on China. With regard to the eastern sector of the Sino-
Indian boundary, they assert that the illegal McMahon
Line is a “virtually demarcated border line” and that it
constitutes the ‘“border of India”. With regard to the
western and middle sectors of the Sino-Indian boundary,
they describe the Nehru government’s unjustified claims
as ‘“correct”.

(2) In complete disregard of the fact that the Indian
ruling groups have deliberately provoked the border con-
flict to meet their internal and external political require-
ments, the Dange clique have tried to shift the respon-
sibility for the border conflict on to China, alleging that
China “has a wrong political assessment of the Indo-
situation” and ‘“hence this dispute was created”.

(3) Instead of revealing the truth about the constant
encroachments on China by Indian troops over the past
three years and more, the Dange clique, following
Nehru, have on a number of occasions most viciously
slandered and attacked China to suit the wishes of the
reactionary ruling groups of India. They have asserted
that China ‘“has committed a breach of faith”, that
China wants to “settle a border dispute with India by
force of arms”, that China “insists on the old maps of
all their old emperors”, that China is given to “a fanatic
ambition to restore what it considers its historical geo-
graphical national-state form”, that China “will lay
down his life and fight against his neighbour and
brother” “even for an inch of a hedge”, that China has
been ‘“overcome by something of Bonapartism’, that
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China has taken a “militarist and recalcitrant attitude”
and “now threatens even world peace”, and so on and
so forth. -

(4) Instead of condemning the Nehru government for
its obstinate stand in perpetuating tension along the
Sino-Indian border and spurning a peaceful settlement,
the Dange clique have done their utmost to justify the
Nehru government’s attitude in rejecting negotiations.
They have expressed their “full support” for the pre-
condition which the Nehru government laid down for
the resumption of negotiations.

(5) The Dange clique have shamelessly provided
cover for the large-scale attacls launched by Indian
troops against China. Seven days after the order issued
by Nehru on October 12, 1962 to “free” Chinese territory
of the Chinese frontier guards who wecre safeguarding
it, Dange issued a statement, talking about ‘“intrusion
by the Chinese forces to the south of the McMahon Line,
thus violating Indian territory”, and saying that ‘“we
take the Indian Government’s report as true in this
respect”.

(6) After the Nehru government had mounted a
large-scale armed attack on China, the Dange clique
clamoured for the “defence of the Motherland”. On
November 1 and December 2, 1962 ana on February 12.
1963, they issued successive anti-China resolutions which
pledge full support to the Nehru government’s “policies
of national defence and national unity”, inveigle the
people into making ‘“greater voluntary sacrifices”, sup-
port the Nehru government in “buying arms frcm any
country” and back its policy of ganging up with U.S.
imperialism.
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It is only too clear that, cloaked as Communists, the
Dange clique have played a role which the Nehru govern-
ment cannot play in deceiving the people, stirring up
reactionary nationalist sentiment and undermining the
friendship between China and Indiaa No wonder the
Home Minister of the Nehru government said gleefully
not long ago: “What better reply could be g'ven to China
than the leader of the Communist Party in this country,
Mr. Dange, himself condemning the Chinese stand and
upholding the viewpoint of the Government of India?”

The national chauvinism of the Dange clique runs
counter not only to the interests of the Indian proletariat
but also to the interests of the overwhelming majority
of the Indian people, that is, to the national interests of
India. Internally, the national chauvinism of the Dange
clique serves the reactionary nationalist purposes of
India’s big bourgeoisie and big landlords; externally, it
serves the purposes of U.S. imperialism which is pro-
moting neo-colonialism in India. Their chauvinistic
policy is a policy that provides support for the Nehru
government in repressing the Indian people and in hiring
itself to imperialism at the cost of national independence.
Their policy constitutes a betrayal of the international
proletariat as well as a betrayal of the Indian people.

From the very first day the Nehru government launch-
ed its massive armed attack, the Dange clique, going
further and further, have unfolded a whole series of
activities in support of the Nchru government’s “policies
of national defence and national unity”, and they have
pursued their line of class capitulation ever more
thoroughly.

Here is a striking example. Four days after the all-out
attack by the Indian forces on the Chinese border, and
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after Nehru had called upon all workers “not to indulge
in strikes”, Dange, in his capacity as the General Secre-
tary of the All-India Trade Union Congress, rushed in
with a letter to Nehru. He proposed that a tripartite
conference of representatives of workers, employers and
the government be held to discuss “the problems of the
production front and defence”. The Nehru government
readily accepted his advice and lost no time in calling such
a tripartite meeting. The meeting adopted a unanimous
resolution prohibiting the workers from engaging in
strikes or slow-downs and urging them to work extra
hours, contribute to the “National Defence Fund” and
subscribe to “Defence Bonds”.

By this action Dange directly assisted the Indian big
bourgeoisie to sabotage the workers’ movement, deprive
the workers of their basic rights and intensify the ex-
ploitation and enslavement of the working people. This
shameless action which Dange took as Chairman of the
Communist Party of India and General Secretary of the
All-India Trade Union Congress proves that he has
wholly turned himself into an instrument of the ruling
class for repressing the working class and the working
people.

Here is another striking example. In November 1962,
S. G. Sardesai, a member of the Dange clique on the
Central Executive Committee of the Indian Communist
Party, had a leaflet distributed, which reads in part:

“Our moral responsibility to defend our country when a
socialist country attacks us is greater than that of our other
compatriots, not less.”

“It is our sincere and fervent appeal to the ruling party.
the National Congress, as also to all other patriotic parties,
that we must set aside all our differences at this crucial hour
and unite under the common national flag. The only test
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and consideration at the moment must be national defence. . . .

« . . we declare explicitly that even if we are excluded from
the collective efforts for national defence, we shall still devote
all our energy to the same cause ... We shall carry it out
without expecting the slightest reward, even if some of our
own compatriots attempt to treat us as pariahs. ..

“The crucial need of the day, the acid test of our patriotism,
is . .. . to give monolithic support to Prime Minister Nehru,
to strengthen his hands, and to carry out his behests. He is
the country’s supreme field marshal, its commander-in-chief.”

Look! How perfect is the devotion of the Dange clique
to Nehru! How disgustingly they fawn upon the Indian
Congress Party! And what fanatical national chauvinism!
They are straining themselves to serve the interests of
the big bourgeoisie and the big landlords of India and to
drive the broad masses of the Indian people to take a
stand against socialist China. Does this have anything
in common with proletarian internationalism or with
genuine Indian patriotism?

Here is yet another striking example. In November
1962 in a report to the General Council of the All-India
Trade Union Congress Dange said:

“We do not lay down conditions for defending our country.
Because the country belongs to the people. I do not hold
the view that in a condition like ours, we should decide our
behaviour by asking whether the country is ours or of the
national bourgeoisie.”

“. .. we unconditionally support the war effort” “My
unconditional support to Nehru Government is there in the
matter of defence.”

“We have to stand by our nationglism, . .”

“ .. under conditions of thc natjonal emergency, defence
and near-war conditions require tj a4 the trade unions of the
AITUC do modify temporarily their normal relations with

the bourgeoisie, their functioning -~
tions of the working class.” and approach to the ques

« .. we as the working class g . .
.. . Ay that for the t b
we suspend the question of Stm\ey strugglct):; a:d 1g§)te§tlinngg,

our class interests by that methoy »
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“Industrial truce is, in a sense, ‘class collaboration’. But
it is consciously accepted. . .”

“The question of unstinted support to national bourgeoisie
at this juncture of history was not a matter contradictory to
the principles of working class movement.”

“So we support the war effort, we are with the national
bourgeoisie. . . Don’t hesitate. The more you hesitate, the
more you will be confused.”

Here Dange, completely denying the class nature of
the state, openly describes as belonging to the people a
state which is under the dictatorship of the big bourgeoisie
and big landlords. He has completely gone over to the
side of the bourgeoisie and has publicly called for un-
stinted support of the bourgeoisie. Completely abandon-
ing the Marxist-Leninist theory of class struggle, he
openly advocates class collaboration. Dange and com-
pany have thoroughly degenerated and become cat’s-paws
of the Indian big bourgeoisie.

What is even more shocking is that, while closing ranks
with the Nehru government under the slogan of “national
unity”, Dange and company have used the power of the
Indian ruling groups to push aside the people who dis-
agree with them within the Indian Communist Pariy and
to split the Party wide apart. After China had effected
a cease-fire and withdrawn her frontier guards on her
own initiative, the Nehru government, acting on a list
of names previously furnished to it, made nation-wide
arrests, throwing into gaol eight or nine hundred mem-
bers and leading cadres of different levels of the Indian
Communist Party, who are loyal to the cause of the prole-
tariat and the people. While “calling on all members of
the Party not to be provoked by the arrests but carry out
the policies of the Party with calm and cool determina-

tion”, the Dange clique exploited the situation and sent
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their trusted followers, on the heels of the police, to take
over the leading organs of the Party committees in a
number of states. The purpose of these actions by the
Dange clique was to reconstitute the Indian Communist
Party and wreck the Indian revolutionary movement so
as to serve the ends of the big bourgeoisie.

Furthermore, Dange and company are assisting the
Nehru government to hoodwink the people with its sham
“socialism’. They laud Nehru as “the symbol of national
unity” and say, “When you have such a person at the
head of the nation, and we [Dange and company] take
our correct position inside the common front, the front
grows into a leading force for future development. What
future development? For Socialism!”

The Moscow Statement clearly points out that Com-
munists should expose the demagogic use by bourgeois
politicians of socialist slogans. But Dange and company
have done nothing to expose Nehru’s so-called socialism;
on the contrary, they have tried to convince the Indian
Communists and the Indian people that Nehru is really
pursuing a policy of socialism and should be given un-
stinted support. They have publicly asked the Congress
Party to co-operate with the Indian Communist Party
in order to build socialism in India under the leadership
of the Nehru government. We would like to ask: If the
Dange clique believe that Nehru and his Congress Party
can be depended upon to realize socialism, what need
is there for a Communist Party controlled by Dange and
company?

The series of facts just cited make il evident that the
Dange clique are sliding farther and farther down the
path of revisionism. They have replaced the theory of
class struggle by the slogan of class collaboration, and
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they have replaced proletarian socialism by bourgeois so-
cialism. They are devotedly defending the dictatorship
of the big bourgeoisie and big landlords, and have cast
to the winds the revolutionary cause of the Indian prole-
tariat and the Indian people. They are giving uncondi-
tional support to the Nehru government in its policy of
hiring itself to U.S. imperialism and have totally aban-
doned the task of fighting imperialism. They are
trampling underfoot the friendship between the Chinese
and Indian peoples and are acting as buglers for Nehru’s
anti-China campaign. For proletarian internationalism
they have substituted bourgeois chauvinism. In brief,
the Dange cliqgue have already gone so far in their de-
generation that they have betrayed Marxism-Leninism
and proletarian internationalism, and they are sinking
deeper and deeper into the swamp of class capitulationism
and national chauvinism.

This is not the first time in history that revisionists
like Dange and company have turned up in a Communist
Party.

Since World War II, revisionist trends have afflicted
the Communist Parties of a number of countries. Rene-
gades from Marxism-Leninism, like Browder and Gates
in the United States, Larsen in Denmark and Shojiro
Kasuga in Japan have appeared in a good many Parties.
And it is not only in Communist Parties of capitalist coun-
tries that such renegades have made their appearance; in
Yugoslavia where the proletariat once held power, there
emerged the revisionist Tito clique which betrayed
Marxism-Leninism. It is important for Communists
throughout the world to draw lessons from the damage

these traitorous cliques have inflicted on the cause of
communism.
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The Tito clique provides a mirror. It reveals how a
group of renegades following a revisionist line corrupt
a Party and cause a socialist country to degenerate into
a capitalist country.

The Dange clique provides another mirror. It reveals
how the leaders of a Communist Party in a capitalist
country take the road of revisionism, slide down it and
end up as the servants and the tail of the bourgeaisie.

Today, the Indian Communists and the Indian people
find themselves in a most difficult situation. The Chinese
Communist Party and the Chinese people have a deep
concern and profound sympathy for the Indian Com-
munists who are persisting in their struggle for the com-
munist cause, and for the Indian proletariat and the
Indian people who have a glorious revolutionary tradition.
No reactionaries, no revisionists can block the advance
of the Indian people. Relying on the proletariat and the
broad masses of the people, the forces of Marxism-
Leninism will in the end overcome all difficulties, and
develop and expand through complex and tortuous
struggles. History will prove that the genuine repre-
sentatives of the interests of the Indian people and the
Indian nation are those who are firmly upholding truth
and justice and firmly adhering to Marxism-Leninism
and proletarian internationalism. India’s future is in
their hands.

Today, the relations between China and India are
also passing through a difficult period. The Indian
reactionaries and revisionists are trying hard to under-
mine the friendship between the peoples of China and
India. The imperialists are ulso doing their best to fish
in troubled waters and to sow dissension. But there is
every reason not to underestimate the strength of the
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great friendship which exists between the two peoples
and which has a long tradition. Compared with the great
strength of this friendship, the Indian reactionaries and
the Dange revisionist clique are a handful of pygmies.
In the last analysis, nobody can undermine the friendship
between the peoples of China and India or the friendship
between the Chinese Communists and the Indian Com-

munists.
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