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© Today it is patently clear to everybody ? that 
the “great proletarian cultural revolution”^ is 
neither “proletarian” nor “cultural” nor a “re¬ 
volution.” Certainly if one deems it fitting to 
call a barracks-ordered pauperized village a 
“commune,” then why not apply the name of 
“cultural revolution” to a crusade against the 
more cultured sections of the Party and people, 
to the rampages of misled mobs let loose to bol¬ 
ster autocracy? Not that the “final battle of 
world revolution” or “eradication of the vestiges 
of capitalism ” or any other leftist-sounding 
catchword would not have done just as well. 

Six years ago, when Chinese Party leaders 
first made known their particular stand, one 
could still think it might be due to rashness and 
one-sidedness of sincere people. It is no longer 



possible to think so now. Too much has occur¬ 
red in recent years to leave any such illusions. 
There is no question that it is a conscious policy 
behind the revolutionary phrase. And the far¬ 
ther it proceeds the clearer it becomes that the 
aims, to say nothing of its methods, have nothing 
to do with world communism. 

Communists the world over are trying hard to 
find the answer to poignant questions arising 
from the present situation in China. Why would 
the leaders of a reputedly socialist country which 
maintained such intimate contacts with the USSR 
and other socialist countries be so fanatically 
resentful of the world communist movement and 
the socialist community? How far do Mao Tse- 
tung and his group propose to carry their policy 
of dissension? What are the causes of acute dif¬ 
ferences among the Chinese Communist Party 
leaders who marched together for some thirty 
years? There are more such questions and it will 
take time to find the answers if for no other rea¬ 
son than the lack of sufficient information about 
what has been going on in the Communist Party 
ol China for some years past. 

Even so it is obvious that recent data alone 
could not help to explain present developments. 
They have their roots in the history of the Com¬ 
munist Party of China, a history of conflicting 
trends with scientific communism slowly but sure¬ 
ly being ousted by Maoism. 

In the present paper, we are going to deal 
mainly with some aspects of this process and 
theoretical concepts bearing directly on the “cul¬ 
tural revolution.” We are far from thinking that 
the line adopted by the CPC springs entirely 
from fallacious theoretical views. Generally it is 
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not customary for ideology to precede politics, 
rather the reverse. It is class or group interests 
and political aims that engender various theo¬ 
ries. This is all the more true of the Mao Tse- 
tung group whose theoretical efforts have always 
served to provide substantiation for the tasks at 
hand. By analyzing the tenets the Mao group 
abide by, we shall be able to arrive at the true 
motives underlying their activities. 

MARXISM OR MAOISM? 

The decisions and communique of the 11th 
Plenum of the Central Committee of the Com¬ 
munist Party of China allege that the “cultural 
revolution” aims to abolish the “old ideology” 
and assert the “new,” that is, Mao Tse-tung 
ideology. Speaking in Peking, Lin Piao urged 
that the “new ideology, new culture, new habits 
and new customs” should be instilled in people 
and insisted that “the ideas of Mao Tse-tung 
should determine all ideological positions.” 

Now, what is this “old ideology,” that is so 
censured? On closer examination of appeals for 
its overthrow we find it means Marxism-Leninism. 
The slogans of the millions of the liungwei[nngs 
(Red Guards) mention neither Marx nor Engels 
nor Lenin; there is nobody but Mao, glorified and 
worshipped more than any ancient Chinese em¬ 
peror. This substitution of Maoism for Marxism- 
Leninism is not accidental. It has a history of its 
own, and a rather long history at that. 

The Communist Party of China, which emerg¬ 
ed in 1921 under the direct impact of the Octo¬ 
ber Socialist Revolution in Russia, adopted the 
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ideology of Marxism-Leninism. However, there 
immediately began a painful search for tactics 
best suited to the highly specific conditions and 
character of the approaching revolution in China. 
From the very start there began a conflict between 
two essentially different tendencies. 

There were those who believed China should 
apply the experience of world socialism and abo¬ 
ve all of the October Revolution. Their object 
was to secure proletarian dictatorship, to ensure 
the leading role of the proletariat in the bourge¬ 
ois-democratic revolution, and establish a govern¬ 
ment of workers and peasants in the initial sta¬ 
ges of the revolution. 

Other proceeded from the fact that conditions 
in China differed vastly from those prevailing in 
the European countries and many major prin¬ 
ciples of Marxism-Leninism were not applicable. 
Therefore they rejected the idea of the leading 
role of the proletariat in the revolution and of 
working-class dictatorship favouring the develop¬ 
ment of the revolutionary movement in the coun¬ 
tryside rather than in town. Mao Tse-tung sup¬ 
ported the latter trend. 

Though one of the twelve people who attended 
the 1st Party Congress, he had been kept from 
top positions in the Central Committee, not be¬ 
coming a member of the Politburo nor the Sec¬ 
retariat, until 1935. His first work Report on the 
Examination of the Peasant Movement in Hunan 
Province (March, 1927) was not published, hav¬ 
ing been considered an expression of “peasant 
deviation,” and the author was denied a deciding 
vote at the 5th Party Congress held soon after¬ 
wards. 

Undaunted, Mao Tse-tung kept on propagating 
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his views. At that time he produced Why Can 
Red Power Exist in China?, A Spark May Start 
a Fire and other works. Even then the ideological 
trappings he brought along to the Party were 
fairly identifiable. He believed that Marxism 
should be attuned to China’s specific conditions, 
disregarded completely the leading role of the 
working class in the Chinese revolution, and pro¬ 
posed the tactic of establishing revolutionary 
strong points in the countryside and conquering 
towns by means of guerrilla warfare. All this was 
set against the background of secretly cherished 
dreams of a revival of “China’s greatness” and 
her “messianic role” in the world. 

It was the misfortune of the communist move¬ 
ment in China in the twenties and early thirties 
that many Party leaders were infected with dog¬ 
matism to a greater or lesser degree. It was not 
that they altogether disregarded China’s peculi¬ 
ar features. They were aware that the future re¬ 
volution would be a bourgeois-democratic one 
and paid much attention to the agrarian question. 
But they concentrated their efforts on the towns 
and practically ignored the peasants. Insisting 
on the hegemony of the proletariat in the democ¬ 
ratic revolution, they opposed not only the bour¬ 
geoisie—the national bourgeoisie included—but 
the upper petty bourgeoisie as well. 

These leaders favoured the tactics of armed 
uprisings in big cities. Such uprisings often ended 
tragically. And, as is often the case, one fallacy 
breeds another, the errors of honest fighters for 
the proletarian revolution actually helped their 
theoretical opponents win key positions in the 
Party. 

The struggle between the two trends reached 
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a high pitch as seen by Mao Tse-tung’s expulsion 
from the Central Committee in 1934. As soon as 
after January 1935, however, when many Party 
organizations in central cities had been smashed 
by the Kuomintang, at sittings of the Politburo 
of the Central Committee ( not at a plenum or a 
congress) a new leadership was elected with Mao 
Tse-'tung at the head. At that time Chu Te, Liu 
Shao-chi and others were elected, many of whom 
are now the victims of ruthless persecution. 

Mao and his aides lost no time in having their 
tactics implemented meanwhile taking certain or¬ 
ganizational steps to consolidate their own influ¬ 
ence. First they dealt with the former leaders 
whom they called the “Moscow opposition.” Some 
of them were removed from their posts, others 
were banished and still others were killed. All 
this took place regardless of the fact that many 
of these people were closely connected with the 
Comintern. Mao Tse-tung and his supporters re¬ 
nounced the principles of Party democracy. 
Though their election had not been endorsed by 
at least a plenum of the Central Committee, no 
Party congress was convened until 1945, ten 
years later. All in all, there had been six CPC 
congresses before 1935, and only two since. The 
Party s organizational principles were revised 
and a different spirit instilled in the membership. 
Now the attention was concentrated entirely on 
discipline and unquestioning obedience of the 
rank and file to their leaders on having a care¬ 
fully picked, stable top leadership, which came 
to be known as “kan-pu” (the cadre). 

The succession of Mao and his following to 
Party leadership, which to all intents and purpo¬ 
ses resembled a palace coup, heralded a marked 
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change in Party strategy and tactics and, as time 
showed, affected the very basis of its ideology. 
It is from these beginnings that the swing of the 
late fifties started. 

Then how did it happen that the Mao line 
prevailed in the Communist Party of China even 
though Mao Tse-tung’s views were not supported 
by many leading Party members or the world 
communist movement? 

The reasons are to be sought in China’s speci¬ 
fic conditions and in the nature of the approach¬ 
ing revolution. Even today peasants make up 
over 80 per cent of China’s population while at 
that time the proportion was still greater. Aside 
from that, small tradesmen, artisans and ofher 
petty-bourgeois elements formed a considerable 
part of the urban population. When the revolu¬ 
tion triumphed in China the proletariat account¬ 
ed for hardly one per cent of the population. Mao 
Tse-tung was one of the first to take up and ac¬ 
tively promote the Comintern idea of revolutio¬ 
nizing the peasants, which was not without ob¬ 
jective justification and found ready response. At 
the same time he plainly took advantage of the 
fact that Kuomintang had succeeded in smashing 
the core of the Party leadership to take the reins 
info his own hands. 

The line Mao Tse-tung and his associates took 
was one-sided and blundering from the start. It 
was not so obvious during the anti-Japanese 
struggle, in the period of the civil war or at the 
initial stage of democratic and socialist reforms 
when Chinese Party leaders relied heavily on the 
support of the Soviet Union, the CPSU, and other 
Communist Parties. But as the new government 
gained strength and socialist targets increasingly 
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became the order of the day, Mao’s fallacious no¬ 
tions on many key points of strategy and tactics, 
and his petty bourgeois and nationalist leanings 
became more apparent. 

Describing how his viewpoint evolved, Mao 
Tse-tung wrote in 1957: “I harboured various 
non-Marxist views before I embraced Marxism. 
I studied Marxism from books a little and made 
some first steps to re-educate myself ideological¬ 
ly, but in the main my re-education came along 
in the course of the protracted class struggle.”1 

We can take him at his word: he hardly ever 
studied the works of Marx seriously, if only be¬ 
cause his views were formulated in a period 
when there were generally very few books by 
Marx and Engels available in Chinese. 

According to Mao’s supporters, it is a feather 
in his cap that he has “Sinofied” Marxism (Chen 
Po-ta). In substance this implies not so much a 
creative development of Marxist-Leninist theory 
in a Chinese context as the dissection of the prin¬ 
ciples of scientific communism. 

Mao Tse-tung wrote in an article: “We must 
imbibe all that may be of use to us today. How¬ 
ever, everything of foreign origin should be treat¬ 
ed like food, which is first chewed in the mouth, 
digested in the stomach and the bowels, moisten¬ 
ed by the saliva and gastric and intestinal juices, 
and then separated into the excreta, which are 
removed, and the extract, which is assimilated; 
only then does the food become good for the bo¬ 
dy. Similarly, we should not swallow everything 

Mao Tse-tung. Correct Handling of Contradictions 
Among the People. Moscow, 1957, pp. 26-27 (Russ. Ed.). 

12 



foreign at a gulp, without discrimination.”1 He 
urged that Marxism should be given a “definitely 
national forms.”2 

Leaving aside the unappetizing simile, what is 
the gist of the matter? What did Mao borrow 
from Marxism, and what did he reject? 

The theoretical groundwork of Marxism—dia¬ 
lectical and historical materialism, Marxian poli¬ 
tical economy—interested him least of all. 

We shall not be able to find among Mao Tse- 
tung’s writings a single serious attempt to contri¬ 
bute in any way to the philosophy of natural sci¬ 
ence, the theory of cognition, logic, or at least 
to present in popular form some of the problems 
involved. Nor do any of his works contain an 
analysis of modern capitalism or the peculiarities 
of capitalist development in China. Economics 
and economic analysis have always been a “blank 
spot” with Mao and Maoists. They did not even 
try to tie in the theory of the class struggle and 
revolution with the economic laws of social de¬ 
velopment. Disregard of theory, of the ultimate 
cognition of reality, inevitably led the Chinese 
Party leaders to form oversimplified, schematic 
and crude notions of the problems of the modern 
world. 

As for historical materialism, in Mao Tse- 
tung’s works we find, generally, two or three 
favourite themes: practice as the gauge of truth, 
social contradictions, and some others, all consi¬ 
dered from an astoundingly biased approach. 

He has always viewed the theory of the build- 

1 Mao Tse-tung. Sel. Works, Vol. 3, p. 270 (Russ. Ed.), 
Moscow. 

2 Ibid. 
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ing of socialism in China from a purely specula¬ 
tive angle and made no attempt to analyze the 
economic structure of Chinese society. One does 
not gather from his works that he is aware of 
the existence of the objective laws of transition 
from capitalism to socialism. On the contrary, 
he pins his hopes on voluntarist, administrative, 
coercive measures. This view naturally tells on 
his understanding of socialist ideals as well. He 
does not perceive them as an expression of the 
needs of highly developed socialized production, 
of the class interests of the proletariat, the van¬ 
guard of society, but deduces them from all sorts 
of concepts, some of them plainly contradictory. 

Certainly Mao Tse-tung’s works are not de¬ 
void of correct ideas. Before he had developed 
pretensions to being the “leading theoretician,” 
he willingly borrowed ideas—as well as com¬ 
plete passages—from the classics of Marxism- 
Leninism. It is also worth noting that Mao Tse- 
tung s Collected Works were thoroughly edited 
before publication. The passages in glaring con¬ 
tradiction to Marxism were accordingly deleted 
and some ol his statements modified. Nonetheless 
all his works, not excluding his early writings, 
show that he never took a definitely Marxist stand, 
whereas in recent years he began to defy scienti¬ 
fic theory more openly. 

Mao Tse-tung practically reduced Marxist 
teachings to a few dogmas bearing mainly on 
tactical questions like the theory of coercion and 
leaps in social development, guerrilla war as 

a way to power, the peasants as the mainstay of 
social revolution in poorly developed countries, 
which amounts to renunciation of the leading role 
of the working class, world conflict and civil war 
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as the inevitable and only path of the world re¬ 
volution. 

The point is whether it was advisable to apply 
the general principles of Marxism-Leninism in 
China s conditions. Admittedly China differs 
greatly from the countries of Europe and Ame¬ 
rica. first of all it is a country with a preponde¬ 
rantly petty bourgeois, peasant population. It 
has had no significant experience of capitalist 
development and a long history of imperial tra¬ 
ditions (2,000-3,000 years). Besides, there is the 
difference in the psychological make-up, deeply 
stamped by Buddhism, Confucianism and other 
exclusively oriental philosophies. 

It was not a socialist revolution, but an anti- 
feudal^ anti-imperialist, in effect, a bourgeois-de¬ 
mocratic revolution that was pending in China in 
the thirties and forties/All this ought to have in¬ 
fluenced the tactics of the Communist Party, but 
not the ideology or general principles. Mao Tse- 
tung, however (as we shall see later), modified, 
dissected and distorted Marxist-Leninist theory 
in an attempt to make it fit the concrete objecti¬ 
ves of the Chinese revolution, mainly at the ini¬ 
tial stages. That was what he meant when he 
wrote: “We must imbibe all that may be of use to 
us today.” 

Such “Sinofied” Marxism adjusted to China’s 
conditions could do only at the initial stages of 
the. Chinese revolution when it was essentially 
anti-feudal and anti-imperialist. When, however, 
the country neared its socialist objectives, the 
one-sidedness and inaptitude of Maoism became 
obvious. An example of it is the erroneous at¬ 
tempts of the Peking leadership in the late fifties 
to “leap” to communism without seriously going 
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about establishing a modern industrial base, de¬ 
veloping democracy and improving living stan¬ 
dards. In turn, the many disappointments these 
blunders entailed, found an outlet in nationalism 
and an adventurous foreign policy. 

Marxists proceed from the conviction that the 
development of society basically depends on cer¬ 
tain objective prerequisites, above all on the 
mode of production. There should exist objective 
conditions, economic and socio-political as well, 
to pave the way for a revolution. In order to 
build socialism, one must first create a corres¬ 
ponding basis. 

Maoists, however, have a different approach. 
They make voluntarist and ideological methods 
unconditional both at the preparatory stage and 
in the process of the revolution, as well as dur¬ 
ing the building of socialism. Hence the theory 
that a handful of revolutionary enthusiasts and 
a firm belief that society can develop by leaps 
performed at will are all that is needed to start 
a guerrilla war in any country. From this, too, 
springs the idea that the enthusiasm engendered 
by the “cultural revolution” may have a radical 
effect on the economy and social relationships. 

As described in the decisions of the 11th Ple¬ 
num of the CPC Central Committee, the chief 
contribution of the “great proletarian cultural re¬ 
volution ’ is that it “reaches the hearts of the 
people,” “revolutionizes the people” and “may 
help achieve more significant, speedier, better and 
more efficient results in all spheres of activity.” 

'The idea is that all you have to do is change 
man’s ideology and any task will become feas¬ 
ible. Mao Tse-tung wrote in 1955: “How can one 
contend that 600 million paupers shall not be 
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able to make their country rich and mighty in a 
matter of a few decades?” In 1958 Mao’s sup¬ 
porters explained this by saying: “Many living 
examples prove the following: there are no un¬ 
productive areas but only unproductive thought. 
There is no poor soil but only a poor system of 
cultivation. Let people use their subjective poten¬ 
tialities to the full, then it will be possible to 
change natural conditions.” 

This breeds a host of incongruities that are ex¬ 
plainable from a “Maoist” point of view: the 
Chinese entry in the world table-tennis champion¬ 
ship won the title by arming himself with the say¬ 
ings of Mao Tse-tung; a surgeon, a train driver, 
a scientist and milkmaid all appear to have suc¬ 
ceeded for the same reason. Hence the mass-scale 
learning by rote of quotations from Mao Tse- 
tung, which, if anything, resemble Confucian ma¬ 
xims or Christian proverbs. 

TTach book of quotations is a haphazard collec¬ 
tion of utterances made at different times and 
not the least connected with one another with no 
references as to when and in what context they 
were made or current relevance. The quotations 
are presented as invincible perennial truths, good 
at all times, in any circumstance. 

From the psychological angle, the ‘‘cultural re¬ 
volution” is meant to rear zealous, and unreason¬ 
ing partisans of Maoism and mould them into 
blind tools to serve any bidding. 

At no time do Mao Tse-tung and his follow¬ 
ers appear so feckless as when they essay to deal 
with contemporary problems of the world com¬ 
munist movement. Ignorant of the scientific me¬ 
thod of examination, grossly oblivious of reality, 
they pick out-quoiations to “confirm” the string 
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of__yacuqus pronouncements they make on the 
multiform, intricate processes taking place in the 
mid-20'th century. This playing at quotations ear¬ 
nestly believed to refute deductions based on a 
penetrating analysis of real facts clearly demons¬ 
trates the lack of understanding of the produc¬ 
tive, continually developing teachings of Marx 
and Lenin. 

Lenin was a brilliant theoretician and a genius 
when it came to revolutionary practice. And prac¬ 
tice, the experience of millions, is the main cri¬ 
terion of the truth of theory for all who would 
follow him. 

In his work Certain Features of the Historical 
Development of Marxism Lenin quotes Engels: 
Our doctrine—said Engels, referring to himself 

and his famous friend—is not a dogma, but a 
guide to action. This classical statement stresses 
with remarkable force and expressiveness that 
aspect of Marxism which is very often lost sight 
of. And by losing sight of it, we turn Marxism 
into something one-sided, distorted and lifeless; 
we deprive it of its life blood; we undermine its 
basic theoretical foundations—dialectics, the doc¬ 
trine of historical development, all-embracing 
and full of contradictions; we undermine its con¬ 
nection with the definite practical tasks of the 
epoch, which may change with every new turn 
of history.”1 

It is an explicit description of the most essen- 
tial featui e ol Marxist teachings—its inseverable 
bond with practice, its effective, -truly revolutio- 
naiy nature. An all-round objective assessment 
of the balance of class forces and the peculiariti- 

1 Lenin. Coll. Works, Vol. 17, p. 39. 
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es of each historical period is an indispensable 
condition for mapping out a correct realistic po¬ 
litical course. 

Lenin taught that every concrete situation should 
be analyzed in a concrete way. He never tired of 
repeating that that was the very essence of Marx¬ 
ism. It is relatively easy to learn some theoretical 
propositions of scientific communism. It is incom¬ 
parably more difficult to master revolutionary 
dialectics, to develop the ability to analyze each 
new situation, unique in its way, and correctly 
determine the course of action which will en¬ 
sure success. Lenin saw the wisdom of political 
leadership not in an abstract knowledge of 
theory but in the ability to apply it in practice, 
to comprehend concrete political tasks and con¬ 
solidate the social forces able to carry them out. 

These instructions become all the more signifi¬ 
cant now that the leaders of the Communist 
Party of China have plunged into an attack aga¬ 
inst creative Marxism-Leninism, against the pre¬ 
sent line of the world communist movement. 

It is revealing that Maoism, with its petty 
bourgeois roots, is beginning to conflict with the 
interests of the very masses from whom it sprang. 
The “cultural revolution,” just like the “leaps” 
and setting up of communes that preceded it, 
is also against the interests of the peasants, who 
are at the receiving end of the ill-planned econo¬ 
mic and political ventures. An e?itrepdt of the 
worst varieties of nationalism, Maoism at the 
same time is growing increasingly anti-national, 
clashing with the key national objectives of Chi¬ 
na both in the country and in the world. 

In his time Lenin emphasized that compared 
with advanced Western European countries it 
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was easier to launch a socialist revolution in eco¬ 
nomically retarded countries but much more dif¬ 
ficult to carry it through. Consequently it was ve¬ 
ry important for Communist and Workers’ Par¬ 
ties to pursue a consistent policy and creatively 
apply international socialist experience to the 
concrete conditions prevailing in their own coun¬ 
tries^ t was especially important that the proleta¬ 
riat should provide competent guidance to the pea¬ 
sants, petty bourgeoisie and all other social stra¬ 
ta. In that case, too, it was especially dangerous 
to try to oppose oneself to more advanced socia¬ 
list countries, ignore the experience of world so¬ 
cialism and—worst of all—to put oneself above 
the world communist movement. Maoism with 
all its implications for China is sad proof in¬ 
deed of the seriousness of Lenin’s warning and 
his great foresight. 

Lenin s demand for concrete comprehensive 
analysis is especially significant today when 
events develop rapidly and the situation changes 
veiy quickly. World events have never been so 
dynamic and complex. A multitude of forces are 
at play. Numerous factors—economic, political, 
military, psychological—are influencing the de¬ 
velopment of foreign relations. And there is no 
greater danger for Communists than to try to 
tence themselves off by abstract slogans and for¬ 
mulas from concrete facts. 

Creative development of Leninism is the law 

mi 1 ™ r1 en^re wor'ld communist movement. 
1 he -Oth, 22nd and 23d congresses of the CPSU 
and congresses of other fraternal Parties as well 
are evidence of this. The 1957 and 1960 confe¬ 
rences of representatives of fraternal Parties have 
been ot decisive importance in elaborating pre- 
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sent policy in communist movement. Their pro¬ 
gramme documents—the Declaration and the 
Statement—are an example of scientific analysis 
of the current span of world history. The major 
propositions of Marxist-Leninist theory are as va¬ 
lid today as ever. But it is equally certain that 
the historic changes the world has undergone 
have made it incumbent on the communist move¬ 
ment to develop this theory further so as to allow 
for these changes in working out their strategy 
and tactics. 
-*’’Mao Tse-tung, to whom the notorious “25 po¬ 
ints” of the “general line” are now ascribed, calls 
the entire present trend of world communism “re¬ 
visionism” and strives to oppose his home-made 
recipes to creative Marxism of our time. 

Today, when CPC leaders no longer bother to 
conceal their aim to split the communist move¬ 
ment, they turn more and more often to the his¬ 
tory of this movement hoping to find in it some 
justification for their shabby activities. Each time 
they distort the history of the fight of Commu¬ 
nist Parties against opportunism describing it as 
a fight against Right-wing opportunism and 
revisionism only. In one article, some Peking 
splitters mention the “three great polemics” the 
Communist Parties have engaged in: “Lenin’s po¬ 
lemic against the leaders of the 2nd Internatio¬ 
nal, Stalin’s polemic against the. Right-wingers 
and Trotskyites of the twenties, and the present 
polemic of the CPC leaders against the CPSU 
and other Parties./ 

Such a scheme for the development of the 
communist movement is puzzling, to say the least. 
For throughout its history revolutionary Marxism 
has had to fight not against the right alone but 
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against left opportunists as well. One need only 
recall how Marx and Engels fought against 
Blanquism, against the anarchic views of Baku¬ 
nin and Proudhon, against Diihring and other 
exponents of the revolutionist aspirations of the 
petty bourgeoisie. 

Lenin’s most important post-revolutionary work 
on opportunism was levelled at none other than 
leftist theorizers. With the advent of the proleta¬ 
riat to power, some people are liable to think 
there is nothing they cannot do and attain by ap¬ 
plying enough pressure. 

One reason why such ideas catch on in our day 
is the great diversity of economic and social-po¬ 
litical levels of the countries which have embar¬ 
ked on the socialist path. The example of China 
shows that the Party of a country with a predo¬ 
minantly peasant population is most susceptible 
to leftist petty bourgeois influences. 

Without going into every aspect of Maoism, let 
us consider those which more directly reveal the 
ideological roots of the current Maoist policies. 
We shall examine theoretical questions closely 
connected with revolutionary practice in China 
for many of the concepts now being foisted on 
the world communist movement are nothing more 
than an attempt to impose a strictly individual, 
highly specific experience. 

DOCTRINE OF BACKWARD 
PETTY BOURGEOIS MASSES 

Mao Tse-tung was sold on the idea (proposed 
by the Comintern in its time) that the Communist 
Party of China should win the peasants over its 
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side. Buphe overdid this sound idea to the point 
where it amounted to a denial of the historic role 
of the working class, which is the keystone of 
Marxism. 

Incidentally Mao Tse-tung and his supporters 
only refer to leading role of the proletariat in 
passing, in deference, as it were, to the accepted 
Marxist view. 

In Mao Ts’e-tung’s works one can find state¬ 
ments to the effect that “without the leadership 
of the proletariat the Chinese revolution certain¬ 
ly cannot triumph.”1 

In his article Against Stereotyped Schemes 
Mao Tse-tung wrote: “China is a country where 
the petty bourgeoisie are extremely numerous, 
and our Party finds itself surrounded by this 
enormous social stratum. As it is, many of the 
Party membership themselves have petty bour¬ 
geois antecedents, and each of them has inevi¬ 
tably dragged into the Party a petty bourgeois 
tail behind him, either more or less long.”2 

He does not worry about such things now. 
It is no secret that on assuming power, the pro¬ 

portion of workers in the Communist Party of 
China was at most two—three per cent of the 
membership. There were hardly any workers 
among the commanding officers of the Liberation 
Army while, as admitted by Chinese leaders 
themselves, more than a quarter of them came 
of the families of rich peasants and landowners. 
The state apparatus, too, had a similar make-up. 

It is clear that in a predominantly peasant coun¬ 
try like China the peasants must play a pro- 

t Mao Tse-tung. Set. HJorks, Vol. 3, p. 170 (Russ. Ed.). 
2 Ibid., p. 96. 
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minent role in the revolution and in building so¬ 
cialism. It is, however, the very reason why Chi¬ 
nese leaders should determinedly battle with the 
petty bourgeois tide and strive to instil proleta¬ 
rian consciousness in the minds of 'the peasants. 
Here the union of the working class and the pea¬ 
sants was and is the crucial point of Communist 
Party policy. 

Working-class guidance is all the more indis¬ 
pensable in China as the peasants there have not 
been through the capitalist mill and so have retai¬ 
ned many semi-feudal features in addition to 
their petty bourgeois characteristics. 

From the very first Marxism has been an ideo¬ 
logy of the masses—not the masses at random 
but the more advanced sections of society, the 
proletariat above all. It should be noted that Le¬ 
nin always addressed himself to the thinking pro¬ 
letarian, the progressive intellectual, the consci¬ 
ous peasant. And it is not to be wondered at, for 
only advanced social forces can become the ad¬ 
vocates of advanced theory. Petty bourgeois ideo¬ 
logy is an entirely different matter. It appeals to 
the backward masses, cleverly playing on their 
sentiments. 

In our age, any political philosophy seeks mass 
support. Fascism, too, was a mass ideology. It 
relied on the most backward nationalistic throng, 
apt to extol and worship certain individuals. 
Primarily it depended on the petty bourgeoisie. 

The frenzied “Red Guards” also constitute a 
mass movement. Millions of people have been in¬ 
volved in it. But the ideology and aims of this 
movement have nothing in common with either 
socialist ideals or the interests of the proletariat. 
It is a mass bent on destruction, fervidly desiring 
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to deify the leader. Once roused, they quickly 
become senselessly rancorous, brutal and chauvi¬ 
nistic. It is highly revealing that Mao’s favourite 
concept of the “line of the masses” is being em¬ 
ployed to smash Party units, mock at people and 
train robots to obey the leaders blindly. 

Such a petty bourgeois throng is characteris¬ 
tically anti-intellectual. While advanced workers 
and intelligent peasants eagerly strive for culture 
and welcome science as a source of knowledge, 
the backward throng treats not only the cultural 
heritage of their country but proletarian culture 
as weil with spiteful contempt. 

Maoists completely disregard the humane core 
of Marxism which considers the main aim of re¬ 
volution to rid man of his social fetters. The. in¬ 
dividual with his vital interests, needs,. emotions 
and sentiments could very well not exist as far 
as petty bourgeois ideologists are concerned. They 
think in terms of millions.They 'believe that if a 
social group has gained the upper hand (for ins¬ 
tance, the victors in a military conflict), it. no 
longer matters at what price victory was achiev¬ 
ed for the individual is nothing compared with 
the mass. This kind of “philosophy” found, its 
crudest expression in Mao Tse-tung s notorious 
formula, “Even if a half of mankind should pe¬ 
rish in a world war, imperialism will also perish, 
and the rest will be able to build a new society 

unmolested.” . . 
In practice, however, disregard ol the indivi¬ 

dual turns out to be oppression of the masses, ot 
the most progressive sections of the people. 
Events in China have been developing precisely 
in this way. First they picked on some intellec¬ 
tuals, next some Party leaders were victimized 
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and finally hundreds of thousands of Party and 
government workers, army officers, trade union¬ 
ists, factory workers and peasants fell victims to 
the “purge.” What is more, a disastrous political 
course gained ascendancy. 

The petty bourgeois affinity of the Chinese 
Party leaders is also clear from the way they leap 
to extremes. Thus at the start they came out for 
a broad coalition of class forces for carrying out 
the revolution and building socialism; Commu¬ 
nist Parties of developing countries can still learn 
from their experience in enlisting the participa¬ 
tion of the bourgeoisie in setting up the new so¬ 
cial order. Far from pursuing these tactics today, 
the Maoists introduce methods of tyrannical sup¬ 
pression both in public and Party life. 

The CPC Central Committee resolution of Au¬ 
gust 29, 1958 declared: “Evidently the achieve¬ 
ment of communism in our country is no longer 
something remote. We must actively employ the 
form of people’s commune and through it find a 
concrete way of transition to 'communism.” In 
December 1958, the Plenum of the Central Com¬ 
mittee adopted the slogan “We must not linger 
at the socialist stage!” However, some years af¬ 
ter the “leap” fell through it was claimed that 
the building of socialism was a lengthy process of 
a hundred years or more. Having begun with the 
“hundred flowers” movement, Mao Tse-tung and 
his group wound up slaughtering the intelligent¬ 
sia and suppressing with a heavy hand every 
trend of thought other than theirs, not sparing 
Party members. 

Foreign policy, too, is stamped with the same 
vacillation between vociferous calls for a resolu¬ 
te fight against US imperialism and avoiding 

26 



any action—be it contributing to the liberation 
of Taiwan or aiding the heroic Vietnamese peo¬ 
ple—that may strain relations with the United 
States. 

Here you have the petty bourgeoisie consumed 
with an urge for supremacy, hankering for “na¬ 
tional greatness;” and along comes Mao Tse- 
tung peddling his ideological wares. If he tried 
to put across the idea that China today has bet¬ 
ter living standards, a higher level of science, 
technology and culture than any other country, 
nobody would listen to him. But he offers two 
things: a monopoly on “Revolution” and the “only 
true” doctrines of Revolution. That is enough 
to muddle the heads of millions of credulous 
youngsters with the grandiose idea that Maoist 
China is destined to lead mankind to a “glorious 
future.” 

Incomprehension of the historical role of the 
proletariat, the appeals to the anarchic petty 
bourgeois mass, so nakedly revealed in the course 
of the “cultural revolution,” attempts to win pet¬ 
ty bourgeois support for the terrorist campaign 
against the Party and the more progressive work¬ 
ers, peasants and intellectuals, all prove the non- 
Marxist nature of Maoism. 

AUTOCRATIC REGIME 

Then how can such a development as the “cul¬ 
tural revolution” occur in a professedly socialist 
country? There is no doubt that the policy of 
Mao Tse-tung and his following is to blame for 
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it. But how could they pursue a policy in glaring 
contradiction to the principles of socialism and 
the national interests of the people in a country 
which has set out to build socialism? This ques¬ 
tion must be answered, to explain China’s pre¬ 
sent plight. 

We do not propose to deal here with the men¬ 
tal evolution of the leader of the Communist 
Party of China, who headed the Party and peo¬ 
ple in the years of the revolution and struggle for 
socialism, distinctly contributing to the success of 
both. The psychological metamorphosis of one in¬ 
vested with supreme power is rather a matter for 
a novelist or a psychoanalist. We are much more 
interested in the reason why the Party, people 
and country have to suffer for the leader’s rui¬ 
nous policy, why they cannot say “No” to it. If a 
group of leaders were to try to plunge the country 
into war, who would rise to avert the disaster? 

In thinking over this question we must scruti¬ 
nize the theory and practice of Maoism in the 
sphere of political power. It is here that Mao 
Tse-tung’s departure from Marxism is more clear¬ 
ly evident. 

It is known that Mao Tse-tung and other Chi¬ 
nese Party leaders characterize the nature of pow¬ 
er in China in a number of different ways. They 
describe it as the dictatorship of the people or 
the dictatorship of a coalition of various social 
forces—the working class, the peasants and even 
the national bourgeoisie or as the dictatorship of 
the proletariat. 

In Mao Tse-tung’s article Correct Handling of 
Contradictions Among the People we read: “Ours 
is a democratic dictatorship of the people led by 
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the working class and resting on the union of 
the workers and peasants. This means that de¬ 
mocracy has been established for the people and 
that all those who enjoy the civil rights, consoli¬ 
dated as they have been by the working class, 
the peasants coming first among them, assume 
dictatorship over the reactionary classes, reactio¬ 
naries and the elements resisting socialist reforms 
and opposing the building of socialism.”1 

It is of interest to know whom the Chairman 
of the Central Committee of the Communist Par¬ 
ty of China classes as “the people.” He writes in 
the same article: “At the present stage of build¬ 
ing socialism the people comprise all the classes, 
strata and social groups which approve and sup¬ 
port the cause of building socialism and contri¬ 
bute to it; the enemies of the people are all those 
social forces and social groups which resist the 
socialist revolution, are hostile to the building of 
socialism and subvert it.”2 

This is quite an extraordinary definition. So¬ 
cialist society is not to be divided into the “peo¬ 
ple” and the “enemies of the people,” into the 
“pure” and the “foul,” into those who exercise 
dictatorship and those who are subject to it. Of 
course such terminology is utterly inapplicable. 
As for the man styled the “greatest Marxist theo¬ 
retician” mentioning the “enemies of the people” 
as a social category, it is unbelievably absurd. 

An official article in the army newspaper Tse- 
fanshun pao and reprinted in J etiminjilipao sta¬ 
ted: “We are not popular with the landlords, rich 

1 Mao Tse-tung. Correct Handling of Contradictions 
Among the People, Moscow, 1957, p. 7 (Russ. Ed.). 

2 Ibid., p. 4. 
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peasants, counterrevolutionaries, pernicious and 
Right-wing elements. With respect to these ele¬ 
ments, proletarian dictatorship can only exercise 
‘despotic tyranny’ but not ‘humane rule.’ ” Here, 
again, we come upon the contention that dicta¬ 
torship is a method—even a “despotic” method 
—with respect to the enemies, a notion (as de¬ 
monstrated by developments in China) which can 
easily be made to include any persons dubbed 
“pernicious elements.” Yesterday it was “Right- 
wing intellectuals,” today it is Party leaders Peng 
Chen, Liu Shao-chi, Teng Hsiao-ping. And who 
knows what tomorrow may bring? 

On considering more closely Mao Tse-tung’s 
definitions of the state, it is not difficult to see 
that he always lays the emphasis on dictatorial 
methods, at all times, regardless of circumstan¬ 
ces. In the phrase “proletarian dictatorship” he 
puts the stress on the second word, ignoring the 
first. He does not care which classes wield po¬ 
wer—whether it is the people, a class coalition, 
or the proletariat; the important 'thing for him is 
that it should be a dictatorship. 

It is not accidental that whether referring to 
the dictatorship of the people or to the dictator¬ 
ship of the proletariat, Mao Tse-tung unfailingly 
and promptly states on whom the dictatorship is 
imposed. He says, dictatorship is exercised “over 
the forces of reaction,” “The method of dictator¬ 
ship is employed against the enemies.” In the 
above cited article he writes: “Dictatorship is 
coercion which applies to the enemies but does 
not apply to the people.” 

Referring to the functions of the socialist state 
he discusses only two of them, suppression of 
the domestic reactionary classes and defence of 
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the state from subversive activities and possible 
aggression by external enemies. And what about 
the main goal of -the socialist state, the building 
of a new society? It is not even mentioned. 

The Maoists completely disregard the construc¬ 
tive aims of proletarian dictatorship and its de¬ 
mocratic nature as the government of the over¬ 
whelming majority of the nation. They snatch 
various quotations out of context hoping in this 
way to bolster their one-sided notions of proleta¬ 
rian power as coercive dictatorship and nothing 
else. 

Lenin paid much attention to proletarian dic¬ 
tatorship. In many of his speeches he supplied a 
general definition of working-class power which 
holds for its entire duration, and also analyzed 
certain of its aspects which predominate at one 
or another stage or situation. When speaking of 
the struggle for the victory of the socialist re¬ 
volution before Soviet power was established, Le¬ 
nin often stressed the coercive aspect of proleta¬ 
rian dictatorship. After the victorious October 
Revolution, the problems of socialist construction 
became -the order of -the day. In that period Le¬ 
nin showed that it was necessary to put down the 
resistance of the reactionary bourgeoisie but em¬ 
phasized at the same time the constructive role of 
proletarian dictatorship in ensuring the success of 
the economic reform and changing social-politi¬ 
cal and cultural patterns in Russia. He wrote: “If 
we translate the Latin, scientific, historico-philo- 
sophical term ‘dictatorship of the proletariat’ into 
simplest language, it means just the following: 

“Only a definite class, namely, the urban work¬ 
ers and the factory, industrial workers in 
general, is able to lead the whole mass of 

31 



the working and exploited people in the struggle 
to throw off the yoke of 'capital, in actually car¬ 
rying it out, in the struggle to maintain and con¬ 
solidate the victory, in the work of creating the 
new, socialist social system and in the entire 
struggle for the complete abolition of classes.”1 

This definition covers all the principal fea¬ 
tures of working-class political power at any pe¬ 
riod of its existence. It states the ultimate aim of 
this power, which is to set up the socialist system 
and then to abolish all classes; it singles out from 
amongst the classes and sections of capitalist so¬ 
ciety the force that is to head the struggle for 
these changes, namely the industrial workers; it 
denotes the form and nature of relations which 
should exist between the workers and all other 
working classes. 

Th e idea of proletarian dictatorship is the lo¬ 
gical sequence of Marxist-Leninist theory of the 
historic mission of the proletariat, the most re¬ 
volutionary and organized class, to create a new 
society, free from exploitation. Lenin stressed time 
and again that the teaching of proletarian dic¬ 
tatorship was- the core of Marxism. And it 
should be so. The historical mission of the work¬ 
ing class after the socialist revolution is to pro¬ 
vide guidance for building socialism and then 
communism. 

But while suppression is the main function of 
exploiter society determining all its activities it 
is far from being the case with regard to the state 
of the workers. Lenin wrote: “. . .But the es¬ 
sence of proletarian dictatorship is not in force 
alone, or even mainly in force. Its chief feature 

1 Lenin. Coll. Works, Vol. 29, p. 420. 
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is -the organization and discipline of the advanc¬ 
ed contingent of the working people, of their 
vanguard; of their sole leader, the proletariat, 
whose object is to build socialism, abolish the di¬ 
vision of society into classes, make all members 
of society working people, and remove the basis 
for all exploitation of man by man.” 1 

These definitions, however, are never cited in 
Chinese literature, and it is all too clear why. It 
contradicts the Maoists’ assertion that despotic, 
coercive methods form the foundation of prole¬ 
tarian dictatorship. 

First and foremost, proletarian dictatorship is 
there to provide guidance in building the new so¬ 
ciety which involves staggering economic, orga¬ 
nizational, cultural, educational and ideological 
efforts, requiring the close and constant unity of 
the workers, peasants and intellectuals. 

The Leninist point of view is that proletarian 
power must in substance and form be the most 
democratic kind of government. As to the Soviet 
Union and other socialist countries, the tendency 
has been towards ever broader union of the de¬ 
mocratic forces on whose support workers’ power 
relies from the very start. While at the beginning 
the working class in the USSR united with the 
poorest peasants and only some of other non-pro¬ 
letarian strata of the working people, in other so¬ 
cialist countries the(Tmion included all the pea¬ 
sants, the urban petty bourgeoisie and other de¬ 
mocratic fo^es 

It must Lenin always used the 
word ‘‘dictatorship” in reference to the landow- 

1 Lenin. Coll. Works, Vol. 29, p. 388. 
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ners, reactionary bourgeoisie and their henchmen 
who came out against workers’ power but never 
with regard to the working people. Dictatorship 
is direoted against the reactionary bourgeoisie 
and their hangers-on, and against them alone. 

And wh,at does Mao Tse-tung make of this 
principle? He insists on employing dictatorship 
methods even against a part of the working class, 
the working people and Party leaders who pre¬ 
sumedly “are following the capitalist path.”\ 

In their polemic with the CPSU, Chinese lea¬ 
ders dwell on the correlation between the masses, 
the Party and the leaders. But this is, so to say, 
“for export,” while at home they support Mao’s 
theory that the people are a “clean sheet of pa¬ 
per.” Mao Tse-tung says: “There is nothing on a 
clean sheet of paper, but one can write on it the 
very newest, the most beautiful words; one can 
draw on it the very newest, the most beautiful 
pictures.” What else is it but an avowed justifica¬ 
tion of autocracy? 

Unqualified repudiation of the personality cult 
follows from Marxist teachings. The cult of “om¬ 
nipotent heroes, of deified leaders is utterly in¬ 
consistent with Marxism-Leninism, which pro¬ 
ceeds from the recognition of the decisive and 
creative role of the popular masses. It runs coun- 
tei to the spirit of the workers’ and communist 
movement, whose motto is expressed in the words 
of the immortal Internationale: 

We want no condescending savior 
To rule us from a judgement hall. 

None but the collective leader, the Communist 
Party equipped with revolutionary theory and the 
knowledge of the process and tendencies of his- 
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torical development, can be expected to conduct 
successfully the socialist revolution and the build¬ 
ing of new society. 

Marxism-Leninism does not belittle the role in¬ 
dividuals may play in history. But it repudiates 
any overestimation of this role. This is exactly 
the meaning of the well-known remark Marx 
made in a letter to W. Bios (October 10, 1877) 
expressing his “aversion to any personality cult.” 1 
It is not merely a personal opinion but the defini¬ 
tion of a basic attitude epitomizing the contrast 
between Marxism and idealistic petty bourgeois 
thinking. 

Lenin undeviatingly adhered to the principle 
of collective leadership and the masses’ broad in¬ 
volvement in state government. It was on the ba¬ 
sis of Leninism and under Lenin’s direct gui¬ 
dance that the Party cadres who headed the strug¬ 
gle for the victory of the October Revolution, 
consolidation of Soviet power, and the building 
of socialism were reared and tempered. Though 
his prestige both in the Party and throughout 
the nation was enormous, Lenin was always unas¬ 
suming in his ways—an ordinary man, insepa¬ 
rable from the masses, from the common workers 
and peasants, the recipient of their unbounded 
love. He had no liking for flattery or any ambi¬ 
tion to be glorified. His brilliant mind and ener¬ 
gy were dedicated entirely to the struggle for 
the interests of -the working class, of the toiling 
masses. 

Lenin warned against leaders becoming inde¬ 
pendent of elected bodies and the Party rank- 

1 K. Marx and F. Engels. Sel. Correspondence, Progress 
Publishers, Moscow, 1955, p. 310. 
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and-file and emphasized the vital necessity of ad¬ 
hering strictly to the principle of collective lea¬ 
dership. Such was his concern for the normal 
performance of proletarian dictatorship, for the 
correct direction of all activities of the ruling 
Party. 

The June 30, 1956 decisions of -the Central 
Committee of the CPSU “On Overcoming the 
Personality Cult and Its Consequences” conclusiv¬ 
ely show that the personality cult is incompatible 
with the principles of socialism and Marxism- 
Leninism. The decisions state: “The Congress ins¬ 
tructed the Central Committee to carry out con¬ 
sistently the measures for removing wholly and 
entirely personality cult, foreign to Marxism- 
Leninism, for removing its consequences in every 
aspect of Party, governmental and ideological ac¬ 
tivity, and for strict enforcement of the standards 
of Party life and of the principles of collective 
Party leadership elaborated by the great Lenin. 

“. . .By taking a determined stand against the 
personality cult and its consequences, and by 
openly criticizing the errors it caused, the Par¬ 
ty has once more demonstrated its loyalty to the 
immortal principles of Marxism-Leninism, its 
loyalty to the interests of the people, its concern 
lor providing the best possible conditions for the 
development ol Party and Soviet democracy in 
the interest of the successful building of commu¬ 
nism in this country.”1 

1 On Overcoming the Personality Cult and Its Conse¬ 
quences, Resolution of the Central Committee of the Com¬ 
munist Party of the Soviet Union, 30th June, 1956, Soviet 
News Booklet, No. 20, 4D, Lnd, pp. 7, 9. 
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The Marxist-Leninist Parties drew the neces¬ 
sary conclusions from the lessons of the past. 
Unfortunately, through the fault of its leaders, 
the Chinese Communist Party did not benefit 
from this. 

Chinese leaders allege that to oppose autocra¬ 
cy is to defy the authority of the leaders of the 
working class. But a leader’s authority and the 
disgusting fuss around Mao’s name are two dif¬ 
ferent things. A leader gains authority because 
of his dedicated effort on behalf of the people, 
and it is the people who invest him with this 
authority in recognition of his services. But it 
is not to be decreed. 

We do not intend to understate the contribu¬ 
tion certain Chinese leaders made to their coun¬ 
try’s long struggle for freedom and the revolu¬ 
tion. But we cannot reconcile the spate of eulo¬ 
gy that is deluging China with the Marxist view 
of a Party leader’s prestige. 
/ Printed organs of the Chinese Communist 
Party dub Mao Tse-tung the “great helmsman,” 
the “genius of all time and all peoples,” the 
“greatest strategist.” He is the “genius,” who 
has developed a consummate theory of the clas¬ 
ses, class struggle and revolutions. He is the 
“peerless authority on the national question.” 
What is more, he is the “greatest of Chinese 
poets.” It has got to the point where the sun is 
likened to him, not he to the sun. Posters depict¬ 
ing him against the sun spreading its bountiful 
rays all over China seem to have been found 
wanting in expression. The Danjung jihpao 
newspaper wrote: “They say that Chairman 
Mao’s works are like the sun. We would not 
liken them to the sun because the sun rises and 
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sets but Chairman Mao’s works radiate light 
always.” 

Lately there has been a persistent attempt to 
have the Chinese people believe that Mao Tse- 
tung’s ideas are the “supreme embodiment of 
Leninism” and that our epoch is the “epoch of 
Mao Tse-tung.” Chinese leaders are now more 
openly substituting Maoism for Leninism, sug¬ 
gesting plainly enough that Maoism is the main 
thing and that Leninism is secondary. Peking is 
described as a sort of new Mecca for the “true 
believers” in the line adopted by the Chinese 
leaders. Not long ago Jenminjihpao went so far 
as to say that in Mao Tse-tung’s works “dialec¬ 
tical and historical materialism have been ex¬ 
tricated from the mysterious-mystical philoso¬ 
phic sphere” in which, it is alleged, the teachings 
of Marx and Lenin were submerged until now. 

The Chinese press has come to abound in as¬ 
sertions like the following: 

“Mao Tse-tung’s ideas—from ideology to 
methods of thinking and working—are a deve¬ 
loping and advancing Sinofied Marxism, a scien¬ 
tific theory of socialist revolution and the build¬ 
ing of socialism and communism” (/enminjihpao.) 

“In their time, Marx, Engels and Lenin could 
not definitely foresee the entire process of deve¬ 
lopment. The summing up of historical tasks the 
present epoch has put before the proletariat and 
the revolution-led people had to be shouldered 
by Mao Tse-tung” (Lishi Yanjiu magazine.) 

Comrade Mao Tse-tung has integrated the 
principal views of Marxism concerning produc¬ 
tion, the class struggle and the role of the masses 
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and the theory of knowledge into a single whole.’N 
(Chinese textbook on dialectical materialism.) 

“Having discovered the law of surplus valued 
Marx revealed the essence of capitalist exploita¬ 
tion. Comrade Mao Tse-tung, by his analysis of 
imperialist contradictions, has disclosed the law 
of the development of imperialism and all reac¬ 
tionary forces, ‘To run riot, to lose, to run riot 
again, to lose again, and so on until final collap¬ 
se,’ and has thereby profoundly revealed the 
essence of imperialism. . .” (Chinese textbook on 
dialectical materialism.) 

“Mao Tse-tung’s ideas are Marxism-Leninism 
developed, the greatest, most correct, most inte¬ 
grated Marxism-Leninism of the contemporary 
epoch.” (Shetsien magazine.) 

That, however, no longer gives satisfaction. 
We hear from Lin Piao that “Chairman Mao is 
far greater than Marx, Engels, Lenin. . .” and 
that his ideas are “the highest level of Marxism- 
Leninism.” Lin Piao goes on to say that “though 
there are numerous Marxist-Leninist books, but 
they are not applicable to China. Therefore the 
study of the classics of Marxism-Leninism must 
be based 99 per cent on the works by Mao Tse- 
tung.” 

In fact “mastering of theory” consists of cram¬ 
ming Mao Tse-tung’s dicta. 

“The selected works of Mao Tse-tung are the 
best textbook for the Chinese people to learn 
Marxism-Leninism from,” Jenminjihpcio claims. 
It is not accidental that many major works of the 
classics of Marxism-Leninism have not been pub¬ 
lished in China to this day. Chinese Communists 
have hardly any access to the works of Marx, 
Engels and Lenin. The publication of Lenin’s 
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Collected Works in the Chinese People’s Re¬ 
public was completed only in 1959, the circula¬ 
tion of most volumes not exceeding 40,000-50,000 
copies for 18 million members and candidate 
members of the Party and the 700 million Chi¬ 
nese. In place of the classics of Marxism-Leni¬ 
nism, Chinese and other Parties’ documents, the 
Chinese publishing houses put out collections of 
selected quotations to justify and support the 
policies of the Peking leaders. 

In a speech made to the Red Guards Lin 
Piao said: “You must always be committed to 
Chairman Mao Tse-tung, committed to the ideas 
of Mao Tse-tung.” Thus they try to rep¬ 
lace dedication to the cause of socialism and the 
people’s state by devotion to individuals claiming 
absolute power and infallibility. The Chinese 
press keeps reiterating that feelings towards Mao 
Tse-tung are the touchstone of true revolutiona¬ 
ry spirit. 

The point, however, is not so much this dei¬ 
fication as the organizational principles of poli¬ 
tical power in People’s China and the methods 
whereby it is implemented. 

In China’s political system we observe, first, 
the concentration of autocratic power in Mao’s 
hands; second, violation and brutal disregard of 
the democratic norms of Party and government 
proceedings; third, cultivation of bureaucratic 
methods, administration by mere injunction and 
a high-handed approach to economic and social 
problems. 

To function normally, proletarian dictatorship 
must be furnished with a mechanism of sufficient 
scope to enable the working class to extend its 
influence to every facet of public life. This me- 
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chanism includes a comprehensive system of ad¬ 
ministrative bodies assigning the key role to the 
working class and trade unions, which play an 
important part in managing the economy, down 
to every enterprise. And what do we see in 
China? 

We see that the leading role of the proleta¬ 
riat is practically ignored. For years, it has been 
Party law that any injunction of the leadership, 
however arbitrary, should be implicitly obeyed. 
They have to pay for it now. Though many in 
the Party realize that the present course is rui- : 
nous, they do not speak up, for there are no tra¬ 
ditions, or norms, or institutes which would have 
made criticism possible. 

Proletarian democracy presupposes the exist¬ 
ence of a developed system of workers’ and pea¬ 
sants’ representation under which the key role 
in the Party, state and trade unions must belong 
to the bodies directly elected by the masses. In 
China, however, representative bodies are con¬ 
vened irregularly and their function is nominal. 

Let us turn for illustration to the congresses 
and plenums of the Communist Party of China. 
Under the Party Rules adopted in 1956, the 
Central Committee is to be elected for a term of 
five years; Party congress sessions are to be con¬ 
vened once a year and plenums of the Central 
Committee twice a year at least. However, the 
8th Congress was held eight years ago and there 
has been no indication of when the 9th Congress 
will be convened. In all the eight years only one 
congress session—the 2nd Session of the 8th Con¬ 
gress—was held, in May 1958. 

Publicity is an essential attribute of the pro- 
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letarian state. Lenin wrote that Soviet power de¬ 
rived its strength from the fact that the masses 
were informed about everything, passed judg¬ 
ment on everything and went about everything 
consciously. Publicity is indispensable to the nor¬ 
mal functioning of proletarian government bo¬ 
dies. In China, the proceedings of the top go¬ 
vernment bodies are very often kept from the 
public. The 3rd Session of the All China As¬ 
sembly of People’s Representatives held in April 
1962 is an example of this. None of the materials 
were published. Furthermore, according to some 
sources, anybody divulging information about the 
proceedings was liable to prosecution for trea¬ 
son. 

Meetings of the Permanent Committee of the 
Assembly and sessions of the State Council of 
the Republic are also secret. Brief communiques 
in the press only mention the points discussed, 
despite their interest to the Chinese public at 
large. 

A distinguishing feature of the proletarian 
state is that people in high office are elected, 
may be recalled and must regularly account 
for their activities. This principle is not obser¬ 
ved in China. Replacement of Party, government 
and trade union leadership is effected by the 
simple method of ousting those in disgrace and 
installing others in their places. Nobody knows 
these new people. Nobody has ever discussed 
their political or administrative competence. All 
that is required of them is to be faithful to Mao 
Tse-tung. 

According to Lenin’s teaching, as the build¬ 
ing of socialism progresses and the exploiter 
classes are eliminated the state gradually relin- 
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quishes its suppressive functions and revamps 
the corresponding agencies. In China, the securi¬ 
ty bodies not only have retained their old struc¬ 
ture and patterns of activity but, on the contra¬ 
ry, have extended their functions. Today they 
have been reinforced by millions of the Red 

Guards. 
The Communist Party of China is curtailing 

democracy. Proletarian dictatorship in China 
has been replaced by an autocratic regime there¬ 
by permitting the gross distortion of home and 
foreign policy spotlighted by the “cultural revo¬ 
lution.” And what are the social roots of this 
regime? We know that regardless of its indi¬ 
vidual features, a policy is basically an expres¬ 
sion of the interests, sentiments and prejudices 
of a certain class. There can hardly be any doubt 
that the policy pursued by Mao and his fol¬ 
lowing represents the interests of the more back¬ 
ward rural and urban petty bourgeoisie. The 
peasants, however, cannot be a dominating or 
leading social force, for they are disunited, dis¬ 
organized and lack the necessary cultuie and 
administrative experience. This gives the leaders 
all the more opportunity to follow any course 

they choose. 
At some stages of China’s development the 

utmost centralization of power combined with 
rigorous army-style discipline might have been 
more or less expedient. Kven so there came a 
time when these methods could no longer seive 
to solve economic and social problems or ensure 

efficient management. 
But autocracy is at its worst with regard to 

the question of the succession of the leadership. 
As there is no regular mechanism of nomination 
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and succession, factions spring up and arbitrary 
persecution follows. 

To justify their stand, the Chinese leaders 
again allude to China’s specific conditions. Ad¬ 
mittedly the proletarian state in China, an eco¬ 
nomically backward and predominantly pea¬ 
sant country, is bound to possess certain specific 
features, some being quite significant. It is also 
true that the use of force could well have been 
unavoidable, especially when we recall that the 
revolution in China grew out of the war against 
the Japanese invaders. And it is equally true 
that proletarian dictatorship in China, as well 
as in some other countries, need not have neces¬ 
sarily evolved at the initial stage of the revolu¬ 
tion. 

The experience of China, a former semi-colo¬ 
ny, and its progress from stage to stage on the 
way to becoming a proletarian state could be 
instructive for Asian and African countries 
where ^similar conditions prevail. In its first years 
people s China acquired very valuable experien¬ 
ce in socializing industry, paying compensation 
01 the means of production and in organizing 

production co-operatives in the semi-feudal, pa¬ 
triarchal countryside. All Marxist-Leninists ap¬ 
proved of these efforts. But paying due heed to 
specific conditions and substituting autocracy for 
pioletaiian dictatorship are not the same thin0- 

o * 

Maoists claim that setting up a huge govern¬ 
ment mechanism and inculcating army discipli¬ 
ne and blind obedience to leaders strengthens 
the country. It is a cruel misconception. Lenin 
pointed out more than once that one should not 
contuse lorce and violence. It is possible to be 
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strong and avoid unnecessary violence, and it is 
possible to be weak and commit outrages. 

What, above all, strengthens the proletarian 
state is the feeling of the workers and peasants, 
of all working people, that it is their state, me¬ 
riting their devotion and support. By trampling 
on democracy the leaders of the Communist 
Party of China are weakening the state. Certain¬ 
ly in ordinary times this weakness is not as ob¬ 
vious as at a time of upheavals and trouble. But 
China’s difficulty in coping with the effects of 
a temporary crop failure and the mess they made 
of the economy must spell a grave warning to 
the leaders if they really are concerned about 
strengthening the state. 

There can be no justification for attempts to 
furnish ideological substantiation of the autocra¬ 
tic regime. Of course we realize that it is difficult 
to build socialism in a country like China. It is 
also clear that the larger the petty bourgeois 
stratum, the easier it is to introduce the perso¬ 
nality cult. 

But does it mean that Marxists should merely 
sit by and wait? They will no more agree to that 
than they would support restoration of capitalist 
ways, also a tendency engendered by the petty 
bourgeois environment. Besides it is no secret 
that the personality cult does not spring from 
the masses but is imposed on them. 

The outcry raised against the decisions of the 
20th, 22nd and 23rd Congresses of the CPSU 
relating to the Party and state development 
and the theory and practice of the state of the 
entire people is not at all accidental. Since the 
Maoists cannot imagine a socialist state without 
the personality cult, coercive methods and a bu- 
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reaucratic hierarchy, they loath all that has been 
done in the USSR to sweep away the aftermath 
of the personality cult and promote socialist de¬ 
mocracy. 

The June 14 letter of the CPC Central Com¬ 
mittee and other documents sharply criticize the 
conclusions and decisions of the 20th CPSU 
Congress. This is quite the reverse of the docu¬ 
ments of the international conferences of the 
world communist movement, namely the 1957 
Declaration and the 1960 Statement, which were 
signed by the Chinese representatives among 
others, stating that apart from their paramount 
significance for the CPSU and the building of 
communism in the USSR, the historic decisions 
of the 20th Congress of the CPSU have launched 
a new stage in the world communist movement 
and furthered its development on a Marxist-Le- 
ninist basis. 

Speaking at the 1957 Conference in Moscow 
Mao Tse-tung said: “In the recent four or five 
years after Stalin’s death the situation in the 
Soviet Union has considerably improved both 
domestically and internationally. The Jenmin- 
jihpao editorial “Once Again on the Historical 
Experience of Proletarian Dictatorship” (Decem¬ 
ber, 1956) mentioned the “great resolution and 
courage” of the 20th CPSU Congress and stated 
that “Marxist-Leninists and friends of commu¬ 
nism the world over support the efforts of the 
Communist Party of the Soviet Union to correct 
mistakes and wish the Soviet comrades success 
in their efforts.” 1 

1 Once Again on the Historical Experience of Proleta¬ 
rian Dictatorship. Foreign Languages Publishing House, 
Peking, 1960, p. 40 (Russ. Ed.). 
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Later on Chinese Party leaders began to write 
in a rather different vein. And no wonder. As 
they embraced a policy of “leaps” and “commu¬ 
nes” and boosted the Mao cult in every possible 
way, they were naturally bound to criticize world 
communist opinion, which condemns such practi¬ 
ces. 

Much has been done in China to change ow¬ 
nership patterns both in town and the country¬ 
side and important steps taken towards socialism. 
Sooner or later the political structure of society 
must accord with the economic basis, that is, de¬ 
velop along the lines of socialist democracy. 
Failing this, the state will act as a brake on the 
development of economic and social processes in 
China. 

“LEAPS” AND “COMMUNES” 

From 1949 to 1957 the Communist Party of 
China pursued a realistic course in the main. 
Drawing on the experience and support of the 
socialist countries it successfully promoted the 
economic and socio-political development of the 
country. At that time the Chinese People’s Re¬ 
public began to acquire original experience with 
regard to socialist reforms in industry and 
farming. 

In 1956, the 8th Congress of the CPC endor¬ 
sed the second five-year plan envisaging an ap¬ 
proximately twofold increase of gross industrial 
output and a 35-per cent increase for agricul¬ 
ture. Speakers at the Congress said that China 
was facing essentially the same tasks the Soviet 
state had had to cope with at the beginning. The 
decisions of the 8th Congress emphasized that 
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it was necessary to heed the prevailing condi¬ 
tions and the difficulties that existed. The deci¬ 
sions pointed out: “If this situation is not taken 
into account and overly high growth rates are 
set, it will hinder economic development and the 
fulfilment of the plan and will amount to an 
adventurous blunder.” The decisions warned 
against the tendency of “blindly rushing ahead 
of events” regardless of actual facts and real 
possibilities and without paying due attention to 
the planned, proportional development of the 
economy. 

The Communist Party and the people of China 
approved the decisions of the 8th Party Congress 
as the proper course to follow for successfully 
building socialism, consistently developing social 
production and technological standards, and 
creating the material base of the new society. 

Such was the state of affairs until the Chinese 
leaders began to defy the laws of building so¬ 
cialism. 

All of a sudden the policy elaborated by the 
8th Congress was revised. In 1958 the so-called 
course of “three red flags—the general line, the 
big leap, and the people's communes” was an¬ 
nounced. Mao Tse-tung summed up this course 
in the following way: “to wage a stubborn strug¬ 
gle lor three years and effect a change in the 
principal aspect of most districts of the country.” 
The already endorsed economic growth rates 
were declared “conservative” and those in fa¬ 
vour of the decisions of the 8th Congress label¬ 
led die-hards and Right-wingers. 

Peking leaders put forth a ‘new programme” 
oi economic development whereby gross indus¬ 
trial output was to be increased not twice but 
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6.5 times in the same five years. Farming was 
now expected to cover a twelve-year programme 
in three years’ time and turn out 2.5 times more 
produce. Steel output was scheduled to grow 
from 5.3 to no less than 80-100 million tons in 
five years. 

The decisions of the Central Committee of the 
CPC “On Setting Up People’s Communes” dated 
August 29, 1958 runs: . . a situation has arisen 
wherein agricultural production is developing 
rapidly, agricultural output increasing twice, se¬ 
veral times, more than ten times, several dozen 

times.” 
Deceit and self-delusion, these unfailing attri¬ 

butes of the autocratic regime, had a sorry effect 
on the plans. As early as the summer of 1958 it 
was announced that a grain harvest of 360 mil¬ 
lion tons was expected compared with 185 mil¬ 
lion tons the previous year. The target for 1959 
was set at the fabulous figure of 525 million tons 
of grain. Subsequently the Chinese leaders had 
to admit officially that the figures had been 
overstated. It was announced that the 1958 har¬ 
vest was 250 million tons while in fact it was 

less. 
In 1956 Mao Tse-tung claimed the yield was 

so abundant that he was concerned about the 
problem of surplus grain and might find it neces¬ 
sary to reduce the area under crops. This empty 
boast, without an iota of truth to back it up, 
was nevertheless considered worth acting upon. 
The 6th Plenum of the CPC Central Committee, 
held in 1959, produced the following directive: 
“It is necessary to see to it that over a period of 
some years, and in keeping with local conditions, 
arable land under crops should be gradually re- 
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duced, say, to one-third. This was declared 
shortly before the Chinese had to be put on star¬ 
vation rations. 

No sooner had the Chinese leaders announced 
their grand plans than they began to boast of 
victories. They even advanced the “theory” of 
three types of socialist countries whereby coun¬ 
tries of the first type were those forging ahead 
towards communism at an accelerated rate; the 
second type included countries “marking time” 
at the socialist stage; and those of the third type 
were described as reverting from socialism to 
capitalism. The purpose of the theory was to 
prove that the only country marching towards 
communism—on the double-quick, too—was Chi- 

uU ^UgUSt t^e Peking theorizers declar¬ 
ed that implementation of communism in our co¬ 
untry is no longer a matter of the remote future.” 
t was pioclaimed that the Chinese peasants, 

thanks to the communes organized that same year 

r wer.e *-° go over to the communist way 
o lie and enter the stage of communism in 
three-four or five-six years.” 

The economic experiment, launched in viola- 
mn of the decisions of the 8th Congress, produ¬ 

ced deplorable results. Though growth statistics 
have not been published in recent years, it is still 
possible to infer from fragmentary data cropping 
up in the speeches of top leaders that in 1969 the 
output of some major industrial goods fell short 
of the planned figures, and was far behind the 
big leap targets. In 1962 agricultural output was 

even lower than in 1957. There is no doubt that 
lecent natural calamities have resulted in grave 
economic losses in China. But regardless of what 
they say the leaders cannot conceal the obvious 
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fact that they alone are responsible for the harm 
caused by their rash experiments. 

According to available data, China’s present 
grain production is about 185 million tons a year. 
This is roughly what it was before the “big leap” 
(1957) despite the measures taken during this time 
to improve irrigation, eliminate pests and produce 
fertilizer. Also, much fertilizer was imported from 
abroad. Meanwhile since 1957 China’s population 
has grown by approximately 100 million. 

The idea of rapid industrialization via the “big 
leap” in so-called small-scale metallurgy was also 
an utter failure. Hundreds of thousands of pri¬ 
mitive pig-iron and steel furnaces, scores of 
thousands of primitive coal workings manned by 
some 60-70 million commandeered peasants were 
abandoned after a year and left scattered all over 
China, a mute reproach to those who would defy 
economic laws and replace scientific methods of 
industrialization by “the speediest possible imple¬ 
mentation of the leader’s brilliant idea.” 

The “people’s communes” fared no better. Un¬ 
der this system, the peasants’ individual plots 
were taken away, household utensils were sociali¬ 
zed, payment according to results was abolished, 
and uniform distribution introduced. Life in the 
communes was organized on army lines, commune 
members being formed into companies, battalions 
and regiments. 

Lenin’s observation that politics is a concentra¬ 
ted expression of economics is well known. Chine¬ 
se leaders, however, declare that “politics is the 
power to give orders.” But to ignore existing eco¬ 
nomic conditions and productive forces is to defy 
science and deal in utopian fancies which go up 
in smoke at the least contact with reality. Such 
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was the fate of the “three flags” policy which did 
not accord with prevailing economic conditions. 
Chinese leaders regarded even the problem of 
turning co-operative property into public proper¬ 
ty as a purely organizational measure supposedly 
applicable at the low level of the productive forces 
and naturally drew a blank. 

The 9th Central Committee Plenum (January 
1961), which adopted the so-called adjustment co¬ 
urse, admitted there were grave political and eco¬ 
nomic difficulties. Capital construction was drasti¬ 
cally curtailed, most projects were suspended, and 
over 20 million people were forcibly moved to 
villages. The people’s communes were to be reor¬ 
ganized, the peasants got back their individual 
plots. Though “people’s communes” are still men¬ 
tioned in propaganda material, in reality they 
have returned to a somewhat altered form of far¬ 
ming co-operatives. 

With all that, no assessment of the results of 
the previous policy, no self-criticism or acknow¬ 
ledgement of mistakes was ever offered. The 
withdrawal was described as a further advance. 
The new resolutions were declared yet another 
“contribution to Marxism-Leninism.” Mao Tse- 
tung and his group in fact abandoned industriali¬ 
zation in favour of the idea that “agriculture is 
the basis of the economy.” That, too, was presen¬ 
ted as a general law of the development of socia¬ 
list economy and an “outstanding contribution” 
to the theory and practice of Marxism. 

From the theoretical point of view the policy 
of leaps and communes was essentially an attempt 
to speed up the transition to communism, by¬ 
passing the obligatory stage of full-fledged socia¬ 
list society. Let us recall that the “speeding up” 
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implied curtailing commodity relations, “conver¬ 
ting” co-operative property to state property, cut¬ 
ting down on material incentives, giving up the 
idea of payment according to results, and so on. 
The transformation of socialism into communism 
was presented as a leap, not a gradual process. As 
was to be expected the result was a setback from 
what had already been achieved in the way of 
economic and socio-political progress. 

State and co-operative ownership finally took 
over in China some seven or eight years ago. 
That, however, did not mechanicaly bring about 
socialism in social relationships, in the adminis¬ 
trative and ideological sphere. For socialism does 
not simply mean the elimination of capitalist and 
feudal exploitation but also implies high stan¬ 
dards of production and distribution and genuine¬ 
ly socialist—that is, fraternal—relations between 
members of society. That required a persevering 
effort. Unfortunately the Chinese Communist Par¬ 
ty leaders paid no attention to this fundamental 
truth. 

The errors committed in China have confirmed 
once again that it is relatively easier to start a so¬ 
cialist revolution in a retarded country than in an 
advanced country but it is more difficult to carry 
it through to the end. Here the process of build¬ 
ing socialism is especially complex, consisting of 
many stages. Here, more than anywhere else, the 
energies of the people and the entire national re¬ 
sources must be mustered to provide the only valid 
foundation of socialism, a modern industrial and 
scientific-technological base. Here it is of para¬ 
mount importance for the Communist Party to 
conduct a consistent proletarian policy permitting 
steady progress along the correct path. Otherwise 
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floundering and setbacks are inevitable. We men¬ 
tion this not to rebuke the Chinese leaders but be¬ 
cause of the lessons to be learned from the la¬ 
mentable “leaps.” 

Marx and Engels foresaw that socialism would 
be an independent stage of transition to commu¬ 
nism. They wrote that in order for the new sys¬ 
tem to triumph, besides abolishing private owner¬ 
ship it was necessary to solve some major social 
problems. 

Engels emphasized that socialization of pro¬ 
perty did not in itself amount to socialism, for 
“if. . . the taking over of the tobacco trade by the 
state was socialistic, Napoleon and Metternich 
would rank among the founders of socialism.” 1 
Marx and Engels roundly criticized those who did 
not understand that the new form of ownership 
should be made the basis for changing society and 
the status of the individual. 

Marx was bitingly sarcastic about petty bourge¬ 
ois communism, which sees the sole task of social 
revolution in the abolition of private ownership 
and “denies the human individual altogether.” 

Lenin predicted that “From capitalism mankind 
can pass directly only to socialism,. . . socialism 
must inevitably envolve gradually into commu¬ 
nism. 2 As we see, Lenin wrote that not only 
would transition to communism be gradual but 
there must first be built a full-fledged socialist 
society which would later develop into a commu¬ 
nist society. 

Soon after the Revolution Lenin had to contend 
with so-called left opposition, which maintained 
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that War Communism was not a temporary stage 
imposed by circumstances but a straight road to 
the highest social phase, communism. Also re¬ 
jected were the views of the Trotskyites, who sug¬ 
gested that the building of the new society should 
be "accelerated” by way of leaps and extensive 
use of coercion with regard to production. The 
Party subjected all such suggestions to criticism 
and worked out a programme for the systematic 
transformation of the economy, culture and social 
relationships along socialist lines. Lenin stressed 
that it was dangerous to attempt building commu¬ 
nism before socialism had been firmly consolida¬ 
ted and had reached a developed stage. It was as 
senseless as trying to start with the roof for a 
building before laying the foundation and erec¬ 
ting the walls. 

Lenin considered it especially important to at¬ 
tain a high level of productive forces and labour 
productivity. He wrote: “A large-scale machine 
industry capable of reorganizing agriculture is the 
only material basis that is possible for socialism.” 1 
Without a highly efficient economy, advanced in¬ 
dustry and agriculture it is impossible to ensure 
high living standards for the people and to imple¬ 
ment the main principle of socialism—to each ac¬ 
cording to his work. That is why in determining 
the practical tasks of the Soviet State Lenin pla¬ 
ced the main emphasis on industrialization of the 
entire economy, mechanization of agriculture and 
stepping up labour productivity beyond what had 
been achieved under capitalism. 

Nor did capitalism emerge just as we see it now 
in the advanced capitalist countries. It started 

1 Lenin. Coll. Works, Vol. 32, p. 459. 



with manufacturing, then came industrial capita¬ 
lism, monopoly and state-monopoly capitalism. 
Socialism, too, has its stages. 

The establishment of social ownership is a ma¬ 
jor stage in building socialism. But that is not 
all, for then it becomes necessary to alter pro¬ 
duction relations, the system of control and inspec¬ 
tion, the patterns of distribution, the forms of po¬ 
litical life and methods of government. Lenin fo¬ 
resaw this. He wrote: “. . .while being based on 
economics, socialism cannot be reduced to econo¬ 
mics alone. A foundation—socialist production— 
. . . must also carry a democratically organized 
state. . .” 1 “. . .victorious socialism must necessari¬ 
ly establish a full democracy.” 2 In turn, revamp¬ 
ing of the entire social superstructure allows socie¬ 
ty to develop its productive forces at an accelera¬ 
ted pace thereby providing for distribution ac¬ 
cording to work and high living standards. 

The experience of the Soviet Union has confir¬ 
med Lenin’s forecasts. Social ownership both in 
town and the countryside was established in the 
USSR by the mid-thirties. That, however, did not 
signify the attainment of a full-fledged socialist 
society. In subsequent years the country made a 
stupendous effort to develop its productive forces 
and improve economic and socio-political rela¬ 
tions. 

Today the experience of the Soviet Union and 
that of the European socialist countries confirms 
the Marxist-Leninist precept that after the foun¬ 
dations of socialism have been laid there follows 
a more or less lengthy period of all-round deve- 

56 

1 Lenin. Coll. Works, Vol. 22, p. 325. 
2 Ibid., p. 143. 



lopment of socialist society, when full use is made 
ol socialism s inherent potentialities for increasing' 
the productive forces, improving the people’s li¬ 
ving standards, achieving a cultural renaissance 
and perfecting democratic institutes. 

What do fraternal Parties in the socialist coun¬ 
tries understand by “full-fledged socialist socie¬ 
ty”? Certainly, every country has its own speci¬ 
fic tasks. Nonetheless, some common tendencies 
are clearly observable. 

In the economic sphere it means establishing a 
system of economy in keeping with the standards 
of the scientific technological revolution which 
would ensure high labour productivity, a well-ba¬ 
lanced development of the whole economy and 
above all raise agriculture to the level of industry 
so as to provide amply for all members of society. 

In the social sphere it means enhancing the lea¬ 
ding role of the working class acting in alliance 
with the peasants, enhancing the role of scientists 
and technologists, and eliminating the difference 
between manual and mental work and between 
town and countryside. It is most important in this 
connection to raise the professional, educational 
and cultural standards of the entire working peo¬ 
ple. 

In the political sphere it means consistently ap¬ 
plying the principles of scientific guidance of so¬ 
ciety by the Party, further developing socialist 
democracy, having the personnel at factories and 
members of co-operatives play a greater role in 
economic management. 

In the ideological sphere it means furnishing 
conditions whereby the Marxist-Leninist outlook 
will have the greatest appeal to working people. 

The Communist Parties believe that these aims 
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can be achieved by consistently applying scien¬ 
tific principles of economic management, improv¬ 
ing the knowledge and ability of management 
personnel and wide-scale involvement of the 
masses in all these activities. That is why the de¬ 
cisions of the Communist and Workers’ Parties 
of European socialist countries on economic re¬ 
forms focus attention on these very tasks. 

Discussion on this question was closely tied in 
with the recent economic reforms in the European 
socialist countries. In the course of these reforms 
the erroneous view that commodity-money rela¬ 
tions and the law of value had no place in the 
development of socialism, was rejected. There be¬ 
gan a fruitful search for an economic system which 
would combine the advantages of planning with 
the employment of such levers as demand, profit, 
and material incentives. 

The economic reform now under way in a num¬ 
ber of socialist countries has nothing in common 
with the theories and notions the Maoists are 
spreading. It is worth dwelling here on the so-cal¬ 
led struggle against “economism” in China. 

First of all, what do they mean by “econo- 
• ?? i 

mism r 
A joint editorial in ]enminjihpao and Hunchi 

reads: “Economism is a certain form of bribery 
which undermines. . . the revolutionary will of the 
broad masses. . . encouraging them to ignore long¬ 
term national interests and care about nothing but 
immediate interests. Its aim is to stifle the great 
proletarian cultural revolution. . . , to undermine 
social production, the national economy and socia¬ 
list ownership.” 

The Maoists allege that those favouring “eco¬ 
nomism” “are following the capitalist road.” 
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Late in 1966, Jenminjihpao frankly asked if “the 
mining and industrial sectors would remain loyal 
to socialism or whether they would side with the 
capitalist camp,” regardless of all that has been 
achieved during the 17 years of people’s power. 
According to Jenminjihpao “economism” has be¬ 
come deeply entrenched: “Many of our industrial 
and ore-mining enterprises have more or less fallen 
under the influence of capitalist, revisionist and 
even feudalist ideas in the realm of political ide- 
ology, management of production and production 

• methods.” 

Defamatory wall-posters accuse even people 
like Liu Shao-chi and Teng Hsiao-ping of econo¬ 
mic crimes although they have nothing directly 
to do with the economy. They charge that after 
the failure of the “big leap” these people advo¬ 
cated a return to “bourgeois economic policy.” 
They say, for instance, that Liu Shao-chi urged 
the government to solve the economic problems 
with a minimum of sacrifices, that he had no con¬ 
fidence in Mao’s “big leap” economic strategy. 
The “economists” are accused of being “overly an¬ 
xious about the well-being of the masses.” 

Lately the label of “high priest of economism” 
has been pinned on Sun Ye-fang, formerly deputy 
director of the State Statistical Board and the In¬ 
stitute of Economics of the Chinese Academy of 
Sciences, who—as witnessed by some prominent 
figures in China—has “numerous supporters 
among ‘economists.’ ” 

The “heretic” Sun Ye-fang is accused of insis¬ 
ting on a maximum increase of labour efficiency 
and optimum utilization of the country’s insuffi¬ 
cient resources. Judging by the accusations levell¬ 
ed against him Sun Ye-fang suggested making al- 
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locations to enterprises directly dependent on their 
prospects for obtaining profits insisting that a ca¬ 
tastrophe was imminent unless priority was given 
to projects which promised greater returns. 

If, nevertheless, in making allotments they still 
had to be guided by political considerations, the 
possible effect of the latter on further profits 
should also be taken into consideration. Sun 
Ye-fang ridiculed the slogan “Let politics rule 
everything” describing it as the “economics of 
idlers.” He insisted on the paramount importance 
of the law of value and the principle of profitabi¬ 
lity for the economy. From this one can conclude 
that Sun Ye-fang disapproves of “big leaps,” 
which tend to boost output at all costs. 

An opponent wrote recently: “Sun Ye-fang says 
that by putting the accent on ideology we may go 
too far and undermine productivity. The truth of 
the matter is, however, that by continually enhan¬ 
cing the revolutionary content of our policy and 
ideology and steadily ridding ourselves of old no¬ 
tions, old culture, old customs and the old way of 
life we shall release productive forces and extend 
production never swerving from the socialist cour- 

5? 

se. 

Bemuddling people with their political rhetoric, 
the Maoists urge that all material incentives for 
workers should be stopped. There have been ins¬ 
tances when overzealous “revolutionary” workers 
incited by the Red Guards, have demanded that 
all material incentives for good work be stopped 
at once. Nanking transport workers, for example, 
“would not” draw their regular bonuses. In Fu- 
chow, workers returned to the state the extra mo¬ 
ney they were paid. In Peking, machine-builders 
and glass-makers “declined” a proposed wage rise. 
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These manifestations of willing self-denial were 
evidently expected to be an example for the rest 
of the Chinese working people to follow. 

So much for the fight against “economism” on 
the home front. It is, however, the economic policy 
of the Soviet Union and other socialist countries 
and their economic reforms that Mao Tse-tung 
and his supporters are attacking with particular 
doggedness. They do not and will not understand 
that the revamping of management and the plan¬ 
ning system in the USSR and other socialist coun¬ 
tries has been prompted by profound objective 
reasons, reforms dictated by the laws of the de¬ 
velopment of productive forces in the current sci¬ 
entific-technological revolution and the present 
economic level of many socialist countries. Econo¬ 
mic reorganization has been the answer to accele¬ 
rating technological progress in the socialist coun¬ 
tries, the growing demand for quality goods and 
need for a more flexible, practical system of sti¬ 
mulating production. 

The aim of the reforms is to improve scientifi¬ 
cally-grounded state planning; to work out the 
principles of combining centralized planning with 
greater independence for the enterprises and 
industrial associations; to give more scope to such 
internal stimuli of industrial research and deve¬ 
lopment as cost accounting and financial incen¬ 
tives for collectives and individuals; to more fully 
employ cost categories (profit, price, credit, etc.), 
to stimulate production and assess its effective¬ 
ness; to introduce the achievements of science in 
industry and agriculture. 

The main purpose of recent economic research 
and practical steps taken in the socialist countries 
have been to make the economy more efficient. It 
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is genuine expression of the Communist Parties’ 
concern for the vital interests of world socialism, 
denoting their desire to make an all-out effort in 
the economic competition between socialism and 
capitalism. 

In the polemic with the Maoists we are faced 
with a crucial question: What is meant by the 
foundations of socialist economy? On the face of 
it this question seems elementary. But let us not 
jump to conclusions. When arguing about the 
role of the plan, on the one hand, and commodi¬ 
ty-money relations, on the other, about combin¬ 
ing centralism with the enterprises’ independen¬ 
ce, we ultimately have to return again and again 
to this crucial question. 

To begin with, we should remind the reader 
that Marx—and Lenin after him—always drew 
a line between two things: the form of ownership 
as the basis of the economy and the entire social 
system, and the forms and methods of economic 
management. They believed that the absolute pre¬ 
dominance of social ownership was the principal 
distinguishing feature of the socialist mode of 
production and distribution, both of material and 
spiritual values. 

At the same time the classics of Marxism-Le¬ 
ninism warned against entertaining vulgar, pri¬ 
mitive notions of socialist economy. They stres¬ 
sed that economic 'balance was not to be arbitra¬ 
rily ordained but should follow from the objecti¬ 
ve needs of production itself. 

Lenin held that democratic centralism was the 
most important organizational principle of socia¬ 
list economy. The development of Soviet econo¬ 
my and other socialist economies has demonstra- 
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ted the universal character of this principle. Si¬ 
multaneously, practice has disclosed the enormous 
diversity of applying democratic centralism in dif¬ 
ferent countries and at different stages of buil¬ 
ding socialism and the constant necessity for eco¬ 
nomic planning and management methods to be 
brought in line with the economic, socio-political 
and cultural progress of society. Since these re¬ 
forms are connected with the more consistent ap¬ 
plication of democratic centralism they are both 
timely and legitimate. 

Probably nothing irritates the Maoists as much 
as the use by socialist countries of cost levers, 
commodity-money relations, material incentive, 
profit. They imagine that here they catch the so¬ 
cialist countries “red-handed” employing bour¬ 
geois methods. It is hard to say whether it is spi¬ 
te or ignorance that moves them more. 

Long before the socialist system came into be¬ 
ing Marxism-Leninism classics predicted that 
commodity production would continue under so¬ 
cialism and so would the law of value, although 
it would play an essentially different role. Marx 
wrote that in the first phase of communist socie¬ 
ty “. . .the same principle prevails as that which 
regulates the exchange of commodities, as far as 
this is exchange of equal values. Content and 
form are changed, because under the altered cir¬ 
cumstances no one can give anything except his 
labour, and because, on the other hand, nothing 
can pass into the ownership of individuals except 
individual means of consumption. But, as far as 
the distribution of the latter among the individu¬ 
al producers is concerned, the same principle pre¬ 
vails as in the exchange of commodity-equiva¬ 
lents, a given amount of labour in one form is ex- 
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changed for an equal amount of labour in ano¬ 
ther form.”1 

Lenin developed these ideas further. At the 
dawn of Soviet power he already viewed materi¬ 
al incentive as the major lever of the socialist 
economy, characterized by the following main 
features: economic cost accounting (whereby en¬ 
terprises are self-sustaining) and remuneration in 
accordance with the quantity and quality of work 
performed. 

Chinese propagandists are careful to get around 
the important question of the social function of 
cost categories such as material incentive, profit 
and credit. They play on superficial likeness of 
concepts. But surely quibbles are not arguments. 

. Let us take, for instance, the principle of mate¬ 
rial incentive. As long as private ownership do¬ 
minates, as is the case under capitalism, material 
incentive remains a means of concentrating 
wealth in the hands of a few, a source of cutthroat 
competition and ever increasing exploitation of 
man by man. 

There is no need to prove that material incenti¬ 
ve has an entirely different meaning in a socialist 
context. Under socialism, payment according to 
the amount and quality of work performed is a 
powerful stimulus for increasing efficiency, im¬ 
proving skills and developing effective production 
techniques. 

Oi let us take profit. Under capitalism profit is 
pocketed by property owners, by the capitalists: 
under socialism it is invested in production and 
used to raise living standards. 

MoLUTS a"d R Enf"k V»>- P- 23, 
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The practical experience of socialist countries 
guided by creative Marxism-Leninism refutes any 
arbitrary claims that society can “leap” into com¬ 
munism. 

APOLOGY OF FORCE 

Outrageous exaggeration of the role of coercion 
is a major aspect of Maoism. Mao Tse-tung’s dic¬ 
tum “the gun is the source of power” has become 
about the most hackneyed phrase in the political 
vocabulary of Chinese theorists and the keystone 
of their interpretation of Marxian theory of the 
class struggle. 

Mao Tse-tung reduces the class struggle to the 
exercise of force. He maintains that the logic of 
the class struggle is the logic of a war of annihi¬ 
lation, not stopping short of physical extermina¬ 
tion. This interpretation contradicts Marxism, 
which views the class struggle as connected above 
all with solving economic problems, changing the 
nature of ownership. 

The Marxists recognize the possibility of class 
coercion in the struggle against the exploiters who 
resist the working people. Nevertheless, to Marx¬ 
ists coercion is not an end in itself but a means of 
gaining power and putting down the resistance of 
the overthrown classes. 

Mao Tse-tung makes the principle of coercion a 
universal law for deciding all problems -social, 
political, economic, educational. Whether it per¬ 
tains to methods of gaining power, home or fo¬ 
reign relations, a new system of training, the 
Chinese theorists invariably wave the gun as their 
most conclusive argument. They claim that, besi- 
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des being a means of expropriation, force is also 
the way to handle purely economic and other pro¬ 
blems. 

Hence the theory of “leaps,” which Mao conti¬ 
nues to cling to despite its many miscarriages. 
This is apparent, for instance, from the decisions 
of the 11th Plenum, which declared that the co¬ 
untry was on the eve of “another big leap.” 

The apology of force has also furnished the 
basis for the theory of “explosions and upheavals” 
which, it is argued, society should experience from 
time to time to rekindle the flagging enthusiasm 
of the masses. The alleged inevitability of such 
explosions and upheavals is supposedly the ex¬ 
planation of the mass movement of the Red 
Guards and “rebels.” The organ of the Red 
Guards, Hungweiping Pao, wrote on Mao’s au¬ 
thority that “human society since its very origin 
has been advancing through upheavals and chan¬ 
ges. Without great upheavals, there could not be 
revolutionary achievements, which means that 
leaps in society’s development would not be possi¬ 
ble. From this point of view the present upheavals 
and changes are a singularly normal phenomenon, 
a very good thing.” 

It would be strange indeed if the “cultural re¬ 
volution which has landed the country in a dire 
political crisis and aggravated its economic trou¬ 
bles is such a “good thing” after all. The efforts to 
provide some theoretical justification for it look 
even more odd and futile. Their authors make no 
distinction between bourgeois and socialist socie¬ 
ty or between the different stages of the latter or 
the changing tenor of mass movements in different 
epochs. The important thing, it appears, is that 
there should be an upheaval and therefore an 
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excuse to apply force on a large scale. For what 
purpose? Today there is no doubt as to that. 

In dividing society into the “people” and the 
“enemies of the people” Mao has accused very 
many of his closest associates who would no long¬ 
er follow him implicitly of “taking the capitalist 
road.” He seeks to have them removed from res¬ 
ponsible positions, arrested and possibly killed. 
Chen Po-ta says: “The great proletarian cultural 
revolution has been from the first a class struggle 
for the seizure of power. In the course of this mo¬ 
vement it became clear once again that the chief 
exponents of the bourgeois reactionary line are 
Liu Shao-chi. Teng Hsiao-ping and Tao Chu.” 

Now we see in a new light the real motives for 
the publication of Mao Tse-tung s Correct Hand¬ 
ling of Contradictions Among the People stating 
“Today it is imperatively necessary for us to raise 
the question of drawing a clear line between our¬ 
selves and our enemies and contradictions in the 
country. . .” The arrests and persecution of Mao’s 
erstwhile comrades give it a particularly sinister 

meaning. 
The Red Guards and “rebels” actively spread 

the thesis: “Revolt is a just cause!” Rut against 
whom and in the name of what? Clearly, it is to 
displace all Mao’s opponents or do away with 

them bodily. 
The thesis of coercion which the Maoists try to 

substitute for the theory of the class struggle me¬ 
rits separate attention. Despite all protestations 
to the contrary, coercion does not follow from 
scientific socialism. . . .violence is, ol course, alien 
to our ideals,” Lenm wrote. And he pointed out. 
“the entire trend of development is towards aboli- 
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tion of coercive domination of one part of society 
over another”. 1 7 

The Communists set out to build a society 
where ihere will be no room for coercion of any 
kind noi for the state with its special coercive ap¬ 
paratus. Communists choose appropriate means 
to attain this lofty aim. They have always been 
against terroristic tactics, conspiracy, military 
coups and putsches, to which the reactionary bo¬ 
rn geoisie so often resort in their fight against the 
working people. Communists have always suppor¬ 
ted the broad, truly democratic movement of the 
masses themselves. 

The class which has been for centuries the ob- 
ject of suppression, savage reprisals and persecu- 
mn abhors any social order permitting oppression 

and humiliation of man. Nor does the working- 
class nurse revengeful feelings. It does not capture 
power to revenge itself on its former oppressors 
but to build a new society m which people would 
be tiee from any oppression. 

In pursuing its humane and noble aims the 
working class seeks appropriate means of stru?- 

SebniriZeSfiOIlfVeryrOPPOrtUnity t0 aVoid vioIen- 
mAfi§htinS for Power and in building 

oc.ahsm. And if the working class has to resold 
o coercion, it is because of the unrelenting resis¬ 

tance of the outgoing classes. It is not the emerg- 

iafiSSt0“cie*at ,S ‘° Wame f“' but the old- “Pi- 

Bourgeois _ propaganda has always sought to 

ltlCal.s.uppression under proletarian dic¬ 
tatorship as nothing but intimidation, persecution 
and wholesale restriction of democracy Today h 

1 Lenin. Coll. Works, Vol. 23, p. 69. 
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gladly cites examples from the Chinese scene. But 
what is happening in China through the fault of 
her leaders is a recession from socialism. The ex¬ 
perience of the Soviet Union and other socialist 
countries has shown that extreme coercive measu¬ 
res were only applied when it was necessary to 
counteract active resistance of the bourgeoisie. 
And in any case proletarian dictatorship never 
rests on arbitrary rule but sets up a stable system 
of revolutionary law and order in the country, 
which is binding on all citizens and officials. 
These very principles are, however, being tram¬ 
pled under foot in China where a frenzied throng 
opposes the regular mechanism of government, 
law has been forced to give way to lawlessness, 
and the despotic rule of the leader and those 
around him has taken the place of democracy. 

In working out the tactics of the revolutionary 
workers’ movement, Marx, Engels and Lenin re¬ 
peatedly warned the workers that they should 
neither underestimate the role of coercion in the 
struggle for socialism nor try to vindicate it. Marx 
wrote: “Force is the midwife of every old society 
pregnant with a new one. It is itself an economic 
power.” 1 

These words cannot be repeated often enough 
for it would be hard to find a more precise, com¬ 
prehensive and graphic definition. It puts in a 
nutshell all that determines the Communists’ posi¬ 
tion on this point. It contains recognition of the 
historical necessity of applying coercion in the 
struggle for revolutionary transformation of so¬ 
ciety; comprehension of the fact that coercion it- 

1 Marx. Capital, Vol. 1, p. 751, Foreign Languages 

Publishing House, Moscow, 1954. 
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self results from the pressing economic and social 
needs of social progress; and an explicit definition 
of its advisability under concrete historical con¬ 
ditions. 

Marx developed his theory battling against ex- 
aggeration of the role of violence, coercion and 
voluntarism in the historical process. The prevail¬ 
ing notion in sociology at that time was that the 
activities of those wielding power—kings, heroes, 
political leaders—were the determining factor of 
social development since these people could steer 
events in any direction they chose. Are these not 
the very notions being spread in China today, 
whei e the Mao cult and the "leader’s omnipoten¬ 
ce ^ are proclaimed the motive force of progress. 

The idea diat political acts and grand perfor¬ 
mances of state are decisive in history is as old as 
written history itself,” Engles wrote “. . .force is 
only the means, and . . . the aim is economic ad¬ 
vantage. And ‘the more fundamental’ the aim is 
than the means used to secure it, the more funda¬ 
mental in history is the economic side of the re¬ 
lationship than the political side.”* 1 

Heie, too, Engels continued, “therefore we 
see absolutely clearly that it is not by any means 
true that ‘the primary must be sought in direct po¬ 
litical force and not in any indirect economic 
power.. On the contrary. For what in fact does 
the primary m force itself prove to be? Economic 

power, the disposal of the means of power of laro-e- 
scale industry.” 2 

To hope to rebuild society in a revolutionary 
way and establish a new economic and social sys- 
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tem in the interests of the working class and 
working people chiefly by coercion or solely by co¬ 
ercion has nothing in common with Marxism. But 
such is the line Mao Tse-tung and all his suppor¬ 
ters take. 

Marx and Engels viewed the state as a highly 
effective instrument, greatly furthering the esta¬ 
blishment of the socialist system, but they never 
believed that state power, and consequently coer¬ 
cion, was the only means of revolutionizing social 
relationships. 

Lenin pointed out more than once that coercion 
was not the main feature of proletarian power. 
He wrote: “As I have had occasion to point out 
more than once. . . the dictatorship of the prole¬ 
tariat is not only the use of force against the ex¬ 
ploiters, and not even mainly the use of force. The 
economic foundation of this use of revolutionary 
force, the guarantee of its effectiveness and suc¬ 
cess is the fact that the proletariat represents and 
creates a higher type of social organization of la¬ 
bour compared with capitalism, this is what is 
important, this is the source of the strength and 
the guarantee that the final triumph of commu¬ 
nism is inevitable.” 1 

The role of coercion varies at different stages 
of the socialist revolution and the building of 
socialism and also in different socio-political si¬ 
tuations. The degree and form of coercion direc¬ 
ted against the reactionary bourgeoisie depend on 
the intensity of its resistance. Revolutionary coer¬ 
cion may be decisive during the struggle for power 
if there is no other way to win, consolidate and 
defend proletarian dictatorship. 

i Lenin. Coll. ZJJorks, Vol. 29, p. 419. 
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This is what took place in the USSR where the 
bourgeoisie, backed by the world capitalist forces, 
put up frenzied resistance. In the struggle for pro¬ 
letarian dictatorship, the Communists saw no hope 
of gaining power by peaceful means. In the ruth¬ 
less class struggle and conditions of capitalist en¬ 
circlement coercion against the bourgeoisie was 
bound to assume a sharper form than preferable. 
It was only when the exploiters began to step up 
and extend their resistance that the socialist state 
had to resort to systematic suppression. It was 
the answer of the proletariat to the conspiracy of 
the internal counter-revolutionaries, who, jointly 
with the international reactionary forces of im¬ 
perialism, attempted to restore the exploiters to 
power in Russia. 

It was a different situation in the European so¬ 
cialist countries. Based on the anti-fascist democ¬ 
ratic movement, with the powerful support of the 
Soviet Union, the working class in a number of 
these countries managed to achieve a socialist re¬ 
volution along peaceful lines; here the working 
class succeeded in avoiding civil war and extraor¬ 
dinary methods of suppressing the bourgeoisie. 

Marxist-Leninists recognize the principle but 
not the absolute need of coercion in dealing with 
the class enemies of the proletariat. 

As to the Maoists, they consider coercion not 
only the sole means of winning, defending and 
securing power but also a universal means for sol¬ 
ving social, economic and other problems arising 
in the course of the building of socialism and com¬ 
munism. What is it if not a direct deviation from 
the scientific idea of socialism? 

The exaggeration of the role of coercion is 
cleaily manifest in Mao Tse-tung’s interpreta- 



tion of the question of war, peace and revolu¬ 
tion. The forces which dominated at the 11th 
Plenum of the CPC Central Committee openly 
proclaimed that the Communist Party of China 
refused to follow the general line of the world 
communist movement and would step up its 
struggle against all Communist Parties consis¬ 
tently pursuing this line. 

The resolution of the Plenum states quite open¬ 
ly: “Proposals regarding the general line of the 
world communist movement made by the Cen¬ 
tral Committee of the CPC on June 14, 1963, 
are a programme document. This document ela¬ 
borated under the personal supervision of Mao 
Tse-tung, the nine Jenminjihpao and Hungchi 
editorials commenting on the Open Letter of 
the Central Committee of the CPSU, the article 
On the March Conference in Moscow and other 
articles are a weapon in the struggle against im¬ 
perialism and contemporary revisionism.” As we 
see, they are openly substituting the special co¬ 
urse of the Mao group for the general line of 
the world communist movement. 

Marxist-Leninist Parties have made a signi¬ 
ficant contribution to generalizing recent world 
developments, and mapping out ways of struggle 
against imperialism, war and reaction, for pea¬ 
ce, democracy, national independence and so¬ 
cialism in view of the changed alignment of for¬ 
ces; they have jointly developed the general li¬ 
ne of the world communist movement as stated 
in the 1957 Declaration, 1960 Statement and 
other documents. Marxism-Leninism today em¬ 
bodies not only the great heritage left by its 
founders but also the rich practical expeiience 
and theoretical contributions of the Communist 
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Parties, the experience of the struggle of the 
working class and the entire liberation movement. 
But these recent contributions to Marxist thought 
are just what Peking leaders are attacking most 
venomously. 

Maoists seek to prove that the conclusions of 
the world communist movement regarding ge¬ 
neralization of the characteristic features and 
contradictions of our epoch and the prerequisi¬ 
tes of transition to communism in the contempo¬ 
rary world are contrary to Leninism. Actually 
it is the logical development of Lenin’s theoreti¬ 
cal contribution after the October Revolution 
in Russia. 

It was Lenin who developed a new approach 
to determining the requisite conditions of social¬ 
ist revolution. Before him, Marxists mainly paid 
attention to the internal conditions prevailing in 
a given country. Lenin proved that it was no 
longer sufficient since it was necessary to pro¬ 
ceed from the condition of the whole system 
or world capitalism. A revolution was the snap¬ 
ping of a weak link in the continuous chain of 
imperialism. 

Lenin s analysis of the prerequisites of revo¬ 
lution has acquired even greater importance in 
view of the sweeping changes which have taken 
place in the international scene in recent deca¬ 
des. It should also be borne in mind that many 
tendencies and processes which were only emer¬ 
ging in Lenin s time have fully developed, and 
new ones, which were non-existent half a cen¬ 
tury ago, have appeared. 

When Lenin wrote his Imperialism, the High¬ 
est Stage of Capitalism and other works stating 
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the principal propositions of the new theory of 
the socialist revolution, there was not a single 
country where such a revolution had been car¬ 
ried out. Even after the triumph of the October 
Revolution, the victory of socialism in the USSR 
could not be considered as complete. 

Immediately before and after the World War 
I, the national-liberation movement was just in 
its infancy; a handful of imperialist powers kept 
the Asian, African and Latin American peoples 
under their thumb. 

Before the October Revolution, the imperialists 
ruled the world; after the Revolution the Soviet 
state was surrounded on all sides by capitalist 
countries, whose combined forces far exceeded the 
strength of the lone socialist country. 

Today imperialism no longer has undivided 
sway. It is confronted by a strong world socialist 
system, an immensely augmented national-libe¬ 
ration movement, and the organized forces of 
the working class and working people as a who¬ 
le. The present epoch has clearly emerged as the 
epoch of transition from capitalism to socialism. 

In this situation the conditions for the onset of 
proletarian revolution and the course it takes 
have changed. Marxist-Leninist analysis proce¬ 
eds as before from an assessment of the intrinsic 
state of the capitalist system on the whole and 
in separate countries. But in present conditions 
this alone is not enough. Today one must con¬ 
sider not only the developmental tendencies of 
capitalism but also the changed balance of for¬ 
ces between the two world systems, the impact 
of the successes of building socialism and com¬ 
munism on the international revolutionary pro- 
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cess, and the part played by the national-libe¬ 
ration movements. 

Of particular significance to the prospects of 
the revolutionary and liberation movements is 
the inexorably changing balance of the world 
forces—the progressive weakening of the impe¬ 
rialist system and the growing strength of the 
world socialist system. 

Lenin said that after 1917 no event could be 
properly construed without due regard for the 
achievements of the October Revolution. In the 
present epoch world development depends on the 
progress and outcome of the competition between 
two opposed social systems, the socialist system 
and the capitalist system. This is the main dis¬ 
tinguishing feature of the contemporary period. 
The existence and rapid development of the 
world socialist system exert a tremendous in¬ 
fluence on the course of the liberation movement, 
knock the bottom out of capitalism, aggravate all 
its contradictions and inexorably challenge the 
prospects of the capitalist order as such. 

It certainly does not mean that the socialist 
system would export revolution to the capitalist 
world by armed interference. 

The impact of the world socialist system on the 
popular liberation movement is not because it 
instigates revolution but for an entirely different 
reason. 

First of all the achievements scored by social¬ 
ist countries show the peoples that the socialist 
system provides favourable opportunities for the 
growth of the productive forces and raising cul¬ 
tural standards, for the satisfaction of man’s 
material and spiritual needs. Coupled with so¬ 
cialist democracy and a consistent policy of 
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peace and friendship among peoples it enormous¬ 
ly enhances the appeal of communist ideas. This 
new factor will exert an ever growing influence 
on the working class of the capitalist countries 
and on the peasants, white-collar workers and 
urban petty bourgeoisie as well. 

Besides benefiting from the experience of so¬ 
cialist rebuilding of society, countries going over 
to socialism can now depend on the economic 
and political support and close co-operation of 
the socialist countries. Transition to socialism 
need no longer entail the colossal economic dif¬ 
ficulties the first socialist state experienced due 
to the resistance and sabotage of the national 
bourgeoisie and the foreign economic blockade. 
The radical change in the world balance of for¬ 
ces in favour of socialism has given rise to an 
entirely new historical situation which did not 
exist early in the century: the socialist commu¬ 
nity, enjoying the support of all progressive 
forces in the world, is in a position to frustrate 
any attempts of the world reaction to intervene 
in a country in the throes of revolution. 

Years ago, the founders of scientific commun¬ 
ism stressed that the close international contacts 
of Big Business made it easy for world reaction 
to interfere in revolutionary developments in 
practically any country. Socialist revolution could 
succeed at that time only if it were to take 
place simultaneously in all capitalist countries 
or at least in the major ones. 

Pointing out that in the initial period of the 
revolution the overthrown exploiters are still 
stronger than the exploited, Lenin explained it 
mainly as “the strength of international capital, 
the strength and durability of their international 
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connections.” 1 However, the extreme unevenness 
of the economic and political development of ca¬ 
pitalism and the intensification of differences 
among imperialist countries allowed Lenin to 
conclude that the proletariat winning in one 
country would be able, with the support of the 
international workers’ movement, to rebuff world 
reactionary forces. But true as it was, the threat¬ 
ening spectre of fresh intervention and possible 
restoration of capitalism loomed over the first 
socialist country—the Soviet Union—for many 
years. 

In the present period, the situation has changed 
radically. Today even the joint forces of impe¬ 
rialism are unable to triumph over the socialist 
countries. Moreover, there is now the real pos¬ 
sibility, by consolidated and vigorous action on 
the part of all socialist and democratic forces 
of preventing foreign reactionary interference— 
or open intervention at least. It would no lon¬ 
ger he correct to say that immediately after the 
Revolution the exploiters remain, by virtue of 
their international ties, stronger than the ex¬ 
ploited since the latter can rely on the strong 
support of the world socialist system and the 
entire international workers’ movement. 

The experience of the socialist countries in 
this respect is highly instructive. At the time 
they were being formed the interference of 
world reaction was frustrated not only in those 
European People’s Democracies where Soviet 
troops were present but in China as well. The 
smashing defeat of militarist Japan created a fa- 

1 Lenin. Coll. Works, Vol. 31, p. 24 
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vourable international situation for a successful 
revolution in China. In such conditions the US 
imperialists who lavishly supported Chiang Kai- 
shek, thought better than to interfere openly in 
the civil war on the continent despite the fact 
that the United States at that time was the only 
country that possessed nuclear weapons. 

Now that this monopoly no longer exists and 
the world socialist system has greatly increased 
its might, successful opposition to imperialist in¬ 
terference in various countries is even more fea¬ 
sible. 

In this situation the possibility of separate co¬ 
untries or groups of them breaking away from 
the world imperialist system has become greater 
than ever before. Assured of the economic and 
political support of the socialist community, any 
country, regardless of its level of development, 
can now undertake the transition to socialism. 

The Maoists, however, completely disregard 
these new developments, ignoring the changed 
conditions in the world, the present state of af¬ 
fairs in the capitalist countries, or the new me¬ 
thods and forms of struggle between socialist 
and capitalist countries. Their lack of understan¬ 
ding manifests itself first of all in the way they 
approach the question of the correlation of world 
wars and revolutions in the present epoch. 

To Mao Tse-tung, war is the inevitable and, 
practically, the chief method of resolving con¬ 
tradictions on a world scale. He writes: “Wars 
began with the emergence of private property 
and the classes and are the highest form of 
struggle, a form employed in the resolution of 
differences between classes and nations, states, 
political blocs when these differences have reach- 
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ed a certain stage.” War is presented as a uni¬ 
versal remedy for conflicts. 

It is, however, entirely wrong to claim that 
class contradictions are to be resolved by war 
at all times and in any conditions. It is equally 
wrong to presume that in our time international 
conflicts, such as arise between nations and blocs 
of nations, inevitably lead to war. 

While stating that it was necessary to turn 
to account the differences among capitalist po¬ 
wers Lenin repudiated the idea of provoking 
war between them, let alone between Soviet Rus¬ 
sia and the imperialist powers. He wrote: “All 
our politics and propaganda. . . are directed tow¬ 
ards putting an end to war and in no way tow¬ 
ards driving nations to war.” 1 And further: 
“We know, we know only too well, the incredible 
misfortunes that war brings to the workers and 
peasants. For that reason our attitude to this 
question must be most cautious and circumspect. 
We are ready to make the greatest concessions 
and sacrifices in order to preserve the peace for 
which we have paid such a high price.” 2 

Fomenting war has never been fraught with 
such grave danger as now, when the use of 
thermonuclear weapons of mass extermination 
may result in a world-wide catastrophe. 

Regardless of this, the Maoists openly express 
their preference for war as a means of resolving 
international contradictions. An article in the ma¬ 
gazine Hungchi (No. 8, 1966) ran: “As long as 
counter-revolutionary violence continues, revo¬ 
lutionary violence must also continue in order 
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to resist it. Counter-revolutionary violence could 
not be obliterated without revolutionary violen¬ 
ce. A state in which the exploiter classes are in 
power is counter-revolutionary violence. . . War 
is the acutest form in which violence is expres¬ 
sed, one kind of it being civil war, and the other, 
foreign war.. 

“. . .Imperialist war inflicts tremendous los¬ 
ses on people. . . (including the peoples of the 
United States and other imperialist countries). 
But should the imperialists impose these losses 
on the peoples of all countries, we are confident 
that such losses—as follows from the experience 
of the Russian revolution and the Chinese revo¬ 
lution—shall not be in vain. The victorious peo¬ 
ples will very rapidly establish on the ruins of 
dead imperialism a civilization a thousand ti¬ 
mes higher than capitalist civilization, they will 
build their truly glorious future.” (Ibid.) 

What is to be inferred from this? First, that 
as long as “counter-revolutionary violence con¬ 
tinues,” that is while capitalism exists, there must 
also exist “revolutionary violence,” that is war, 
regardless of changes in the balance of world 
forces. Second, that following another world war 
the peoples allegedly will build “very rapidly” 
a new, socialist society. 

In the article Further Comment on Comrade 
Fogliatti’s Controversy With Us, published in 
Hungchi, Chinese theorists, after loudly reas¬ 
serting that as a result of the war the peoples 
will rapidly build a “glorious future” on the 
ruins of imperialism, produced a series of quo¬ 
tations from Engels, Lenin and Togliatti refer¬ 
ring to the building of a new society “on the 
ruins of the old,” whereupon they draw the as- 
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tonishing conclusion that nuclear world war does 
not imply anything new in principle. This amo¬ 
unts to completely ignoring the possible consequ¬ 
ences a new world war could entail. 

In 1946, Mao Tse-tung called the A-bomb a 
“paper tiger.” Even then it was doubtful whether 
such descriptions were justified while in the en¬ 
suing years the meaning of the weapon itself 
has greatly changed. Shortly after World War II 
there were few A-bombs and the extent of their 
devastation was incomparably less than today. 
Now the situation is different. Nuclear “abundan¬ 
ce” has set in. Swift and accurate means of nu¬ 
clear delivery have been developed, that were 
undreamed of in 1945. There is a vast difference 
between a few A-bombs and thousands of much 
more powerful hydrogen bombs, and this diffe¬ 
rence should not be forgotten. 

But Mao and his supporters prefer to ignore 
it. They keep repeating the same formulas, liung- 
chi writes: “One of the key precepts of Marx¬ 
ism-Leninism on war is to fully appreciate man’s 
role in it. Nevertheless, some people who claim 
to be ‘Marxist-Leninists’ often forget this pre¬ 
cept. . . We have always believed and still main¬ 
tain that atomic weapons can by no means affect 
the laws of historical development of society nor 
can they finally determine the outcome of war...” 

Take another aspect of the question, that of 
world wars and revolutions. Mao Tse-tung in¬ 
sists time and again that unless such wars occur 
there will be no revolutions. He turns to history 
to bear out his assertion. True, the imperialist 
system lost Russia after World War I, and after 
World War II China and some other countries 
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also broke free. These facts, however, do not 
prove that there is any common law regarding 
the maturing of socialist revolution. 

The problem of war and revolution is a much 
more complex matter than the Chinese leaders 
seem to think. It must be regarded from all as¬ 
pects with due consideration of the prevailing 
situation. The influence of war on social pro¬ 
cesses, on the liberation movement of the mas¬ 
ses and the conditions of its development is con¬ 
tradictory. Wars have always been a tremen¬ 
dous calamity for the people; spelling famine 
and ruin for civilian population and mutilation 
and death for the soldiers at the front. They des¬ 
troyed the productive forces of society thus re¬ 
tarding progress. Aside from that, both the pre¬ 
paration for predatory war, and the war itself 
boosted reaction and gave the ruling classes more 
opportunity to step up their offensive against 
people’s right and liberties and suppress their 
militant organizations. 

On the other hand, wars, as Lenin wrote, en¬ 
gendered crises, shattering world-wide crises, 
economic, political, national, and international. 
Predatory wars aroused the wrath and indigna¬ 
tion of peoples against the system breeding inter¬ 
national strife and slaughter. This inevitably 
intensified the antagonistic tendencies in capital¬ 
ist society and facilitated the materialization of 
revolutionary situations. 

Communists have never lost sight of the min¬ 
gled influence of wars on social processes. The 
working class and its Parties have always been the 
most consistent champions of peace and opponents 
of aggressive wars and militarism. Lenin wrote 
that “Socialists have always condemned wars 
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between nations as barbarous and brutal.”1 It is in¬ 
dicative that the October Revolution was carried 
out under the banner of peace and that the ci¬ 
vil war was unleashed by home and foreign co¬ 
unter-revolutionary forces, not by the Commu¬ 
nists. 

But, though Marxist-Leninists came out against 
unjust, predatory wars, they had to allow for 
the fact that the forces of peace were at that 
time not organized enough to pit themselves aga¬ 
inst the warmongers’ schemes. 

Imperialist wars, which plunged various coun¬ 
tries and the world at large into a state of crisis, 
objectively promoted the emergence of situation 
favourable for the development of proletarian 
and other movements and revolutions. Therefore 
they could be considered as a factor bringing 
the revolutionary crisis to a head. 

Today, the problem of war and revolution is 
different. It is different first of all because there 
has emerged the real possibility of preventing 
war. The Communists spare no effort to realize 
this possibility. The working class does not pro¬ 
pose to build a communist civilization on the ru¬ 
ins of world centres of culture, on the earth 
laid waste and contaminated by thermonuclear 
fallout. 

It is quite evident that under the new align- 
ment of forces a lasting peace is the major con¬ 
dition for extending the liberation movement. The 
main reason is that the imperialists have made 
their economy, policies and ideology more de¬ 
pendent on war and on war preparations than 
ever before. Militarization of the economy and 
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the arms drive have acquired unprecedented 
scope in the imperialist countries and affected the 
very structure of capitalist economy. Imperialist 
foreign policy is based on preparing for aggres¬ 
sion, brinkmanship, and spreading the myth of 
the “communist threat.” The home policy of 
imperialist powers is steeped in the spirit of 
war, and in this atmosphere the brass hats gain 
more control over imperialist governments and 
the reactionary forces intensify their activities 
all along the line. 

When the imperialists manage to dupe the 
masses with the bogey of external danger and 
poison their minds with chauvinistic ideas, the 
class struggle often gets “throttled.” It was so 
in fascist Germany and Italy where all pro¬ 
gressive organizations were ruthlessly suppressed 
to the drum beats of revenge and militarism and 
the more conscious and active workers were im¬ 
prisoned or tortured to death in concentration 
camps. Certainly that did not contribute to the 
strength of the proletariat or the intensity of its 
efforts. 

The Chinese leaders, however, maintain that 
the idea of peaceful coexistence is hardly dif¬ 
ferent from that of “class collaboration.” They 
purposely misconstrue the concept developed by 
Lenin concerning relations between states (but 
not classes) and which by no means implies a 
reconciliation of differences between socialism 
and capitalism. Of course the differences remain 
and so does the class struggle, but in the present 
period it may express itself in peaceful economic 
and ideological competition instead of war. 

The thesis of peaceful coexistence certainly 
does not apply to the relations between the anta- 
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gonistic classes of capitalist society. The class 
struggle and the struggle of the oppressed peo¬ 
ples against imperialism naturally stem from the 
capitalist system and they cannot cease. In a si¬ 
tuation when social contradictions reach an es¬ 
pecially high pitch, the class struggle and natio¬ 
nal-liberation movement may, and do, result in 
revolutionary wars. That such wars are just and 
legitimate is an axiom of Marxism. But this view 
does not rule out the principle of peaceful co¬ 
existence. Far from it. 

But what is the attitude of Mao Tse-tung and 
his group? Overexaggeration of the role of 
armed force—its justification in effect—is the key¬ 
note of literally all Mao’s statements concerning 
the forms and ways of transition from capitalism 
to socialism. 

Here are a few illustrations. 
“The central task of the revolution and its 

highest form is the seizure of power by armed 
force, i.e. solving the problem by war. This re¬ 
volutionary principle of Marxism-Leninism is 
universally true; it is certainly true both for Chi¬ 
na and other states.” 1 

“Any Communist must learn the truth that the 
‘gun is the source of power’.” “All there is in 
Yunnan has been achieved with the help of the 
gun: with the help of the gun one can get any¬ 
thing and everything.” “Some people are ironic 
at our expense calling us partisans of the ‘Theo¬ 
ry of the omnipotence of wars’. Yes, we are par¬ 
tisans of the theory of the omnipotence of wars. 
It is not bad, it is good. It is Marxist-like”. “The 

1 Mao Tse-tung. Sel. Works, Vol. 2, p. 379 (Russ. Ed.). 
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gun is the only means of changing the world.” 1 
War, Mao Tse-tung writes, is the bridge 

“mankind will cross to reach a new historical 
epoch which will know no wars.” “We would 
like to end all war, we want no war, but war can 
be abolished by war alone. If you would have 
a world without guns—take up a gun now.” 2 

Dealing with “the place of antagonism among 
other contradictions” in his work Concerning 
Contradictions he compares antagonism to a 
bomb, and the resolution of an antagonistic con¬ 
tradictions to the explosion of the bomb. 

Hence the doctrine that compulsion by force 
of arms is the universal and the only possible 
means of the class struggle, both on an inter¬ 
national and a national scale thereby equating 
revolution and civil war. 

This attitude is contrary to the Lenin theory. 
Thus, Lenin held that peaceful development was 
“extremely rare and difficult, because revolution 
is the maximum exacerbation of the sharpest class 
contradictions.”3 But, like Marx, he recognized 
the possibility in principle of peaceful revolution. 
Moreover, when, in April-June 1917, there was 
a prospect of gaining power in a peaceful way, 
Lenin urged that they immediately avail them¬ 
selves of the opportunity. He wrote that “. . .a 
peaceful development of the revolution is pos¬ 
sible and probable if all power is transferred to 
the Soviets.”4 And only in answer to violence 
on the part of the bourgeoisie (the shooting of 

1 Mao Tse-tung. Set. Works, Vol. 2, p. 379. (Russ. Ed.). 
2 Ibid., pp. 3S8, 455. 
3 Lenin. Coll. Works, Vol. 26, pp. 36-37. 
4 Ibid., p. 37. 
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a peaceful demonstration in July 1917) did the 
Bolsheviks put forward the slogan of armed up¬ 
rising. 

Lenin emphasized time and again that the pro¬ 
letariat should master all forms of struggle, both 
non-peaceful and peaceful. He wrote that in 
order to accomplish its task the revolutionary 
class “must be able to master all forms or as¬ 
pects of social activity without exception,” that 
it “must be prepared for the most rapid and brus¬ 
que replacement of one form by another.” 1 Now 
as before this principle essentially determines the 
Marxist-Leninist Parties’ stand with respect to 
the working class gaining power. Any attempt 
to overlook the diversity of methods whereby 
the working class can attain power, to equate re¬ 
volution with armed uprising and civil war, 
would mean a setback for the workers’ movement. 
It has now become possible to achieve transi¬ 
tion to socialism in a greater variety of ways, 
and also in a peaceful way, but not because the 
imperialist bourgeoisie is a whit different or 
more “compliant,” as the revisionists would have 
us believe. Today the reactionary bourgeoisie 
may be confronted with such superior odds that 
it will be forced to capitulate to the revolution¬ 
ary people. Therefore in this case, too, the pro¬ 
cess and outcome of the revolution depend on 
the actual balance of class forces. 

The greater possibilities for the working class 
gaining power in a peaceful way do not rule out 
non-peaceful means of socialist revolution. 

Communists do not hold that socialist revolution 
can only come about by peaceful means. History 

1 Lenin. Coll. Works, Vol. 31, p. 96. 
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shows that in our time, too, the non-peaceful 
way, the use of armed force to achieve revolu¬ 
tion is by no means excluded. Cuba may serve 
as an example. No Marxist Communist Party 
rejects in principle the possibility of the working 
class taking power in a non-peaceful way. The 
intensity and forms of the class struggle in that 
case will be determined not so much by the in¬ 
clination of the proletariat but rather by the per¬ 
sistence and violence of the opposition put up by 
the reactionary forces at various stages of the 
struggle for socialism. Just how a country at a 
certain stage of development goes over to social¬ 
ism depends on concrete historical conditions. 

The more adept the working class and its par¬ 
ty become at all forms of struggle, peaceful and 
non-peaceful alike, the more successful the out¬ 
come will be. 

The distinguishing feature of the revolution in 
China was that the struggle against the oppres¬ 
sors’ rule there chieflv took the form of war, pre¬ 
dominantly a guerrilla peasant war. Concentra¬ 
tion on war as the only method of revolution in 
China sprang from that country’s specific inter¬ 
nal and external conditions. Notwithstanding this, 
Mao Tse-tung is seeking to make it some sort 
of general line for the entire world communist 
movement to adopt. It goes without saying that 
the fraternal Parties do not support this idea 
which is at variance with conditions in many co¬ 
untries. In postwar years, the people of more than 
fiftv countries have achieved independence, and 
each country went about it as it saw fit. How 
much better it will be to ponder over this fact 
instead of trying to produce _ “universal rules” 
and foist them on other Parties and countries. 
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SECTARIANISM AND SELF-ISOLATION 

The Chinese Communist Party leaders are 
completely at sea when they presume to judge 
about the problems of the workers’ movement 
in Western Europe and America. They do not 
make the slightest attempt to study the situation, 
so vastly different from the conditions of the 
Chinese revolution, nor do they have the slightest 
idea of the economic structure of the countries 
in those parts of the world or the contemporary 
working class, the struggle for working class uni¬ 
ty and Communist Party tactics. In place of the 
serious attitude one would except there are elo¬ 
quent pronouncements, supercilious remarks about 
the West European Communist Parties, and nar¬ 
row-minded dogmatism. 

A standing example of this is a Jenminjihpao 
editorial printed some time ago and entitled 
Further Comment on Comrade Fogliattis Con¬ 
troversy With Us. Here is its version of the 
tactics of the Communist Party of Italy: “. . .Co¬ 
mrade Togliatti and some other comrades from 
the Italian Communist Party in fact not only 
seek to replace the class struggle by class col¬ 
laboration on an international scale but also ex¬ 
tend their concept of ‘peaceful coexistence’ to 
the relations between the oppressed and oppres¬ 
sor classes in capitalist countries.” 

“However, Comrade Togliatti and some other 
comrades from the Italian Communist Party be¬ 
lieve that the analysis given by Lenin in his 
work Fhe State and Revolution is no longer 
‘adequate,’ that the meaning of proletarian dic¬ 
tatorship has changed. According to his theory 
of ‘structural reforms’ Italy today can ‘gradual- 
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Iy’ and ‘peacefully’ become socialist without a 
proletarian revolution, without demolishing the 
bourgeois state machine or establishing proleta¬ 
rian dictatorship by merely effecting a series of 
‘reforms’ within the framework of the Italian 
Constitution, nationalizing large enterprises, in¬ 
troducing economic planning and extending de¬ 
mocracy. Actually they view the state as some 
kind of supraclass instrument and believe that 
the bourgeois state is also able to pursue a so¬ 
cialist policy; they view bourgeois democracy as 
supraclass democracy and believe that based on 
this democracy the working class can also rise to 
the position of a ‘leading class’ in the state. This 
so-called theory of ‘structural reforms’ is from 
beginning to end a deviation from the Marxist- 
Leninist teaching of proletarian revolution and 
proletarian dictatorship.” 

“. . .The theory of ‘structural reforms’ of 
P. Togliatti and some other leaders of the Ita¬ 
lian Communist Party is based not on historical 
materialism and a scientific study of objective 
reality but on idealism and illusions. But they 
still actively preach what they themselves know 
to be unreliable and present it as the ‘common 
line of the world communist movement. By doing 
so they can only act as those who corrupt and 
weaken the revolutionary struggle of the prole¬ 
tariat, protect capitalist domination and root out 
socialist revolution. What else is it if not a new 
social-democratic trend?” 

And further: 
“In recent years certain degenerate elements 

from some Communist Parties and Right-wingers 
from some social-democratic parties of capitalist 
countries have been proclaiming the so-called 
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theory of structural reforms and using it as a 
weapon against the Communist Parties. These 
facts alone are sufficient to prove how much the 
so-called theory of structural reforms savours of 
social-democratism and how far it is from Marx¬ 
ism-Leninism!” 

. .The thesis of Comrade Togliatti and some 
other leaders of the Italian Communist Party on 
the so-called advance towards socialism in the 
atmosphere of peace and democracy is reminis¬ 
cent of some statements of the old revisionist 
K. Kautsky.” 

As we see, ]enminjihpao goes at it hammer 
and tongs. But what grounds are there, if any, 
for this kind of interpretation of the activities 
of the Italian and other Communist Parties? Let 
us consider more closely some points of present- 
day tactics of the Communist Parties of advanc¬ 
ed capitalist countries. 

Lenin repudiated the notion that the bourgeois- 
democratic and the proletarian revolution must 
be separated by an interval of many years, du¬ 
ring which the working class gradually builds 
up its strength. Lenin proved that in the im¬ 
perialist era no lengthy period of bourgeois do¬ 
mination following the bourgeois-democratic re¬ 
volution was obligatory, that this revolution, too, 
could be headed by the working class, and the 
bourgeois-democratic revolution could then de¬ 
velop into a proletarian revolution. Lenin’s theo¬ 
ry of the boureeois-democratic revolution grow¬ 
ing into a proletarian revolution makes it pos¬ 
sible to define correctly the relative importance 
and perspective of all democratic movements of 
our times. Our epoch is characterized by an up¬ 
surge of the democratic movement. The entire 
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climate of the present stage of the general crisis 
of capitalism favours its growth. 

This is connected in the first place with the 
further intensification of the reactionary and 
aggressive character of imperialism. In the pre¬ 
sent situation, such invariable characteristics of 
imperialism as negation of representative demo¬ 
cracy and predilection for strong-arm home and 
foreign policy have become intensified in the ex¬ 
treme. Especially important in this regard has 
been the change of monopoly capitalism into 
state-monopoly capitalism. This process is cha¬ 
racteristic of all advanced capitalist countries. 
Despite what the bourgeoisie hoped, state-mono- 
poly capitalism has not only intensified traditio¬ 
nal capitalist contradictions but has bred new 
irreconcilable antagonisms. 

The natural consequence of this process is that 
the more powerful imperialist states seek to es¬ 
tablish their world domination. Their expansion¬ 
ist aims are not limited to economically under¬ 
developed regions alone but include industrially 
developed bourgeois countries as well. The at¬ 
tempts of Hitler Germany to enthral Western 
Europe and other countries of the world, the 
efforts of the United States (in the postwar pe¬ 
riod) to make Japan, Italy and some other ca¬ 
pitalist countries politically dependent on it are 
cases in point. 

The concentration of wealth, power and privi¬ 
leges at one pole inevitably generates an oppos¬ 
ing tendency at the other, activizing the move¬ 
ment of the broadest sections of the people for 
their rights, against the militarists and mono¬ 
poly rule. Lenin said: “Capitalism in general, 
and imperialism in particular, turn democracy 
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into an illusion—though at the same time capi¬ 
talism engenders democratic aspirations in the 
masses, creates democratic institutions, aggra¬ 
vates the antagonism between imperialism’s de¬ 
nial of democracy and the mass striving for de¬ 
mocracy.” 1 The interests not only of the work¬ 
ers and peasants but also of the middle strata 
in towns and villages, including the intelligent¬ 
sia, are objectively concentrated at the anti-mo¬ 
nopoly pole; even a part of the middle-class 
bourgeoisie are plainly dissatisfied with the mo¬ 
nopolies’ omnipotence. 

The class struggle in bourgeois society, as we 
see, is growing in scope and intensity, permitting 
the emergence and development of broad de¬ 
mocratic movements uniting different classes and 
strata. This includes the movement for universal 
peace, against the menace of nuclear war, the 
patriotic struggle for the preservation of natio¬ 
nal sovereignty, the movement in defence of de¬ 
mocratic freedoms and institutes, against the on¬ 
slaught of the forces of fascism and reaction. It 
also includes the moves to nationalize the pro¬ 
perty of capitalist monopolies; demands for ag¬ 
rarian reform and more rights for women and 
the youth; the humanist movement in defence of 
culture, and many other mass movements. 

The fact that the development of capitalism 
in recent decades has given a sharper turn to 
democratic struggles does not, however, signify 
any deviation from the laws of the social pro¬ 
cess, as the Chinese leaders presume, nor does 
it imply a return to the past. Sufficient to com- 

1 Lenin. Coll. Works. Vol. 23, pp. 24, 25. 
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pare the content of today's democratic tasks with 
the tasks that earlier bourgeois-democratic revo¬ 
lutions had to contend with. Today it is not a 
question of wiping out feudalism or a monarchy, 
or of clearing the way for capitalist development. 
The democratic changes for which the working 
class and broad popular masses are fighting now 
exceed the limits of bourgeois democracy. The 
point now is to restrict and subsequently abolish 
the stranglehold of the monopolies, the suppres¬ 
sors of democracy and national freedom, the ins¬ 
tigators of nuclear slaughter. 

The revolutionary workers’ movement had to 
develop its tactics in line with the new tasks and 
new conditions. The need for this became ap¬ 
parent after the 1929-33 economic crisis, when 
the imperialist powers sharply veered towards 
reaction and militarism. It was then that the 
foundations were laid for the new tactics, which 
have acquired such significance today,—the tac¬ 
tics of the broad popular front of anti-fascist 
forces, approved by the 7th Congress of the Com¬ 
munist International. The new tactics allowed 
Communists in many countries to secure unity 
of action with Socialists and other anti-fascist 
forces. A Popular Front emerged in France; the 
Spanish people waged a stubborn struggle for 
three years against the joint forces of home co¬ 
unter-revolution and world reaction. It is not 
accidental that the memory of 1936 and the Po¬ 
pular Front struggles are being revived today. 
Indeed, it was thanks to the Popular Front that 
the working class and working people at large 
prevented fascism from gaining a foothold in 
France at that time; they managed to wring con¬ 
cessions from the bourgeoisie that the masses 



enjoy to this day despite the reverses ot subse¬ 
quent years. 

Since the present internal and world situation 
differs from what it was in the thirties, the West 
European Communist Parties do not raise the 
question of repeating the experience of the Po¬ 
pular Front. Today a wider alliance of anti-mo¬ 
nopoly forces is needed, an alliance of the forces 
of democracy, social progress and peace. To en¬ 
sure unity of action in the struggle against the 
reactionary forces, the Communist Parties of many 
countries have worked out a complete pro¬ 
gramme of democratic and social moves taking 
into account the interests of the working class, 
peasants, and the middle strata in town and coun¬ 
tryside. 

Popular-democratic revolutions in a number 
of European and Asian countries have demons¬ 
trated the great importance of democratic aims 
and movements in the contemporary epoch. These 
revolutions developed under anti-fascist demo¬ 
cratic slogans (anti-feudal slogans were added 
where vestiges of feudalism still remained). Prac¬ 
tice has also shown that given correct guidance 
by the working class and its Marxist-Leninist 
Parties democratic revolutions tend to grow into 
socialist revolutions at a comparatively rapid 
rate. 

The experience of the countries of the Social¬ 
ist Community has proved the viability and great 
promise of the policy of broad class unions at the 
time of a revolution. In popular-democratic re¬ 
volutions the working class acted in union with 
the peasants, urban and rural middle strata, and 
in some countries in union with the national 
bourgeois middle class, as was the case in China, 
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for instance. In many fraternal countries no ra¬ 
dical re-grouping of the class forces took place 
when the revolution passed from its first, de¬ 
mocratic, phase into the second, socialist, phase; 
the overwhelming majority of the allies of the 
proletariat supported the socialist transforma¬ 
tions. 

In the postwar period, the Communist Parties 
of the European capitalist countries, representing 
an active coherent force, have enriched the tac¬ 
tics of democratic anti-monopoly struggle with 
new ideas and forms. The recent contributions 
to these tactics made by the communist move¬ 
ment are summarized in the decisions of the 
Rome Conference of Representatives of the Com¬ 
munist Parties of European Capitalist Countries 
held in November, 1959 and the 1965 and 1966 
Brussels Conferences of Western European Com¬ 
munist Parties. The programme of anti-monopo¬ 
ly struggle approved at these conferences denotes 
a creative approach to the assessment of present- 
day conditions of working-class struggle, and 
the elaboration of effective tactical slogans and 
forms of this struggle. 

The conferences called on all working peoples 
and democrats to fight to effectively restrict and 
subsequently do away with the power of mono¬ 
polies. Communists believe that monopoly rule 
can be limited by nationalizing some sectors of 
industry that have been monopolized and demo¬ 
cratizing the management of public sectors of 
the economy, developing the initiative and par¬ 
ticipation of the working peoples in all branches 
of the economy, exercising democratic control 
over capital investments in industry and agri¬ 
culture, agrarian reform and protection of small 

97 



peasant property and other small to middling 
producers Irom monopoly stranglehold. 

These measures by themselves do not abolish 
exploitation of man by man. But if carried out 
they would limit monopoly power, enhance the 
prestige and political influence of the working 
class, facilitate the isolation of reactionary gro¬ 
ups and the organization of a bloc of progres¬ 
sives and all social strata victimized by the mo¬ 
nopolies to continue the fight for their interests. 

How could one define the nature of the de¬ 
mands which the West European Communist 
Parties are advancing? Certainly, they exceed 
the limits of ordinary reforms, comprising social 
transformations of a different type affecting the 
structure of capitalist society. And it is quite un¬ 
derstandable that Communist Parties connect the 
implementation of demands of this kind with the 
formation of democratic governments based on 
a representative coalition of popular forces. 

Nationalization of monopolized sectors of the 
economy and other democratic reforms are far 
from being the result of “supraclass” activities 
of the state. They are the outcome of the strug¬ 
gle of the workers’ and popular movements aga¬ 
inst the monopolies and the bourgeois state, which 
does their bidding. 

In substance, both the struggle for peace and 
democracy and the liberation struggle of the 
proletariat in present conditions have a common 
enemy—reactionary monopoly capital. It is the 
main barrier to lasting peace and democracy and 
to socialism. Thus the two kinds of struggle, each 
developing in its own way, have come closer 
together than before. From this it follows that 
in certain conditions the struggle for general de- 
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mocratic demands can objectively facilitate the 
transition to socialist revolution. 

Such conclusions are the only ones to be de¬ 
duced from the analysis of the prevailing situa¬ 
tion in advanced capitalist countries. But here 
we behold the Chinese dogmatists, who ask: “Is 
it necessary to struggle for democratic changes? 
Wouldn’t it be better to launch the socialist re¬ 
volution at once? It would solve the problems 
of peace and the problems of democracy once 
and for all. Doesn’t the struggle for democratic 
changes distract the working class from its revo¬ 
lutionary perspective?” They even say in Pe¬ 
king that the decisions of the Rome conference 
run counter to the Marxist theory of the class 
struggle since they do not call for direct revo¬ 
lutionary action and establishment of proletarian 

dictatorship. 
It would not be amiss if such people were re¬ 

minded of this statement by Lenin on combining 
the struggle for the immediate and final aims of 
the working cla$s, for reforms and the revolu¬ 
tion: “The greatest, perhaps the only danger to 
the genuine revolutionary is that of exaggerated 
revolutionism, ignoring the limits and conditions 
in which revolutionary methods are appropriate 
and can be successfully employed. True revolu¬ 
tionaries have mostly come a cropper when they 
began to write 'revolution with a capital R, to 
elevate ‘revolution’ to something almost divine, 
to lose their heads, to lose the ability to leflect, 
weigh and ascertain in the coolest and most dis¬ 
passionate manner at what moment, under what 
circumstances and in which sphere of action you 
must act in a revolutionary manner, and at what 
moment, under what circumstances and in which 
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sphere you must turn to reformist action.” 1 
The Chinese sectarians assume it is enough to 

call on the masses to overthrow imperialism and 
they will immediately rush into the revolution¬ 
ary struggle. Real life is, however, much more 
complex than that. It is impossible to rally the 
masses for a revolutionary fight by just appeal¬ 
ing to them to overthrow monopoly rule. The 
main tactical principle of Leninism states that 
propaganda alone is not enough to make the mil¬ 
lions respond to the call of the revolutionary 
party. As Lenin pointed out time and again, 
this requires political experience on the part of 
the masses. And, what experience could be more 
convincing than the experience gained in the 
struggle for the most pressing, vitally important 
demands of the present period—preservation and 
consolidation of universal peace, defence of the 
workers’ immediate interests, protection and ex¬ 
tension of democratic rights and liberties? In 
other words, the solution of general democratic 
problems becomes the necessary condition of tran¬ 
sition to socialism in advanced capitalist coun¬ 
tries. 

Such are some of the precepts of the Com¬ 
munist Parties of developed capitalist countries, 
who, in their practical activities, combine the 
struggle for democracy and the struggle for pea¬ 
ce, for the immediate and the final aims of the 
workers’ movement. These demands, stemming 
from life itself, are far removed from the sche¬ 
mes and precepts the Maoists are trying to ap¬ 
ply to the development of socialist revolution in 
capitalist countries. Unable to extricate themsel- 
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ves from their confused notions about the present 
stage of imperialism and the tactics of the west¬ 
ern communist parties, the Maoists turn again 
and again to the idea of war as the way to set¬ 
tle all social contradictions of contemporary so¬ 
ciety. This idea is, however, repudiated by all 
Communist and Workers’ Parties which adhere to 
Marxist principles. 

NATIONALISM 

How did it happen that nationalism, which 
finds its ugliest expression in anti-Soviet out¬ 
rages committed in Peking, has become such a 
prominent feature of the policy of the CPC lead¬ 
ers? Doubtless, it is greatly due to the fact that 
when the ideology of the Communist Party of 
China was shaping up it involved a struggle not 
only between petty bourgeois and proletarian so¬ 
cialism but also between internationalist and na¬ 
tionalist traditions. As for Mao Tse-tung, he re¬ 
presented the latter from the very outset. 

Nationalism has been fostered in China for 
thousands of years, in a highly specific form. 
The idea was nurtured that China was the great¬ 
est world power in respect to population, signi¬ 
ficance and the level of culture. The Chinese 
called their country the Celestial Empire or Mid¬ 
dle Kingdom. It was considered the centre of the 
world surrounded on all sides by nations with a 
less-developed culture. It is highly characteristic 
that, though dependent on the capitalist powers, 
the Chinese emperors invariably treated them as 
kinffs or tsars of barbarians. 

The present policies of the Chinese leaders 
are also influenced to a great extent by the fact 
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that throughout its long history China lacked the 
experience of alliances with other countries. The 
emperors desired China to remain secluded, fen¬ 
ced off as much as possible from the rest of the 
world. All the surrounding states were consider¬ 
ed either tributaries or foes. 

It was not until the 19th century that Chinese 
progressives launched a struggle against its tra¬ 
ditional seclusion, for utilizing the achievements 
of European civilization and Western theoretical 
thought. At first, however, it was limited to the 
sphere of scientific and technological develop¬ 
ments. It was silently agreed that China had no¬ 
thing to learn as far as ideology, morality and 
culture were concerned—it was a model for 
others, for China was “the sea which makes salty 
all the rivers running into it.” 

The first departure from such notions came 
about after the Great October Socialist Revolu¬ 
tion. The revolutionary forces of China, the 
Communists above all, began to view foreign ex¬ 
perience—the experience of Soviet Russia in this 
case—as something they could benefit from. But 
at the same time from the first there were some 
marked tendencies in the Communist Party of 
China which denoted the influence of the old 
notions. 

One must say that on the whole the national¬ 
ist sentiments among the Chinese people and 
Chinese Communists grew stronger in the period 
of anti-Japanese war. It enhanced national con¬ 
sciousness but at the same time, as is often the 
case, it encouraged nationalism too. 

The rise of nationalism in China in recent 
decades is very much the handiwork of the ca¬ 
pitalist West. Despite persistent efforts on the 



part of the Soviet Union and other socialist coun¬ 
tries, the bourgeois states have managed to 
keep China out of world politics. People’s China 
has not been admitted to the UN to this day and 
very few capitalist states maintain relations with 
her. China is rarely invited to major interna¬ 
tional conferences. 

Nevertheless we believe that the spread of 
nationalism in the party and in the country in 
recent years is to be attributed not so much to 
these external causes as to the inculcation of 
Maoist ideology, Mao’s personal claims to a par¬ 
ticular place in the world liberation movement. 
Just as the Chinese emperors considered them¬ 
selves to be the only, the infallible “teachers” of 
their own and other peoples, the only “true ex¬ 
pounders” of ancient creeds, so would Mao Tse- 
tung create an impression of himself as the only 
“Orthodox” communist ideologist called upon to 
mastermind the revolutions in any country. 

The CPC leaders began by aspiring to the lead¬ 
ership of the national-liberation movement. The 
theories that Asia, Africa and Latin America 
formed the “epicentre of world revolutionary 
storms” were to pave the way for theories that 
the centre of the revolutionary movement has 
“shifted” to Peking. Striving for hegemony in 
the national-liberation struggle Mao and his sup¬ 
porters were not above stooping to any means, 
even frankly racialist ones. For instance, Chou 
En-lai and Chen Yi told a leading member of 
the Japanese Liberal-Democratic Party, Mr. Mat- 
sumura, that “East is East” and that “Asians will 
change world history.” 

On March 14, 1967 the Kenyan East African 
Standard carried a brief resume of New Diplo- 
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mats Will Bring the Great Chinese Proletarian 
Cultural Revolution to Africa, a brochure pub¬ 
lished by the Hsinhua News Agency in Hong¬ 
kong. The brochure includes speeches by Chiang 
Ching, Mao Tse-tung’s wife, deputy head of 
the “cultural revolution” group under the CPC 
Central Committee and the premier of the State 
Council, Chou En-lai, at a meeting of Chinese 
diplomats in Africa. 

According to Chiang Ching “1967 will be the 
year of great victories for revolutionary peoples, 
especially in Asia and Africa.” Chairman Mao, 
she went on, has stated that it is necessary to 
organize a broad common front of these peoples 
in order to defeat reactionary imperialist and 
colonialist rule. Chinese diplomats, Chiang Ching 
declared, must do everything in their power to 
help African associations achieve this goal “un¬ 
der the glorious banner of the revolutionary prin¬ 
ciples of Mao Tse-tung.” 

But it is not just a Question of subordinating 
the national-liberation movement to the interests 
of Peking. Mao and his aides are aspiring more 
and more to a particular role in the world com¬ 
munist and workers’ movement. “The generaliza¬ 
tion of the historical tasks that the present epoch 
set before the proletariat and the revolution-led 
people had to be shouldered by Mao Tse-tung,” 
the Lis hi Yanjiu magazine wrote as far back as 
1960. Today Mao Tse-tung is being lauded as the 
“only,” the “infallible,” the “greatest” theoretici¬ 
an of all revolutionary movements of the present 
times. 

That Mao and his group seek to monopolize 
the ideological sphere is also clear from the 
fact that in the course pf the “cultural revolu- 
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tion” it is asserted with increasing persistence 
that China is the country which provides a re¬ 
volutionary pattern for the world, and therefore 
China is to lead mankind on the road to com¬ 
munism. And if it is indeed so, one need not 
wonder at the Maoists’ bitter attacks against the 
Soviet Union and other socialist countries which 
refuse to be ordered about by China. 

And, finally, the last question: What are we 
up against—a purely national, specifically Chi¬ 
nese development, or one which manifests itself, or 
may manifest itself in one form or another un¬ 
der different circumstances as well? One is in¬ 
clined to believe the answer is as follows. We 
see in China very much that is specific, connect¬ 
ed solely with the conditions of that country, with 
its traditions. At the same time there can also 
be observed such phenomena which, albeit in a 
different form, in one way or another have al¬ 
ways accompanied the revolutionary movement 
throughout the world, and especially in retarded 
countries. Marx used to call them the “morbid 
shadow of socialism.” And just as the shadow 
cast by an object is now accurate and now gro¬ 
tesque, so is petty bourgeois socialism now more 
and now less like genuine socialism. 

Let us cite a few examples from the history 
of the workers’ movement. 

A hundred years ago Marx and Engels were 
preparing for the regular congress of the Inter¬ 
national to be convened on July 22, 1869, in 
Basle. It was just when the world communist 
movement had to contend for the first time with 
an attempt to destroy it from within, undertaken 
by the well-known Russian anarchist, Mikhail 
Bakunin. He was the leader of the semi-anarchist, 
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semi-liberal “Alliance of Socialist Democracy” 
recently incorporated in the International. Re¬ 
gardless of the Charter of the International for¬ 
bidding the existence of an independent inter¬ 
national organization within its framework, Ba¬ 
kunin secretly preserved the Alliance as an un¬ 
derground organization hoping in this way to 
seize the leadership of the International and 
force his own programme on it. As is known, 
Bakunin’s plans failed, his pretensions being de¬ 
nied by the Basle Congress. 

There are several reasons why we should re¬ 
call this fact. The first is that Bakunin’s pro¬ 
gramme sounded more revolutionary than the 
programme of the International, which made cri¬ 
ticism difficult. Marx wrote to Engels in that 
connection: Bakunin thinks: if we approve his 
‘radical programme’ he can make a big noise 
about this and compromise us, even if only just 
a little. If we declare ourselves against it we 
shall be denigrated as counter-revolutionaries.” 1 

Another peculiarity of Bakunin’s programme 
was that he recognized none but armed, military 
methods and rejected the political struggle. From 
this it followed that the “social liquidation” of 
capitalism was to be carried out not by the work¬ 
ing ^ class but by the most discontented “explo¬ 
sive” part of society—the lumpen proletariat, 
declasse elements of the social abyss, the intel¬ 
lectual Bohemians. 

Another feature of this programme was its 
negativism. Bakunin knew what he wanted to 
destroy but gave little thought to what would 

1 K. Marx and F. Engels. Sel. Correspondence, Moscow 
1965, p. 219. 
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be created instead. And he wanted to destroy 
everything—industrial relations, the state, law, 
morality, culture, the family. . . Bakunin’s views 
were rejected by the International, and subse¬ 
quently he and his group were expelled from 
the International workingmen’s Association. But 
they left their mark on history: anarchism has 
been revived in one form or another in different 
countries and at different times. In Russia, for in¬ 
stance, it found expression in the activities of 
socialist-revolutionaries and of people like Kro¬ 
potkin. 

Let us recall Spain in the period of the anti¬ 
fascist war of 1936-39. Then the anarchists were 
a very influential force and made a stand aga¬ 
inst the Communists, though formally they were 
their allies. They forced peasants into co-opera¬ 
tives, hastily nationalized industry, removed en¬ 
gineers, abolished money, shot clergymen, de¬ 
molished churches. In a word, they acted in di¬ 
rect opposition to the socialist idea. Such '‘so¬ 
cialism’’ repelled people. 

The Maoists, who pride themselves on the idea 
of militarized labour and all social life, had bet¬ 
ter learn some facts of history. Militarization of 
the Party, state and trade unions for adventu¬ 
rous aims is by no means new. Here is, for ex¬ 
ample, what Trotsky said at the 9th Congress 
of RCP (Bolsheviks): “The military sphere has 
a corresponding apparatus which is operated to 
force the men to do their duty. This must be so, 
in one shape or another, in the labour sphere 
as well. . Workers “should be transferred, as¬ 
signed to jobs much in the same way as privates 
are. It is the groundwork of militarization of la¬ 
bour. . .” And this: . .It is clear that after we 
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have chased the wolf from the door at least, 
we shall be able to leap over a series of succes¬ 
sive stages. »1 How very like the reasoning of 
the contemporary Peking admirers of “big 
leaps!” 

Belief in force and leader worship were espe¬ 
cially typical of “also-socialist” trends regardless 
of whether they were dubbed anarchism, Trot¬ 
skyism or any other “ism.” Their supporters set 
their hopes on force alone even when it came to 
purely economic matters. But absolute force re¬ 
quires absolute power; it needs a leader, a dic¬ 
tator invested with absolute authority. That is 
why personal ambition loomed so large in the 
views of Bakunin, Trotsky and other petty bour¬ 
geois ideologists. Engels wrote that Bakunin wis¬ 
hed to make the proletarian movement serve his 
bloated ambition and egoistic ends, that people 
like him used the conquest of power by the wor¬ 
king class as a pretext to establish their own auto¬ 
cracy. 

Of course, we are far from drawing a direct 
analogy between what is happening in China 
and what took place in other countries in the 
past. But history reminds us that the workers’ 
movement has previously come up against vin¬ 
dication of force, the cult of the individual, and 
frenzied crowds on the rampage. Today it has 
manifested itself in a new, and far more menac¬ 
ing form, with a vast country becoming the prov¬ 
ing ground of lunatic ideas. This country’s lead¬ 
ers are playing with such things as world war 
and the destinies of world socialism. In other 

1 9th Congress of the RCP (Bolsheviks). March-Abril 
1920. Records. Moscow, 1960, p. 98 (Russ. Ed.). 
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words, it is now far more dangerous than be¬ 
fore. 

Probably one should not be too hasty to desig¬ 
nate as socialism what is an important but still 
only a first step on the road to it—the abolition 
of private ownership. It has become clear that 
it is often easier to divest the old classes of their 
power and wealth than to establish genuinely 
new relations among people. It takes a colossal 
effort to achieve this in a backward country. 
Here it is easier to launch the socialist revolu¬ 
tion but much more difficult to carry it through 
to victory, for the past and its many manifes¬ 
tations weigh heavily on that which emerges 
in the struggle. 

Then what can we expect in the future? A 
sociologist might give the following answer: Nor¬ 
mal processes will win out in China in the long 
run, for the trends engendered by the revolution 
and given palpable form—state ownership in the 
town and country—must sooner or later take the 
upper hand. If the revolutionary movement in 
various countries vigorously overcomes the petty 
bourgeois disease, why should the Chinese wor¬ 
king class and its party not be able at some ti¬ 
me in the future to find enough strength to throw 
off the burden of Maoism and return to genuine 
socialism? 

For a political leader, naturally, this answer 
won’t do. He is interested not only in what will 
happen ultimately, that is, at some time in the 
future, but also in what may happen today, to¬ 
morrow or the day after. We do not undertake 
to answer this. However, it is clear that the world 
revolutionary forces can influence the situation in 
China in two ways: firstly, by the example of a 
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genuine socialist policy truly benefiting the peo¬ 
ples and the entire cause of world socialism; 
secondly, by relying on the support of public opi¬ 
nion. With all that, one must be fully aware of 
the harm that can come from the ideology and 
policy of Mao Tse-tung and his group who are 
seeking to sap the very foundations of interna¬ 
tional revolutionary brotherhood. 
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