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PART I:

THE MOYNIHAN-KISSINGER HOCTRENE
AN® THE “THIR® WORE®”

If one searches out the particular significance of the Ford- 
Rockefeller-Kissinger appointment of Daniel P. Moynihan—the 
favorite sociologist of three previous presidents (one Republican, 
two Democrats) —as U.S. Ambassador to the United Nations, one 
must conclude that it lies in the following: The Administration is 
not only stepping up the application of the racist, ruling class 
philosophy of the domestic Moynihan Report internally but inter
nationally as well.

Moynihan was selected to intensify the attack on what U.S. 
imperialism calls the “tyranny" in the U.N. of the "new majority” 
—the “third world” countries and the socialist camp—at the same 
time that Secretary of Defense Schlesinger is reactivating the 
Pentagon’s nuclear first-strike policy against the Soviet Union. 
These steps demonstrate that the enemies of detente and peaceful 
coexistence conceive of this genocidal nuclear doctrine and the 
Moynihan doctrine as integral aspects of one policy.

The revival of Moynihanism and the nuclear first-strike strategy 
reveals that the struggle to make detente and peaceful coexistence 
irreversible has merged at a new level with the struggle to make 
decolonization and social progress irreversible.

During the '60s, the Moynihan Report came up with an 
“analysis” of the condition of Black people in the U.S. that placed 
the blame for their intensifying problems not on the oppressor 
but the victims. The reasons for inequality in jobs, housing, edu
cation, etc., were—according to this report—not to be found in the 
class and racist structure of U.S. state monopoly capitalism but 
within the Black community. Now, casting according to type,
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the Administration has selected Moynihan to project an inter
national counterpart of the racist concepts in his report: i.e., to 
blame the widening economic gap between many of the under
developed and less-developed nations and the imperialist nations 
not on U.S. and world imperialism but on its victims.

In 1964, on the eve of U.S. imperialism’s escalation of its 
"pacification" program in Vietnam, Lyndon B. Johnson appointed 
Moynihan, then Assistant Secretary of Labor, as head of a com
mittee to develop a program for "pacification" of the Black masses, 
who refused to interpret the legal gains of the civil rights struggles 
as an end, but rather as a new starting point in their long fight 
for the substance of equality.

This committee produced "The Negro Family: The Case for 
National Action," which came to be known as the Moynihan 
Report. As its tactic, this report conceded that the lot of Black 
Americans had consisted of slavery followed by discrimination. But 
this belated official recognition of a 300-year history of oppression 
was accorded not to point up the government’s obligation for 
a national program to wipe out inequality—but instead to pro
ject new, more subtle racist rationalizations for the government’s 
persistent refusal to take affirmative action.

The report achieved its goal by obscuring the fundamental fact 
that the extension of Black inequality from the past into the 
present is directly connected with capitalism, with the racist 
policies of monopoly and its two-party domination of the electoral 
process. Instead, the report contended that the source of inequality 
lies in the Black “family structure.”

By its racist interpretation of the Black condition (including 
the manipulation of statistics), the report was invaluable to the 
monopolists in their aim of reversing the gains of the civil rights 
struggles rather than carrying out economic and social measures 
against racism and inequality.

Having absolved monopoly of responsibility for Black inequali
ty, the report sought to divert the growing demand for national 
action against racism and poverty by a call for "action” that would 
be turned against the Black community:

A national effort towards the problems of Negro America must 
be directed toward the question of the family structure.
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A Coordinated Reappearance
It is hardly coincidental that before Moynihan was named U.S. 

Ambassador to the U.N., a widespread and apparently coordinated 
campaign to reactivate his racist sociology was underway. The 
meaning of this move can be fully appreciated only if one re
members that when the Moynihan Report originally appeared it 
received immediate condemnation from the Black liberation move
ments and its allies. As a result, its presence was camouflaged, at
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In developing its racist theme that the solution of the Black 
condition lies not in an anti-monopoly struggle but within the 
Black "family structure,” the Moynihan Report stated:

At the heart of the deterioration of the fabric of Negro society 
is the deterioration of the Negro family. It is the fundamental 
source of the weakness of the Negro community at the present 
time. Three centuries of injustice have brought about deep- 
seated structural distortions in the life of the Negro American. 
. . . The cycle can be broken only if these distortions are set 
right. In a word, a national effort toward the problems of Negro 
Americans must be directed toward the question of the family 
structure.
By picturing the Black condition of inequality as arising within 

the Black "family structure," this report identified the results of 
oppression as the cause of oppression. Thus, it runs head on into 
the fact that Black family life—despite the "distortions" caused 
by 200 years on the auction blocks of Northern slave traders and 
Southern slave owners, followed by more than 100 years of racist 
economic, social and political pressures of genocidal proportions— 
has shown a matchless capacity for survival through struggle!

Among its numerous contributions to racism, the Moynihan Re
port labeled the Black community a “tangle of pathologies." (This 
is a phrase Moynihan took over from the writings of Dr. Kenneth 
Clark. Clark used it in an anti-racist sense, but because the phrase 
has no scientific class content Moynihan was able to twist Clark’s 
intent into its opposite.)

Now, courtesy of Moynihan, we have yet another racist stereo
type at large in the land, aimed at covering up the fact that the 
"tangle" of institutionalized racism generated by monopoly is the 
source of inequality.



fighting

least in "respectable" circles, for almost a decade.
Now the report’s philosophy appears more and more openly in 

the mass media and in the writings of the journalistic, academic 
and political supporters of monopoly in both its parlies—including 
their "liberal” circles. This phenomenon undoubtedly bolsters 
those currents in the Democratic and Republican parlies com
peting for the favors and even the presidential candidacy of George 
Wallace.

In this connection, Fortune magazine in its "Special Bicentennial 
Issue" (April, 1975), carried several articles by both "liberal" 
and conservative writers reflecting the Moynihan thesis. This was 
especially evident in the way these articles interpreted the facts 
and figures showing the widening gap between white and Black 
income over the past decade.

Among the articles dealing with the present status of Black 
people, the one by Juan Cameron—“Black America: Still Waiting 
for Full Membership"—emerges as an example of the “liberal” 
revival of the Moynihan doctrine. (Even its title reflects one facet 
of the "tangle" of lies monopoly propagates about Black people: 
Black Americans are not “waiting" for anything; they are fighting 
for everything they are entitled to!)

In large type on the opening page the following editorial com
ment appears:

(The) . . . achievements (of Black Americans) are still clouded, 
however, by widespread discrimination—and the seemingly un- 
solvable plight of the poor. (Emphasis added—H.W.)
For the brief period of '65 to 'G9, "black income was drawing 

somewhat closer to average white income," states Cameron—ig
noring the fact that even this temporary advance was brought 
about only by the strength of the civil rights struggles.

On one hand Cameron makes it appear that this short-lived 
narrowing of the gap between Black and white income applied 
to Black people as a whole instead of only a small minority. How
ever, he points out that even from '65 to ’69 the "gap was 
widening within the black community." (Emphasis in the or
iginal.)

He puts the blame for this on the Black masses, describing
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the income gap as "between the able and less able”—covering 
up the fact that monopoly responded to massive pressure from 
Black people as a whole with limited advancement for only a 
tiny percentage. With this coverup, Cameron buttresses his thesis 
of the seemingly "unsolvable plight of the poor” in still an
other way.

In true "liberal” fashion, Cameron appears to make a rela
tively frank admission about the condition of Black people only 
to go on to another "tangle" of lies. For instance, he concedes 
that "Blacks were hit harder than whites by the 1970 recession.” 
He then adds, "Whites haven't done very well either, thanks to 
recession and roaring inflation.”

But far from admitting that Blacks have been hit even harder 
by “roaring inflation” than whites, Cameron asserts they have 
found a way to beat it:

According to one recent study, blacks living on welfare can 
afford more than twice as much in the way of goods and services 
as welfare families could in 1947.
According to Cameron, neither massive unemployment, "roaring 

inflation,” nor the omnipresent barriers of racism are the cause 
of the income gap. Echoing Moynihan, he claims, "One continu
ing drag on black income, and perhaps the most important, is 
family instability."

Cameron then proceeds to help monopoly put even more bolts 
on the door leading to tire allegedly “free” and "open” society. 
He suggests no programs to counter the current depression-scale 
unemployment (in fact, this is a subject he doesn’t even mention). 
Instead he encourages monopoly in its drive to cut back on welfare 
—as a stimulus to Blacks to go out and get jobsl He states:

It would not seem beyond the political imagination to draw up 
a welfare program that encouraged work and stable families. . . 
Cameron goes on to speak of "white attitudes”-but hides the 

fact that these "attitudes” are fostered by the racist monopolists’ 
control of government, institutions and media. Further, he tries 
to make these "attitudes" appear acceptable instead of racist by 
stating, “To whites it seems only rational to be wary of school 
integration in a city like New York. .

While he seems to concede a possible need for change in these
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"attitudes," he consigns the task of bringing this about to "time": 
"White attitudes will no doubt continue to change over time. . ."

But "time" can be used to advance cither the interests of the 
masses or the monopolists and Cameron, in true Moynihan style, 
attempts to place it in the service of the latter—by putting the 
responsibility for overcoming racist "attitudes" on its victims:

. , . the crux of the problem lies somewhere in the ghetto . . . 
somewhere in . . . the tangle of pathologies there. (Emphasis 
added-H.W.)
This racist concept is aimed not only al the doubly and triply 

oppressed Black, Chicano, Puerto Rican, Asian and Native Amer
ican Indian peoples. That its real purpose is to divide the op
pressed and exploited of all colors, to divert them from a united 
struggle for an alternative to their plight, is confirmed when 
Cameron states:

Unfortunately, nobody knows how to work any dramatic im
provement in such an underclass, whatever the racial makeup. 
(Emphasis added-H.W.)

In this article Cameron is writing directly for the ruling class, 
at whose center are the top 500 national and trans-national corpo
rations for which Fortune magazine serves as a virtual house organ. 
This is why he can openly acknowledge that for monopolists the 
masses of workers—"whatever the racial makeup”—are an "under
class.”

This admission exposes the indivisibility of capitalism and 
racism. It reveals that racist and class oppression are inter
connected features of monopoly rule, and that racist doctrine and 
practices are inherent in capitalism's drive for profits and super
profits.

Racism and anti-communism, monopoly's twin weapons, have a 
special function in the present era of the general crisis of capitalism 
and the rise of the world system of socialism—when the world 
revolutionary process, composed of the socialist camp, the work
ing classes of the capitalist countries and the national liberation 
movements, is on the ascendancy. Its aim is to divide the working 
class-"the underclass, whatever its racial makeup"—and to sepa
rate the international working class and the liberation movements 
from their allies and most advanced contingents: the working
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classes in power in the socialist countries, from Moscow to Berlin, 
from Hanoi to Havana.

Daniel Bell, Gerald Ford and Moynihanism
Another article in this issue of Fortune is "The Revolution of 

Rising Entitlements,” by Daniel Bell, whose previous writings 
hailed the presumed advent of a "post-industrial society” in which 
a managerial and technocratic elite would displace both corporate 
monopoly and the working class.

Now Bell has found yet another way to assist the monopolists 
in their impossible task of preventing the working class from 
displacing them: he joins those who are adapting the Moynihan 
doctrine to the current crisis of U.S. and world imperialism.

Bell warns Fortune’s corporate readers that,
. . . the promise of equality has been transformed into a revo
lution of rising “entitlements"—claims on government to imple
ment an array of newly defined and vastly expanded social 
rights.
He then goes on to state that,
.. . demands, furthermore, are now defined as rights.
Clearly, the demand for equality now' goes far beyond equal 
opportunity, or protection against unfair hazards. Too many 
Americans w’ho got that protection still came out losers. What 
is nosv being demanded is equality of results—an equal outcome 
for all. (Emphasis in the original.)
To argue directly against enforcement of equal opportunity 

measures would expose Bell’s racist aims too blatantly. So he 
disguises his objectives in the pseudo-radical concept of utopian 
equalitarianism—equality of “result” for individuals.

Science has, of course, long since proven that all races are equal. 
But because individuals of whatever racial or national group 
have varying capacities, "equality of result" on an individual 
basis is an obvious impossibility. When Bell substitutes individual 
"equality of result” for that of an entire group, he is injecting 
a false issue to perpetuate a system with built-in inequality for 
Blacks and all oppressed minorities.

A comparison between this view and the Moynihan Report ex
poses their racist identity. The Moynihan Report is simply more
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blatant in stating the same concept:
The members of one group almost invariably end up well 
the fore, and another far to the rear.
Thus Moynihan and Bell concur in the racist view that in

equality is inherent in Black people. (Bell lias the insolence to 
speak of “protection against unfair hazards.” As he well knows, 
Black people have never gotten a single shied of "protection" 
from monopoly against the "unfair hazards" of racism!)

That President Ford’s stall of writers and advisers is well steeped 
in the Moynihan-Bell doctrine is confirmed in the introduction to 
Fortune's "Special Bicentennial Issue," when managing editor 
Robert Lubar writes,

Daniel Bell sees the possibility of a political crisis developing 
as government is more and more drawn into the role of satisfy
ing, not just public needs, but multitudinous private "wants" 
as well. A similar concern is very much on the tnind of Presi
dent Gerald Ford.
To illustrate this point, he cites the following statement from 

an interview in the same issue with the President:
... by the year 2000, 50 percent of the people will be living 
off the other 50 percent.
In this remark, Ford asserts that, on one hand, monopoly 

will have no jobs for 50 percent of the people while, on 
other, it aims at drastically cutting back on social services.

Imposing this perspective on the people would obviously re
quire reactionary measures. And since monopoly will try to main
tain its power by any means necessary, this could include steps 
in a pro-fascist direction. But every day brings flesh evidence that 
the masses will not submit to this!

Speaking of desegregation in the same interview, Ford said:
Raising expectation is a serious matter. When you set a time
table or a goal you do raise expectations.
The monopolists, in other words, have no “timetable" for end

ing segregation. Their “timetable” calls for maintaining it forever!
In another interview—“marking the approach of his first an

niversary as the nation’s only appointed President,” as The New 
York Times’ James M. Naughton put it—Ford himself demon-
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Daniel Bell and “Rising Entitlements”
Although Moynihan himself does not deal directly with the 

question of "rising entitlements" as it applies to white as well 
as non white masses, Daniel Bell does—and in so doing extends 
racist, anti-working class Moynihanism into yet another area.

Basing himself on the premise that the people’s demands can
not be met, Bell assists the ruling class in its aim of containing 
"the resolution of rising entitlements." Ignoring the massive need 
for jobs, the relationship between inflation and corporate profits 
and the gigantic military expenditures, he claims that "every 
imaginable anti-inflationary policy impinges on the welfare of some 
major interest group." In reality, of course, an 
policy" would “impinge" on the "welfare" of only 
interest group"—the tiny minority of monopolists.

Social programs also "impinge" on the "welfare" of the mo
nopolists—and Bell assists the ruling class in developing a rationale 
for cutting back on them. Stating that social programs can be 
financed only through higher taxes or economic growth, he as
serts,

. . . paradoxically, economic growth may be the source of a 
distinctive "contradiction” of capitalism—a contradiction that 
may prove to be its undoing. For growth has become inex
tricably linked with inflation, and it seems unlikely that any 
democratic society can abolish inflation without disastrous po
litical consequences.
Obviously, Daniel Bell equates “democracy" with continuing 

monopoly domination of the nation’s social, economic and politi
cal life.

Bell speaks ominously of the “dilemma associated with economic 
growth and inflation." Should an attempt be made to break out
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stratcd how the circle closes horn the “liberal" Bell to the ultra
right:

QUESTION: . . . What is your personal view about (George 
Wallace's) campaign philosophy, approach, and is there a dime’s 
worth of difference between you and him?
THE PRESIDENT: I think we have a good many similarities. 
(The New York Times, July 25, 1975.)



of the allegedly insoluble "contradiction" between economic 
growth and mote inflation, or the further slowing of economic 
growth and the escalation of unemployment, Bell foresees only 
"danger."

Hell has indeed presented the "dilemma" confronting the riding 
class. But a different "dilemma” confronts the people: the 
"dilemma" created by monopoly's control of both the economy 
and government.

A massive independent people's alternative to the two parties 
of the ruling class would most certainly result in "undoing” 
monopoly's stranglehold. Bell reveals monopoly's fear of such a 
formation when he warns that "one third of the electorate now 
designates itself as 'independent.' "

Far from bringing the "disastrous political consequences” Bell 
predicts, an anti-monopoly alternative is the only way to block 
still greater onslaughts against the people's rights and living 
standards. Bell inadvertently confirms this when he slates:
... it has become increasingly clear in recent years that the 
revolution of rising entitlement may become unmanageable. . . 
If this process is not reversed, it will work to undermine the 
legitimacy of our society.
When Bell asserts that this "process" must be "reversed," he 

is pointing in the direction of pro-fascist measures. Only through 
mass struggle for an independent alternative can the people pre
vent this drastic "reversal" of their rights. Without such a struggle 
to “undermine" the "legitimacy" of monopoly's control of govern
ment, it is impossible to combat unemployment, inflation, poverty 
and racism.

Contrary to Bell, "economic growth" is crucial to meet the vast 
needs of the people. Only the monopolies profit from production 
that diverts from instead of helps to meet the people’s expanding 
needs.

When the Bells and Moynihans distort this issue—which is at 
the heart of the crisis facing the people—their aim is "undoing" 
the people's struggle against the intensifying disaster synonymous 
with monopoly rule.

The source of escalating inflation, taxes, unemployment, poverty 
and racist oppression is the class and profit aims of U.S. im-
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“Putting the Cuffs On”
The relationship of Moynihanism to the increased aggressiveness 

of the most racist and reactionary forces in the country is confirmed 
in yet another article in Fortune’s "Special Bicentennial Issue,” 
titled "Putting tlie Cuffs on Capitalism," by Walter Guzzardi, Jr.

Predictably, the article reflects monopoly's concern with "putting
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pcrialisni, based on exploitation and national oppression, domesti- 
cally and internationally. Inherent in capitalism, these factors are 
aggravated by monopoly control and militarization of the economy.

The advance of socialism and working class and national libera
tion struggles culminated in U.S. imperialism’s defeat in Indo
china and the end of the 500 year-old Portuguese empire in Africa. 
But the Moynihan doctrine reflects U.S. imperialism’s resistance 
to accepting detente and the independence struggles in Asia, Africa 
and Latin America as irreversible.

f ile U.S. imperialists began to impose the disastrous burden of 
non economic growth on the people with the cold war. They 
< i.dated it with their intervention in Korea, Indochina and Latin 
America, with their support of Israeli aggression in the Mideast, 
and with NATO armaments directed against socialism and the 
liberation movements. Now .Moynihanism aims at expanding non
economic growth as a dominant feature of U.S. monopoly capi
talism.

The cost of diverting the major part of the U.S. economy to 
non-economic production has already been incalculable in terms 
of lives and the living standards of the peoples of the world and 
the U.S. Now- the Moynihan doctrine would impose on the U.S. 
the permanent disaster of an economy geared to expanding arma
ments and to subsidizing economic and political intervention 
against the world socialist and liberation struggles.

Bell claims that inequality, inflation and unemployment are “in
extricably linked" with democracy. On the contrary, they are "in
extricably linked" with monopoly, while the struggle to meet the 
people’s needs is inextricably bound up with the fight to expand 
democracy against the new combination of racist ultra-rightists 
within the two parties-who aim at a neo-fascist "answer” to the 
demands of the oppressed and exploited.



the culls" on the millions of oppressed and exploited searching for 
a way to take monopoly’s "culls” olf the industries that determine 
this country’s economic life.

Only socialism can put an end to the contradictions of capitalism, 
hut a struggle to ‘‘cull" monopoly, .1 fight for a program ol nation
alization, would begin to curb inflation and expand economic 
growth and jobs. This would open up new possibilities lor strength
ening democracy—lor making the struggle lor an economic solution, 
for equality and peace, irreversible. It is such a perspective that 
“troubles” Fortune magazine: "The troublesome prospect," writes 
Guzzardi, "is that government will continue ceaselessly to expand 
its frontiers.” Guzzardi knows very well (hat government has abso
lutely no plans to "expand its frontiers’’—i.c., provide the jobs, 
social services, etc. the people demand. What is so "troublesome" 
to him is that the growing strength of the people's movements, 
unless ruthlessly checked, may force certain concessions from govern
ment. He states:

Alan Greenspan, chairman of the Council of Economic Advisers, 
says that “capitalism is in crisis." Greenspan fears that we may 
now stand at "the point of discontinuity." (Emphasis added— 
H.W.)
To understand what Greenspan means by the “point of discon

tinuity," one must know more about his credentials than Guzzardi 
tells us: Greenspan is a protege of Ayn Rand, a long-time ideo
logue of an American type of fascism.

In using this phrase, Greenspan subtly reveals that there are cur
rents in Wall Street and Washington who fear that the continuation 
ol bourgeois democracy is an obstacle to monopoly's class interests 
and should be discontinued. His presence in Washington is in fact 
symbolic of those currents pushing for an historic "discontinuity" 
with bourgeois democracy, for an ultra-right, even a fascist, solution 
to the crisis of capitalism.

Guzzardi then tries to win "liberal” sentiment for Greenspan's 
views by exploiting the “liberals' ” fear of the masses and their 
demands:

A somewhat similar concern is shared by Otto Eckstein, a former 
member of the Council, who is a Democrat and a liberal. He 
argues that the capitalist system these days is being rocked by 
ever jjreater waves of change, rolling in faster and faster. Eckstein
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points out that the system is still groping for ways to accommo
date consumerism and environmentalism . . . which have come 
crashing down heavily on it in the last few years. And while it 
is groping, the system is being overtaken by still another move
ment, which Eckstein now sees gathering force ... a movement 
"tn change the distributions of wealth and income." (Emphasis 
added—H.W.)

Guzzardi then adds:
Stith sequences of rapid change are putting the capitalist system 
to its hardest test and, Eckstein fears, they may "hasten the day 
when the individual foundation of the society is gone.”

Of course, "individual foundation” is merely a euphemism for 
monopoly. As Eckstein and Guzzardi know, even if it once existed 
for a minority, the so-called "individual foundation of the society" 
has Jong (face been replaced by state monopoly capitalism.

As for a movement "gathering force" to change the "distributions 
of wealth and income," certainly it is! Tens of millions are seeking 
an alternative to the two-party syndrome for support to the policies 
of stale monopoly capitalism. Via these policies, monopoly appro
priates a greater and greater proportion of the wealth produced 
by the working class. Then it uses taxes and inflation as "distribu
tions” methods, i.e., to take back more and more of the small 
amount that goes into the workers’ pay envelopes. This is the 
"distributions" system by which imperialism subsidizes its aggres
sion against the people's movements for liberation and economic 
and social progress.

Liberals who express alarm at anti-monopoly movements have 
been pulled within the orbit of those reactivating Moynihanism. 
This doctrine in all its variants feeds the pro-fascist Greenspans 
and all anti-labor, racist forces trying to move the country in an 
ultra-right direction. These forces aim to make 1976 the year of 
"discontinuity,” the time for moving closer to their goal of doing 
away with the people's rights and "entitlements.”

In the same Fortune article, Guzzardi not only castigates as a 
threat to the system any measure that would even slightly alleviate 
the people's dire conditions. He also greets another proposal to 
bring still more of the "distributions of ■wealth" back to monopoly.

A certain Felix Rohatyn, Guzzardi reports, has "suggested a new
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Reconstruction Finance Goijxiration," which wonk! use govern
ment funds to assist private corporate capital. Rohatyn, .1 partner 
in Lazard Frcrcs, international bankcis, and a director ol FI T and 
several other giant corporations, is presently on the board of "Big 
Mac, the so-called Municipal Assistance Corporation through 
which the bankers create crises in order to seize more and more 
"distr ibutions of wealth" from the people of New York City.

After endorsing this added way of "distiibuting" profits 
monopoly, Guzzardi complains that,

'File fastest-growing segment of spending nowadays is transfer 
payments-money that the government spends, but for which it 
receives no return in goods or services, such as Social Security 
and welfare payments. Representing a moventent of resources 
from the productive to the non-productive sectors of the economy, 
these payments reached $117 billion last year. (Emphasis added 
—H.W.)
This Fortune writer attacks the woefully inadequate funds going 

for social senices, but does not mention the transfer of thousands 
of billions over the past couple of decades from the productive 
sector to the non-productive armaments and aggression sector. This 
continuing upward spiral of redistribution of resources from the 
productive to the non-productive sector is paralleled by another 
monopoly-induced spiral: unemployment and poverty for increasing 
masses of people.

However, Guzzardi is not unaware of these millions. In fact, he 
expresses Fortune's "compassion" for the poor when he writes:

... (a) young economist, Richard Zeckhauser, points out that 
regulations are especially hard on the poor—housing standards, 
for example. "The poor are forced to buy higher quality at the 
expense of convenience and space," he says . . . Zeckhauser also 
points out that by subsidizing nursing homes for the elderly 
. . . "the government is providing the elderly with incentives 
to move to situations more expensive to society . . .” And when 
the government subsidizes day-care centers ... it produces a 
comparably undesirable result.
This article ominously spells out all the social measures mon

opoly is trying to cut back on, measures affecting the employed, 
those shut out of the economy and the retired.
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And the article's pro-fascist direction is clearly revealed when 
it states:

The free enterprise system . . . carries with it some penalties 
, . . unemployment among them. If we are not willing to suffer 
the penalties, then we cannot have free enterprise. (Emphasis 
added—H.W.)
Of course, the monopolists are not among the "we" who "suffer 

the penalties." The "we" refers to the masses of the people, par
ticularly the doubly and triply oppressed minorities.

Monopoly'* Vieic of the “Class Gap”
The threat of still greater economic, social and political "pen

alties" conns not only from the openly racist, rightist forces of the 
two major parties, but also from a "liberal” direction.

l ake, for instance, The Ileal America, a book by Benjamin J. 
Wattenberg, a founder and co-chairman of the Coalition for a 
Demociatii Majority. Wattcnberg also served as an aide and writer 
for President Johnson, and as an aide to Senators Hubert Hum
phrey and Henry Jackson (whose image is being "liberalized").

Like Moynihan, Bell, Guzzardi, etc., Wattenberg believes that 
the onus for their condition lies on the masses, especially Blacks, 
and not the system. Consequently, the masses, particularly the 
most oppressed sections, must "suffer the penalties.” Wattenberg 
writes:

A movement for middle-class whites to be fair to middle-class 
blacks has a chance: the appeal for middle-class whites to play 
Lord and Lady Bountiful to lower class blacks is neither a 
happy nor productive relationship for either group. (The Real 
America, by Benjamin J. Wattenberg. Doubleday, New York.
1971. Page 151.)

No "appeal” was ever made by Black people for middle-class 
whites to play "Lord and Lady Bountiful" to them! On the con
trary, Black peole have fought against patronization in every form!

But Wattenberg is demagogic as well as crudely racist, which 
becomes apparent if one notes that middle-class whites are in no 
position to play “Lord and Lady Bountiful” to anyone, even to 
themselves! Their own situation is daily becoming more precarious, 
and to prevent it from becoming a full-scale disaster the middle-
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improve under capitalism when “the class gap narrows”!

Moynihan and the “IVew Majority”
A decade after the Moynihan Report provided tire updated racist 

stereotypes required by monopoly for its domestic strategy, a sequel 
appeared: an article by Daniel P. Moynihan in Commentary, March 
1975, which adapted the original Moynihan doctrine to the world 
scene.

The appearance of the new "Moynihan Report" coincides with 
the massive reactivization of the original doctrine by government 
agencies, political figures in both parties, and the media. Supported 
by the writings of respectable academic circles, this doctrine is now 
winning acceptance from many who have avoided identification
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class must become part of a great ami monopoly sliugglr based on 
labor anil the oppressed peoples.

Wattenberg also asserts,
As blacks have moved in massive numbers into the middle clan, 
they are moving (with resistance) into white neighborhoods, 
moving (with resistance) into white .schools, moving (with re
sistance) into white jobs. Given these fads, is it Mill usc/ul (let 
alone valid) to incam again the old stereotype of black poverty? 
(Ibid., page 151. Emphasis added—HAV.)

"Useful" only to monopoly, this fantasy of "massive numbers” 
of Blacks moving into middle-class status is designed to cover up 
the increase in unemployment, poverty and discrimination, and to 
conceal its source.

Closing his book on a note that carries echoes of both George 
Wallace and Daniel Moynihan, Wattenberg slates that "the only 
rational solution to the race problem . . . (will) occur as the clan 
gap narrows." (Emphasis added—H.W.) This is, of course, an 
outlook that neither Black nor white masses will find encouraging; 
it is obvious that the "class gap” between monopoly and the masses 
of whatever color is increasing.

Clearly, in its current and even more racist, anti-labor variations, 
Moynihanism is monopoly’s call for the victims of the system to 
"stiller the penalties" ever more sharply. Instead of "pie in the 
sky," today's ideologists for U.S. monopoly offer the oppressed and 
exploited a new version of gradualism, i.e., their condition will
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with the more crudely put racism of the Jensens and Shockleys.
Confirmation of the relationship between reactivization of the 

Moynihan Report internally and its extension internationally can 
he found in Moynihan's nomination as U.S. Ambassador to the 
U.N. less than a month after publication of his Commentary 
article.

In giving his views on how the crisis of U.S. and world imperial
ism should be confronted, Moynihan began by stating:

If one were to characterize the discomfiture and distress with 
which Americans responded to the events of the 29th General 
Assembly of the United Nations in 1974, some measure would 
have to be attributed to the discovery that a vast majority of 
the nations of the world feel there are claims which can be 
made on the wealth of individual nations that are both con
siderable and threatening—in any event threatening to countries 
such as the United States which regularly finds itself in a minority 
(often a minority of one or two or at most a half-dozen) in an 

assembly of 138 members.
The tyranny of the U.N.'s "new majority” has accordingly been 
deplored . . .
Having defined his fears of the "tyranny” of a “vast majority" 

over a tiny imperialist minority, Moynihan proceeded to adapt to 
the "third world" some of the domestic concepts he projected ten 
years ago.

In his original report, Moynihan denied the Black minority’s 
rightful claim to political and economic equality in the U.S. by 
naming the Black community, not state monopoly capitalism, as 
the source of inequality.

Noss' Moynihan denies the “third world" nations' rightful claim 
to political and economic equality by disavowing U.S. and world 
imperialism’s responsibility for their present inequality. Although 
Moynihan admits that colonialism existed prior to political inde
pendence, he places the blame for continuing inequality not on 
imperialism and neo-colonialism, but on its victims in Africa, Asia 
and Latin America.

The leadership of the nesvly independent nations (comprising 
the largest part of the “new majority") shared a common ideology, 
according to Moynihan, in the first phase of independence. He 
states:



... it may lie argued that what happened in the rally 197O» 
is that for the first time the world fell the impact of what for 
lack of a better term J shall call the British 1 evolution . . . To 
a quite astonishing degree [the independent slates] were ideo
logically uniform, having fashioned their poliliis in (rims de
rived from the general corpus of British socialist opinion as it 
developed in the period roughly 1890-1950.

In a footnote Moynihan acknowledges that,

The term British revolution is open to objection as seeming Io 
exclude the influence of continental socialism on the new nations, 
and indeed a good case could be made for calling the phenom
enon I am trying to describe the revolution of the Second Inter
national. But the term British can be justified by the fact that 
of the 87 states to have joined the U.N. since its founding, more 
than half—17—had been pan of the British empire. (Emphasis 
added-H.W.)
Although factually only 18 of these 87 states weie "part of the 

British empire," it is not just Moynihan's statistical method that is 
of interest hut his political strategy, which meshes with the Maoists’ 
great power chauvinist strategy.

Whatever the differences in the Maoists' goals and those of U.S. 
imperialism, both conceive of anti-Sovietism as central to their 
respective strategies. Consequently, both Maoism and imperialism 
aim al undermining the growing unity between the national libera
tion movements, the working classes in the advanced capitalist 
countries, and the socialist camp.

Thus, both Moynihan and the Maoists falsify the liberation 
process, the latter under cover of left rhetoric. The Maoists pro
claim, with patronizing flattery, that the "third world" liberation 
struggles, unrelated to the world revolutionary process at whose 
center is the Soviet Union and the socialist camp, account for the 
collapse of the colonial empires. Moynihan deletes both the libera
tion struggles and the socialist camp as factors in the "third world” 
countries’ achieving independence. Instead he says that "a third 
of the nations of the world owe their existence to a statute of 
Westminster."

In this same vein, Moynihan credits the achievement of inde
pendence to the "influence” of the Second International. Of course, 
wherever that ideology has played a role it has been as a force

20



the early

countering the revolutionary process.
Superficially, there appears to be a contradiction between Moyni

han's endorsement of the influence of what he calls "British social- 
i m" (or the "revolution of the Second International") in the newly 
independent countries and his attack on the "tyranny" of the “new 
majority." However, the explanation for this lies in the great 
changes in the emerging nations since they achieved independence 
in the late fiftie s, marking the beginning of the end for the empires 
in which European imjxrialism predominated. Since that time 
U.S. imperialism has made advances in the "third world” at the 
expeirc of the "third world" countries and of British, French, 
German and Japanese neo-colonialist interests.

In this way the Moynihan doctrine reflects U.S. imperialism’s 
response, along with its NATO cohorts and competitors, to the 
profound changes in the underdeveloped countries since 
•ixtitt. Now impel ialisin is increasingly faced with a “third World” 
leadership more and more directly influenced by the struggles of 
the masses.

1 he Moynihan doctrine is aimed at stemming the tide of these 
new- developments. Especially is it directed against the new level 
of unity between the socialist camp and the African, Asian and 
Latin American liberation movements. What U.S. imperialism views 
as the "tyranny" of the "new majority” is in reality the liberating 
force of this unity.

Let “Bygones Be Bygones”?
Only Moynihan’s boundless chauvinism could lead him to be

lieve that he projects any credibility when he writes,

As tire 20th century wore on and the issue of independence arose 
with respect to these specific peoples and places, it was most 
often the socialists who became the principal political sponsors 
of independence. It was a Labour government which in 1947 
granted independence to India and formally commenced the vast, 
peaceful revolution that followed. (Emphasis in the original.)
With this interpretation, Moynihan arrogantly erases the long 

history of the liberation struggles, replacing it with a portrait in 
which British imperialism and its right wing social democratic 
administrators benignly "grant" independence to former colonies,
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against the peoples of 
impanied by a decade

At the same time, he fails to mention, let alone explain, the stains 
of the so-called Republic of Sooth Africa which was pail ol the 
British Empire. When British imperialism "grained" independence 
to its colonics it simultaneously initiated policies, with the help of 
U.S. and West German imperialism, that economically and mili
tarily reinforced the apartheid, fascist South African regime.

Moynihan also omits mention of U.S. impel ialism's partner
ship with Britain in the continuing suppression of the Black ma
jorityin Zimbabwe (Rhodesia), and ol NA It >’s role in suppolling, 
for a quarter century, fascist Portugal's war 
Angola, Mozambique and Guinea Bissau, accot 
of U.S. genocidal aggression in Indochina.

Wondering why those in the "third world" who were influenced 
by "British socialism" had lost political ground, Moynihan says:

Now it is possible to imagine a country, or collection of coun
tries, with a background similar to that of the British colonies, 
attaining independence and then letting, bygones be bygones. 
(Emphasis added—H.W.)
Moynihan attributes the "third world's" refusal to let "bygones 

be bygones" to the following:
On the edges of the movement there were those who saw the 
future not just in terms of redistribution, but of something 
ominously close to looting. In any event, the past was by no 
means to be judged over and done with. There were scores to 
be settled. Internally and internationally. (Emphasis added— 
H.W.)
Thus, Moynihan inadvertently exposes the very essence of the 

role imperialism assigns to right social democracy, whether in its 
classical form in lire capitalist countries of Europe and North 
America, or in bourgeois nationalist variants in the "third world."

At this writing the unprecedented dimensions of the onslaught 
of right social democracy from Western Europe and the United 
States converges with U.S. and West European imperialist strategy 
in Portugal. The activities of this combined operation, reinforced 
with every imaginable variety of ideological, economic and political 
subversion through the CIA and other agencies, is only too remini
scent of the conspiracy that brought tragedy to Chile. The aim of 
these conspirators is to destabilize the unity of the Portuguese 
revolutionary forces, to reverse the struggles of those determined
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The Veil Is Lifted
Moynihan’s presentation in the pro-Zionist Commentary of U.S. 

imperialism's "third world" policies is veiled in certain ambiguities, 
the meaning made more difficult to follow by the use of such 
terms as "British socialism" and the "revolution of the Second 
International." In a followup article in The Atlantic (May 1975), 
the veil is lifted. Moynihan informs his readers that the U.S. will 
resort to every form of interventionist pressure, political, economic 
and other, against those nations trying to move away from old 
policies, i.e., policies that were set by forces willing to let "bygones 
be bygones" after formal independence was won.

In The Atlantic Moynihan writes:
I believe the legacy of those brave beginnings persists, and that 
it is still the best hope we have that the world at large will not 
enter that dark totalitarian night we in the older democracies 
so very much feared at the time the new nations made their 
appearance.
The "legacy" that U.S. imperialism is doing all in its power to
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that the past is "by no means judged to be over and done with.” 
Unlike the light social democrats, the Communists and all pro- 

gtessive force in Portugal, in and out of the army, have "judged" 
that the past will not be "over and done with” until all the old 
"scores” ate "settled": i.e., when foreign and domestic monopoly 
capital, the source ol fascism, poverty and exploitation, have been 
eliminated.

The events in Angola and Mozambique most clearly show the 
meaning of the Moynihan doctrine for the "third world.” When 
the underdeveloped countries act to end neo-colonial looting of 
their land and labor, it is the victims of the looting, not the 
Ionic is who an tn be charged with "tyranny" in the U.N.

Il is evident that accusations of the "tyranny” of the "new ma- 
jority ' . I .S. imperialism’s latest methods for "contain-

tho who H lu i- tn accept the dictates of the Moynihan 
dot 1:111. In . doctrine expresses in the sharpest way the U.S. aim 
to reestablish a pie-independence situation in new forms—the ty
ranny ol the impel ialist minority, with a lineup of neo-colonialist 
powers headed by the U.S.



perpetuate is one that includes Lumumba’s assassination, the Sharp 
ville massacre, the overthrow of Nkrumah, and more recently 
Cabral’s assassination, and the inurdet of Allende and democracy 
in Chile. A current addition to this "legacy” is the mounting horn 
Zaire, Lumumba's homeland, of armed into vention supported by 
Washington and Peking against Angola’s independence.

By carrying on this "legacy,” imperialism aims to maintain the 
"revolution of the Second International" a "revolution” spear
headed by such as Mario Soares in Portugal and Holden Roberto 
in Angola.

A Holden Roberto, for instance, proves his willingness to let 
"bygones be bygones” by accepting the continued domination of 
the transnational corporations, while* a Mai io Soare s acce pts mon
opoly domination under slogans especially adapted lor the* Euro
pean mainland.

The Moynihan doctrine attempts to hold back the future which 
belongs to those for whom the neo-colonial past is "by no means’’ 
over and done with when formal independence has been attained.

In contrast to 15 or 20 years ago, these forces in the "third world" 
countries arc no longer "on the edges" of the movements to gain 
the substance of liberation. At the same time "third world" strug
gles arc spiraling to ever higher levels internationally, first of all 
because of the solidarity of the advancing world socialist system. 
The day is past when imperialism can consign liberation struggles 
to the "edges" of world politics!

Today, with ever greater clarity, the "third world" peoples view 
their struggles as part of the world anti-imperialist process—a process 
whose dynamics have been transformed by the Soviet Union and 
the community of socialist nations (one of them nourishing only 
90 miles from the center of world racism and imperialism!). It is 
the pivotal contradiction between the advancing socialist system 
and declining capitalism (and the people’s perception of this con- 
tradiction) that accelerates the liberation struggles, merging them 
at new levels with the international class struggle.

It is in the context of this new’ phase of the world revolutionary 
process and the prospects it opens for countries fighting to break 
out of 500 years of colonial and neo-colonial oppression that the 
significance of the Moynihan doctrine must be estimated, domes-
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lically and internationally.

Moynihan and “Radical Discontinuity”
Moynihan'-. views on India arc especially significant at this time 

when the U.S. r. supporting the rightist offensive in India as well 
as I'oilngal, in parallel operations that reveal the relationship be
tween imperialism's intensified efforts to expand its penetration of 
the "third world" and its anti-Communist, anti-Soviet strategy.

In his Commentary article Moynihan rptotes remarks made about 
the <apit.dist powers at the World Food Conference in Rome in 
1971 by the Indian Food Minister. The Indian Minister said:

It is obvious that the developed nations can be held responsible 
for their [the developing nations'] present plight. Developed na
tions, therefore, have a duty to help them. Whatever help is 
rendered to them now should not be regarded as charity but 
deferred compensation for what has been done to them in the 
past by the developed countries.

1 xpte ing his extreme concern about these comments, Moynihan 
states:

The U.N. General Assembly pursued this theme with notable 
persistence . . . the General Assembly solemnly adopted a Charter 
of Economic Rights and Duties of States which accords to each 
state the right to freely exercise full permanent sovereignty over 
its wealth and natural resources, to regulate and exercise au
thority over foreign investments, and to nationalize, expropriate, 
or transfer ownership of foreign property pretty much at will.
One hundred and twenty nations voted for this Charter, with six 

against—the United States, Belgium, Denmark, the Federal Repub
lic of Germany, Luxembourg and the United Kingdom. “Explain
ing" why the U.S. voted against this Charter of Economic Rights 
for the majority of the world's population, Moynihan says:

What was being asserted was a radical discontinuity with the 
original, essentially liberal vision of the United Nations . . . 
(Emphasis added—HAV.)

Again the word "discontinuity" crops up! Previously noted was 
its use by Arthur Greenspan, chairman of President Ford’s Council 
of Economic Advisers, and a disciple of neo-fascist Ayn Rand. 
Greenspan expressed the views of those in the ruling class who feel
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war io win its

bourgeois democracy has become an 
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obstacle domestically and arc 
pushing for its "discontinuity,” i.c., an nil: a tightist 01 < ven fascist 
solution to the general crisis of capitalism. It is no accident that 
Moynihan extends this concept internationally, ptessing lot a </n 
continuity of democratic and social piogrcss in the "third world" 
and elsewhere.

The Moynihan doctrine reveals imperialism's despe rate fantasies 
for making the final quarter of the 20th century a I ind of modern
ized version of the final quarter of the I'.Hh century. Al that lime 
U.S. capitalism had betrayed the democratic advances of posl-Civil 
War Reconstruction and was expanding capitalist development 
across the continent as the basis for the corporate domination that 
was to follow. In this same period the European powets completed 
the first colonial redivision of the greater pan of the globe, while 
the U.S. fulfilled its "manifest destiny” with 
“share” of empire in Cuba and the Philippines.

But the last quarter of this century is many light years away 
from the last quarter of the previous one! In this coming 25 yean 
there will be ever greater acceleration of the process of the general 
crisis and decline of capitalism and the final stages in the struggle 
for the world transition to liberation and socialism.

Of this perspective for liberation and socialism Moynihan says: 
The great darkness could yet consume us. The potential for 
absorption of these ["third world"] states into the totalitarian 
camp is there and will continue to be there. This is perhaps 
especially true where one-party states have been established, but 
even where multi-party democracy flourishes the tug of the 
"socialist countries," to use the U.N. term, persists.
Moynihan’s use of "totalitarian camp” as a synonym for “socialist 

camp” is, of course, merely another of imperialism's vain efforts to 
prevent "third world" countries from recognizing that escape from 
the "great darkness" of neo-colonialism, from "absorption" into new 
forms of subjugation, is realizable because of the anti-imperialist 
solidarity of the Soviet Union and the socialist community.

Moynihan goes on to say:
The outcome [for "third world” countries] will almost certainly 
turn on whether or not these nations, individually and in groups, 
succeed in establishing sufficiently productive economies.
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To achieve uffiricntJy productive economies,” Moynihan warns 
these countries that they must avoid "internal political influence 
Itom the totalitarian < amp." Speaking ol India, he states:

. . . economic incompetence on its part and diplomatic blunders 
on oms have led to increasing dependence on Soviet support 
which in lie space of three years has brought about an open 
rPrioial alliance between the Congress party and the Moscow- 
oriented Communists, an alliance we would have thought worth 
fighting a war to prevent decades ago, but which we scarcely 
notice today.
Moynihan il forced to ai knowledge that the National Herald, 

which he th i tile as "the Nehru family newspaper,” had the 
following to say about his views:

Mt. Moynihan may be justified in some of his criticism of the 
state of the Indian economy, but what he is trying to sell is the 
capitalist system which can only impoverish India’s millions 
further.
< • ttainly one tan heartily agree with the National Herald's 

description of what Moynihan is "trying to sell!" As the Herald 
implies Moynihan makes his hypocritical "criticism" of India's 

attributing it to "incompetence," only to per
petuate the Indian monopolists and landlords linked to imperial
ism who block formation of a "sufficiently productive economy.”

As for Moynihan's assertion that “we scarcely notice today” what 
"we would have thought worth fighting a war to prevent two 
decades ago,” there's been no decline in the imperialists’ affinity 
for war nor oversights in their efforts to "prevent" liberation and 
social progress. However, the Vietnam lesson has encouraged them 
to conduct wars with an increasingly varied arsenal of weapons, as 
in Chile, Portugal and India—where Moynihan has helped the U.S. 
mount a massive campaign against Indira Gandhi’s government as 
it tries to move decisively in the interests of the masses.

Moynihan becomes more specific as to what he has in mind for 
India's economy when he states:

. . . international liberalism and its processes have enormous 
recent achievements to their credit. It is time for the United 
States to start saying so.
One example is the multinational corporation which, combin
ing modern management with liberal trade policies, is arguably
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the most creative international institution of the 20th century.
Apparently Moynihan thinks that by sprinkling his article with 

indulgent references to “British socialism” and the “revolution of 
the Second International,” he can get away with lauding "multi
national corporations,” when the very words have become synony
mous with neocolonialism! It is ironic that he equates "productive 
economies” with capitalism at a lime when even the most ob
viously conservative ideologues of U.S. monopoly have long since 
retired the phrase “people's capitalism.”

What kind of “productive” and "creative” piosped is Moynihan 
holding out for the "third wot Id” nations when he tells them to 
lie their future to capitalism? How “productive” is a system that 
in the U.S., even in its ascendant stage, could develop its pioductivc 
capacity only by reinforcing wage labor with chattel slavery?

And how “creative” is this system in its present stage of decline? 
What do its multinational corporations "create” except ever greater 
inequality and poverty for the majority of the earth's population?

How productive for “third world” countries is a system whose 
multinational corporations have never operated anywhere near 
productive capacity except in war time? What "creative" solution 
does U.S. imperialism offer the “third world” when at home its 
economy is geared to the non-productive pile-up of armaments and 
profits for monopoly, and oppression, unemployment and inflation 
for the people?

“Impact of Multinational Corporations''
Moynihan's assignment as the multinational corporations' chief 

U.N. spokesman is an extension of earlier steps taken by the U.S. 
against the U.N. majority’s efforts to deal with neo-colonialist inter
vention in the underdeveloped countries.

For instance, in 1971 the U.N. issued a report on the multi
national corporations' role in the ''third world.” Titled, "The 
Impact of Multinational Corporations on Development and on 
International Relations," the report stated:

Most countries are concerned about the ownership and control 
of key economic sectors by foreign enterprises, the excessive cost 
to the domestic economy which their operations may entail, the 
extent to which they may encroach upon political sovereignty
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and their possible adverse influence on socio-cultural values.
I he report also staled that the operations of the multinational 

corporations conflicted with the "political and social choices” of 
countries that "may opt for different . . . models of development 
which Irani- little or no room for the participation of multinational 
corporation-. as they are currently organized." (Emphasis added— 
U.W.)

A leu; cl n the rij/u t w.i. macle by Senator Jacob K.
| ivilreptes. ming the- U.S. in the group preparing the document. 
Javits, expressing the interchangable relationship between the U.S. 
gosc imnc m and the translational corporations, rejected the report 
because of what lie called its "bias in favor of governmental as 
opposed IO private decision making," and because it "assumes that 
the 11 ntral problem b a conflict between the economic power of the 
multinational corporations and the political power of the host gov
ernments . ,

After disputing the “implicit (assumption) of the report" that 
“government involvement is preferable to private initiative,” he 
< xpn <1 Ic .n that "greater political control" by developing nations 
would lead to,
... a suffocating surveillance of multinational corporation 
activities by the host country government and discrimination 
against the multinational corporations compared with indige
nous private enterprise.
Thus, Javits reveals that a central aim of U.S. imperialism is 

to intensify its control of "third world” countries. His challenge 
to the U.N. report also further exposes the underlying reasons for 
Moynihan's onslaught against the “tyranny” of the "new majority” 
and portrayal of the multinational corporations as the “creative” 
alternative to "totalitarianism."

Javits also attacks the report because (in his view),
. . . (it) rather vaguely charges, without substantiation, that 
multinational corporations, being close to domestic groups favor
ing foreign investment, can “rally against groups advocating 
social reforms."
A more open expression of U.S. imperialism’s interventionist 

doctrine, of its frenzied efforts to "rally against groups advocating 
social reforms,” from Chile to Angola to Portugal, would be hard 
to come by!



PART II:
MAOISM. THE MOYNIHAN-KISSINGER 

DOCTRINE AND THE “THIRD WORLD”
Evidence of the contradiction between the Maoists' "revolu

tionary" rhetoric and the reality of their support to imperialism 
and its multinational corporations continues to multiply. In fact, 
one need only look beyond the rhetoric to find that Maoist "third 
world" policies cannot be distinguished front those of Moynihan 
and Javits.

Take just one example: On July 28, 1975 the Chinese Mission 
to the U.N. issued a press release attacking the Soviet message to 
the 12th Session of the Assembly of the Organization of African 
Unity in Uganda. The Maoists lashed out at the Soviet statement 
for,

. . . saying that "the sovereignty of developing countries over 
their natural resources" . . . "depends on the capacity of their in
dustries for utilizing these resources."
(Before continuing with the release, it should be noted that 

the "quotation” in it does not appear in the Soviet document 
to which the Maoists attribute it. Despite this, the concept in the 
"quote," as we shall see, by no means runs counter to Soviet inter
nationalist policy.)

The Maoist release then asserts:
If African countries with backward industries accept this fallacy 
of the Soviet revisionists, they will have no sovereign rights over 
their natural resources but place themselves at the mercy of 
superpower wanton plunder.
The release adds:
But it is this superpower which has opposed the reasonable 
demand of developing countries, including those in Africa, for 
higher raw material prices . . .
By analyzing these statements one can see how the Maoists' 

"two superpowers" concept assists imperialism. In order to isolate 
the "third world" from its socialist allies the Maoists aim their 
fire not at imperialism but at the socialist camp. Through these
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efforts ;il splitting the world anti-imperialist struggle they weaken 
"third world" bargaining power with the multinational corpora
tions in setting prices and terms of trade.

The question of setting prices on the sale of raw materials (as 
well M determining wh*t is to be imported and at what price) is 
indeed a decisive starting point for the former colonies in their 
relations with the multinational corporations.

Although the Maoists ostensibly call for higher prices for these 
countries, their position actually assists the imperialists who scream 
that prices are too high. Maoist policy has this effect because it 
separates prices horn the conditions necessary for "third world” 
countries to end neo-colonial dictation of terms.

By contrast, the policy of the Soviet Union, the socialist camp 
and the world's Communist and Workers Parties strengthens the 
fight for higher raw material prices by recognizing that "the sov
ereignty <>( developing nations over their natural resources" does 
indeed dep'-nd on "the capacity of their industries for utilizing 
these resources."

The Maoist fallacies denying this assist only the neo-colonialists 
who would like to reestablish "sovereign rights" over the "third 
world's" resources and peoples. The Maoist concepts aid the im
perialists in their efforts to block industrial and technological 
development in the former colonies in order to keep them depend
ent on the mammoth corporate consumers of raw materials. Only 
by a many-sided development of industry and agriculture can these 
countries escape from the "creative” coercion demanded by Moyni
han and Javits.

The Maoists' anti-Soviet slander cannot conceal the socialist 
camp’s role in fundamentally accelerating the African, Asian and 
Latin American struggles against the unequal terms imperialism 
imposes. One could say that the Marxist-Leninist policies of the 
Soviet Union and the socialist community in relation to the "third 
world" are an extension of the principles first applied by Karl 
Marx in the workers’ struggle with capitalists over the terms of 
sale, i.e., for the price of their labor power. This is what Marx 
saw as the starting point in the class struggle to end wage slavery.

At the same time he emphasized that working class liberation 
could not be won if the struggle was limited to terms of sale of
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labor power. At best this economic struggle could only blunt the 
downward spiral of conditions under capitalism.

Applied to the “third world," this means that the struggle lot 
terms of sale can be meaningful only if there is wotld unity be
hind policies guaranteeing that underdeveloped countties will move 
as rapidly as possible toward processing their own mulct ials. Only 
by having mote to sell than taw materials can these nations begin 
to escape the downward pressure from imperialism. lite develop
ment of industry ami agriculture is a prerequisite lot their gain
ing the substance of independence.

However, it is wrong to conclude that economic development 
in itself will lead to socialism, or even that it could overcome the 
growing inecptality between the "third wotld" countties, most of 
whom are still within the capitalist orbit, and the developed im
perialist centers in the U.S.. Western Europe and Japan.

But one would never know ibis from Maoism, which oblitctales 
the class essence of the national liberation snuggles in both its 
aspects. In this era of world transition to socialism, anti-imperialist 
unitv of the newly independent countries with the socialist camp 
is an historic necessity. At the same time, “third wotld" policies 
must strengthen the internal struggle for socialism economically, 
socially and politically.

In most of the "third world" countries, especially those south 
of the Sahara and north of the apartheid South African regime, 
capitalism is not an internal dominant characteristic. It is there 
mainly as a foreign presence, as international capital. What domi
nates is pre-capitalist formations, which are subject to exploitation 
by international capital and internal forces linked to neo-colonial- 
ism.

Even the U.N. report on “The Impact of Multinational Corpora
tions on Development and on International Relations" recognizes 
what Maoism denies: the possibility for "third world" countries 
to make "political and social choices" for "models of development” 
along non-capitalist paths.

In its opposition to the struggle for such “political and social 
choices," Maoism reinforces imperialism's economic, political and 
military opposition to the "third world" peoples' sovereign right 
to exercise “political and social choices" that could help them
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break out of capitalism's orbit and accelerate emergence of work
ing class and mass power, instead of enhancing the positions ol 
internal exploiters and international monopolists.

lint along with imperialism, Maoism aims at turning the ex
ploiter . in the cities and villages into a new bourgeoisie, national 
betrayer-, who would subordinate "third world" sovereignty to im
perialism's global anti-Soviet strategy.

Ilimluir, the question of the underdeveloped countries’ sov- 
errignty is in■■ parable from the struggle for peaceful coexistence: 
the tight to choose their own path without intervention from the 
U.S. and world imperialism.

Maoist “A'eutralitj/” in the Class Straggle
In the "third world” countries the class struggle revolves around 

the question of capitalist or non-capitalist orientation; specifically, 
,<s io win da i the Mate or private sector will be the basis for 
economic development. In this struggle the Maoists line up on the 
side of internal reaction and the multinational corporations, hid- 

i of liberation and socialism behind a mask of 
"neutrality" on this pivotal issue.

I his coiimei revolutionary "neutrality" is revealed in an article 
in Review, No. 2 (January 10, 1975) that attempts to dis
tort decisions made by the UN. General Assembly in April, 1974, 
to help the newly independent countries overcome imperialist 
domination. But according to the Maoist article, these decisions 
"firmly upheld the following principle":

The right of every country to exercise effective control over 
its natural resources, including nationalization and transfer of 
ownership to its nationals.
According to Marxism-Leninism, the principle that must be 

"firmly upheld" is public, not private, ownership of property. Yet 
the Maoists would have us believe there is no choice between 
nationalization and "transfer of ownership to . . . nationals,” i.e., 
those forces with ties to world imperialism.

Hut how does one strengthen an underdeveloped country’s ability 
to “exercise effective control over its natural resources," and its 
total economic development, by remaining "neutral” on the central 
question in the fight for sovereignty and, social progress? Ironically,
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this Maoist "neutrality,” in reality an invitation to multinational 
corporations to continue dominating “third world" economies, is 
a modernized version of the old "Open Doot" policy!

To cover their accommodation to neocolonialist strategy on 
the crucial issue of the "third world" countries’  and
social orientation, the Maoists assert:

The African people’s anti-imperialist struggle has reached a new 
level with the spearhead of their struggle lor economic inde
pendence directed more and more against the superpowers’ 
policy of plunder and hegemonism. (Ibid.)
It is certainly true that the struggles of the peoples of Africa 

are reaching a new level, despite the Maoists’ disruptive role: 
Maoist rhetoric cannot conceal Maoist support to the "hegemon
ism" of U.S. imperialism's multinational corporations.

The logic of the Maoists’ “neutrality" on nationalization versus 
"transfer of ownership to . . . nationals” is seen in their support 
to U.S. imperialism’s fascist puppets in Chile. The Chilean junta, 
in accord with the Maoist formula, has completed "transfer of 
ownership to . . . nationals.” The industries and resources na
tionalized by Allende's Popular Unity government are now re
turned to the hands of the Chilean monopolists and landowners 
tied to U.S. imperialism, or are again directly under control of 
multinational corporations.

Appreciation of Maoist assistance to U.S. imperialism was ex
pressed recently in the New York Daily News by its editor, Michael 
O’Neal. After a visit to China, he wrote:

China has moved in the last few years to ally itself with the 
United States in a surprising new balance of power. It has even 
made a wrenching adjustment in its ideology to further its prag
matic national interests. (Daily News, July 18, 1975.) (Emphasis 
added—H.W.)
The "wrenching adjustment" the Daily News welcomes is merely 

the Maoists' substitution of great power chauvinist aims for 
Marxist-Leninist principles. This “wrenching adjustment" not only 
works against the interests of the “third world” peoples; it 
simultaneously jeopardizes China’s real "national interests," previ
ous socialist gains made inside the country, with vast material as
sistance from the Soviet Union.
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Diversity, Unity and the OAU
After attacking the Soviet Union’s advocacy of industrial de

velopment to enable "third world” countries to control their own 
resources, the July 28, 1975 release from the Chinese Mission 
goes on to assert:

The “document” also shows that the Soviet revisionists are used 
to sowing discord and breaking up African unity. Everybody 
knows that the first aim in the Charter of the Organization of 
African Unity is to promote integration and solidarity among 
African countries. The OAU has been making every endeavor 
to safeguard and strengthen solidarity and integration which is 
the source of strength in Africa. After inciting the Angolan 
people to fight among themselves, the Soviet revisionists with 
ulterior motives classify the OAU into "progressive member 
states" and "non-progressive member states" in the "document." 
(Emphasis added—HAV.)

Again the "document" referred to is the Soviet message to the 
OAU, and again no such remarks are to be found in it.

Nevertheless, it is certainly true that there is considerable vari
ation in the orientation of the states comprising the OAU. And 
the Maoist attempts to obscure the combination of diversity and 
unity within the OAU have a very specific purpose: Behind their 
usual "revolutionary” rhetoric, the Maoists parallel imperialism’s
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Maoism's course has indeed led China to "ally itself with the 
United States," including the Kissinger-Moynihan strategy against 
the "tyranny" of the U.N.’s "new majority.”

Especially is this "alliance" directed against the democratic 
forces from Angola to Portugal who do not remain “neutral,” 
but advocate the stale sector as the starting point for preventing 
domination in new forms by the multinational corporations and as 
the foundation for economic and social progress.

Whether or not the state sector in "third svorld” countries 
promotes the notxapitaUlt path, this form of ownership offers 
the best opportunity for overcoming neocolonialism and defend
ing national sovereignty. 'fin’s in turn creates the conditions for 
advancing democracy, and for new levels of struggle toward a non
capitalist path and socialist development.



an article in
1 on Foreign 

“think tank” for U.S. imperialism. The article. "Re

proach that Maoism supports in 
the OAU. But to oppose this 

united front against im-

(especially U.S. imperialism's) maneuvers to intiodticc on the 
African continent a facsimile of the now bankiupt strategy ini 
posed for so many ye.ns on tin Organization ol American Stales 
(OAS).

In its policy toward the OAS. the U.S. rejected diversity ol 
membership in order to keep out Cuba. Ibis was the spting- 
board for the U.S. economic blockade ol Cuba and lot U.S. in
tervention in Cuba. Guatemala, Btaz.il, Bolivia, the Dominican 
Republic, Chile, etc., in the name of opposition to "cotnmuniim" 
and "Soviet penetration.”

It is this same impel ialisl ap; 
denying the tight to diversity in 
right is to reject the necessity fol 
petialism on the African continent!

Along with imperialism, Maoism is intensifying ideological, 
political and economic warfare against the Ary c lement in the 
OAU's principle of unity based on diversity: some, not all, 
African states have revolutionary. anti-capitalist o>ientaiions: the 
unity of these diverse states is what Moynihan attacks as the 
"tyranny" of the "new majority."

As for the Maoist claim that the Soviet Union is "inciting 
the Angolan people to fight among themselves," the facts prove 
the reverse. U.S. imperialism and the Maoists, together with 
Lumumba’s assassins, are carrying on a military attempt to repeat 
what was done in the Congo during Lumumba's time.

The U.S.-Zaire-Maoist intervention, supported by apartheid 
South Africa, against the unity of the Angola liberation move
ment aims to replace Portuguese colonialism with even more 
powerful forms of colonialist penetration. Thus, under the guise 
of opposing "communism” and "Soviet influence,” Maoism has 
joined with the imperialists in military attacks against the right 
to diversity (the choice of political and social orientation) for 
African states.

U.S.-Maoist complicity in Angola is confirmed in 
Foreign Affairs (April 1975), issued by the Council 
Relations, a ‘ ... .... .
port from .Angola,” states:

Recently, MPLA [Popular Movement for the Liberation of
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Integration. Solidarity and maoism
The Maoists, accusing the USSR of “sowing discord and break

ing up African unity," assert that the "first aim" of the Organiza
tion of African Unity (OAU) is “to promote integration and 
solidarity among African states.” (Emphasis added—H.W.)
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Angola| President Neto said, “After we are freed from Portuguese 
colonialism, we must be liberated from that of our neighbors 
and brothers." lie was referring primarily to President Mobutu, 
who is the most heavily involved and strongest outside influence 
on Angola today. (Emphasis added—HAV.)
Hut ihc "Report” soon contradicts itself, revealing that the 

"most heavily involved ami strongest outside influence in Angola” 
is the U.S.:

The United State, first became involved in the liberation move- 
rmut in tie: ' <rh . by supporting Holden Roberto on a 
covert basis. . . Ihc main U.S. interests in Angola arc political— 
to encourage a friendly government in a large and potentially 
powerful African country—and economic—to preserve American 
busim interest*. Particularly important are the interests of 
Gulf Oil, the fourth-largest oil company in the United States, 
which ha* exclusive rights over Cabindan oil. In terms of trade, 
tic I nited States is the principal importer of Angolan goods, 
even ahead of Portugal, and the third-largest exporter to Angola.
lire 'Rep. it” then comments on the Maoists as partners of 

the I s. in supjsori of Holden Roberto, son-in-law of Mobutu:

It seems that by backing Roberto, tire most Western-leaning 
of the leaders, the Chinese decided to sacrifice some ideological 
purity for political payoffs. . .
1 his "sacrifice" of "ideological purity," i.e., betrayal of Marxist- 

Leninist principles, is but the latest in the long Maoist record of 
“sacrifice," not only of the interests of African and other “third 
world” peoples, but of the peoples of China as well.

The armed intervention in Angola, of which the Maoists are 
a component, also threatens Mozambique's and Guinea Bissau’s 
newly-won independence. It parallels on the African continent 
the drive against the revolutionary process in Portugal.



When the Maoists speak of "integration/* it is not to adapt 
this concept to the present stage in the Ahican nations* struggle 
lor sovereignly and socio-economic progress. Maoist rhelotir about 
integration and "solidarity” is designed to undo mine OAU 

anti-imperialist unity, the historic prerequiste lor further advances 
in cooperation among the member states.

1 he Maoists equate "integration" and "solidarity,” but there 
is a fundamental distinction between the two concepts. The Soviet 
Union and all the world Communist and progressive forces ate 
united in solidarity with the African liberation struggles.

But how is it possible to "integrate" slates with diHcicnt socio
economic orientations? Clearly, the Maoist idea of "integration” 
fils into impel ialism’s strategy to deny the right of se lf-dete rmina
tion, of genuine national development, to OAU members, and 
of “integrating” these countries into new forms of colonialism. 
By substituting “integration” for joint action, Maoism is calling 
upon the African states to bypass anti-imperialist solidarity for a 
“great leap” into neo-colonialism and self-defeat.

Integration among non-socialist nations can mean only the sub
jugation of the weaker states by the stronger. The right of self- 
determination is the basis for diversity within unity in the OAS. 
1'he contradiction between Maoism and this principle can be 

seen in the U.S.-Maoist effort to duplicate in Africa what the U.S. 
did in Latin America through the OAS. U.S. imperialism and 
the Maoists arc trying to undermine anti-imperialist solidarity 
in the OAU by denying member states the right to choose their 
own social system. The U.S.-Maoist intervention in Angola, for 
example, is an attempt to forestall even the possibility of Angola 
or other African countries choosing a non-capitalist path.

The weaponry to support this Zaire-based intervention is flown 
in from U.S. slocks in the Federal Republic of Germany, U.S. 
imperialism’s most powerful ally in NATO and the European 
Economic Community. In this light the Maoists’ support to the 
EEC, or the Common Market, lakes on added significance. It re
veals the dimensions of their involvement with imperialism’s 
strateg}’ against the three currents of the world revolutionary 
process: the African, Asian and Latin American liberation move
ments; the working classes and oppressed minorities in the capi
talist countries; and the Soviet Union and the socialist camp.
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Hlaoixm'x Other Face

The M eni to event* often results in rapid changes
in the form of their betrayal of class and national liberation. 
Until lie ' in ' . nr. in Chile, Portugal and Angola, Maoism 
usually appeared .is the "left" face of right social democracy. But 
in All.1 .1 and Portugal, as well as in its support to the Chilean 
junta. '1. hi n appears openly on the right. It is in fact even 

do*ely linked than right social democracy with the most 
iggressise mobilization of fascist violence against the Portuguese 
revolutionary process.

And in it. triangular entente with U.S. and West German im- 
perialism, Maoism appear* more and more brazenly to the right 
of right social democracy in the Federal Republic of Germany. 
Not only did the Maoists attack the Helsinki Conference on 
European Security, the greatest single step toward defeating those 
who s. mid reverse the process of detente and escalate instead 
of end the armaments race. In addition, Mao Tse-tung placed 
his personal imprimatur on Franz Josef Strauss and all the con
servative and fascist forces opposed to the Helsinki agreement, of 
which the FRG's right social democratic government was a signer.

Both Strauss and Mao Tse-tung aim at intensifying the anti
democratic, anti-Soviet direction of NATO and the EEC. At the 
same time they want to use the EEC to weaken the other Western 
European states as rivals to Bonn and Washington, while these 
states continue to further imperialist goals in Europe and the 
"third world."

The U.S. is anxious to avoid appearing in its true role as senior 
and directing partner in the triangular relationship with the 
Maoists and the most reactionary FRG monopolists. And Maoist 
propaganda provides this cover for U.S. imperialism, helping it 
to appear as either an innocent bystander or superpower "op-

39

nitre is a direct connection between the Maoists’ support of 
NA I t> and involvement in the Common Market, and the Maoists’ 
attempt to "integrate" the OAU member states. This is a con- 
neclion that exposes Maoism's special link with those U.S. and 
West German monopolists most opposed to detente and peace
ful coexistence.



ponent" of the Maoists.
Much Maoist propaganda is now directed to moving the l it; 

and NA ft) into positions that correspond more clleitively to the 
most aggressive sectors of U.S. and FRG monopoly. This repre 
scuts not only a direct lineal Io the socialist < amp and the "thiid 
world,” but to the independence of Western European <ountri<s. 
The concept on which this propaganda is based was expressed by 

1 eng Hsiao ping, who spoke for the Maoist regime al the Sixth 
Special Session of the U.N., April 1974. He said that the con
temporary world,

. . . actually consists of the three sides, the three worlds, which 
arc mutually tied in and mutually contradictory. The USA and 
the USSR constitute the first world. ‘Idle developing countries 
of Asia, Africa, Latin America and other regions comprise lhe 
third world. The developed countries that arc between the 
above-mentioned worlds constitute the second world.
In its “theory" of a "first," "second" and "third" world. Maoism 

has added yet another dimension io its betrayal of lhe inter
national working classes and the national liberation snuggles.

The Maoists’ linking of the USSR and lhe USA in a "first 
world" is a significant example of their "wrenching adjustment” 
away from Marxist-Leninist principles. (Every U.N. member 
knows these Iwo states are in the forefront of opposite inter
national alignments!)

Shortly before the October Revolution, Lenin wrote:
The abolition of capitalism and its vestiges, and the establish
ment of the fundamentals of the communist order comprise the 
content of the new era of world history that has set in. (Col
lected Works, Vol. 81, Progress Publishers, Moscow. Page 392.)

He then said:
Any direct or indirect, witting or unwitting evasion of these 
questions inevitably turns into a defense of the interests of the 
bourgeoisie, the interests of capital, the interests of the ex
ploiters. (Ibid., page 393.)
Maoism’s portrayal of the strongest single socialist state and 

the strongest single capitalist state as members of the same camp 
is a "direct" and “witting” "evasion” of the world's true class 
division. Because of its "direct” and “witting” "evasion” of "the
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or another. (Col- 
i the original.)

content of the new era of world history” i.e., the pivotal contra- 
diction between advancing socialism and declining capitalism in 
tie- era of world transition to socialism, Maoism “inevitably turns 
into a defense Of 'M interests of the bourgeoisie, the interests of 
capital, the inlcrcsti of the exploiters."

Although the .Maoists use the phrase "third world" as if it 
Were a aientifit characterization, it is actually a shorthand refer
ence for countries that, despite diverse backgrounds and social 
orientation-., have been the victims of colonialism and neo
colonialism.

As for the Maoists' "second world," allegedly composed of all 
lhe developed capitalist countries except the U.S., this represents 
anothei “witting” “evarion* of international divisions. In reality 
this “second world" is the neocolonialist camp headed by the U.S. 
am! comp:; ■ .1 of all lhe EEC and NATO slates, plus Israel on 
Ahi i i itln rn flank, apartheid south Africa, Japan and Brazil, 
the imperialist aspirant on the South American continent. These 
ale the “allit >" Maoism oiler-, the "third world!”

Ihis Maoist "theory of the era in which we live contradicts 
the scientific analysis and guide to struggle expressed by Lenin:

We cannot know how rapidly and how succesfully the various 
historical movements in a given epoch will develop, but we can 
and do know which class stands at the hub of one epoch or an
other, determining its main content, the main direction of its 
development, die main characteristics of the historical situation 
in that epoch, etc. . . . only a knowledge of the basic features 
of a given epoch can serve as the foundation for an under
standing of the specific features of one country < 
lected Il'orAr, Vol. 21, Page 145). (Emphasis in

The Maoist concept of a “first," “second” and "third” world 
is designed to separate the newly independent countries from 
the class standing at the "hub" of the world revolutionary process: 
the contingents of lhe international working class in power in the 
Soviet Union and the socialist camp.

In linking the USA with the USSR, Maoism aims in particular 
at deceiving the "third world” peoples. According to its “first 
world” "theory," the U.S. is unconnected with the social, economic 
and military aggression involving the EEC and NATO countries, 
Japan, Israel, South Africa and Brazil against the “third world."
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It is difficult to imagine anything more fiamluh-nt than this 
"theory," when the U.S. is the dominant tone, the decision-making 
center, in the “second world" Maoism portrays as the "ally" ol the 
peoples struggling to emerge from neocolonialism. By separating 
the U.S. from the so-called "second world," Maoism assists the 
imperialists (particularly the most reactionary U.S. and FR.G se< 
tots) who assign the l i t', a special role in "solving" the intensified 
general crisis of capitalism through neo colonialist expansion.

Pattern of U.S. Investments Abroad
U.S. imperialism's economic, political and military weight within 

the so-called "second wot Id" enables the U.S. to shape the dec isions 
through which the plunder of the "third world" is maintaim cl.

For example, in 1972 U.S. corporations invested almost three 
and one half billion dollars abroad, and repatriated almost ten 
and a hall billion in profits. U.S. multinational corporations are 
now investing $25 abroad for every $10(1 invested at home. Sig 
nilicanlly, 80 percent of these foreign investments arc in the de
veloped capitalist couniries, predominantly the EEG countries of 
the fictional "second world" from which the Maoists exclude the 
U.S.!

This investment pattern is further proof that U.S. and world 
imperialism continues to accelerate economic, political, techno
logical and military development in the advanced capitalist coun
tries while perpetuating the underdevelopment of the "third 
world" which it considers on the periphery.

This pattern of investments in tire Common Market by U.S. 
multinational corporations reveals the nature of inter-imperialist 
rivalries and the uneven development of capitalism, accentuated 
by the scientific and technological revolution and the general crisis 
of capitalism. These factors account for U.S. imperialism’s efforts 
to dominate not only the underdeveloped countlies still within 
the capitalist orbit, but also to intensify its domination of the 
developed capitalist sectors.

The triangular entente between Peking, Washington and Bonn 
not only threatens the “third world" and the working classes in the 
capitalist countries, but also sharpens the contradictions within 
NATO—whose interests are increasingly subordinated to the U.S.
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via its spr< ial relations with the FRG, the most powerful EEC mem- 
her, and its support from Maoism. This is how the U.S., though 
not a Common Market member, can largely determine West Euro
pean policies.

Ilowivei, r l.r adh' ion between the U.S. and all EEC members 
merbadov. . rivalries in protecting their common interests against 
the working < la- • . the liberation movements and the socialist 
camp. Ar.-J it r. in this connection that Maoism is particularly 
valuable Io imjrcrialum.

Maoism, as a partner in the triangular entente, aims to weaken 
anti-imperialist unity through its support to imperialism's military 
.urn. NATO, at.d its economic weapon, the EEC.

The Maoists joined, for instance, with the British Conservative 
Pans ami tla right -.in.: of the Labor Party against the Labor 
Party's hit wing am! all progressive forces in a massive campaign 
to bring I ngluid into the EEC. A typical example of the Maoists' 
rationale fol supporting EEC appears in the July 1975 Broadsheet, 
issued by the China Policy Study Group, Maoist supporters in 
England. Broadsheet stated:

The E.lC. is positive politically, as a measure in favour of 
self-reliance and to avoid dependence on one or both super
powers.
Here the Maoists apply to an openly imperialist organization 

die same "self-reliance" rhetoric they have used for more than a 
decade to undermine anti-imperialist unity by attempting to sep
arate the national liberation struggles from the socialist camp.

In what wav does the EEC represent a "measure in favour of 
self-reliance?" For the working classes and masses to identify their 
interests with the EEC is to "rely" on the organization through 
which the U.S. anil Bonn mobilize capitalism’s economic and mili
tary resources against die world revolutionary process. "Reliance" 
on EEC means subservience to the multinational corporations dom
inating the lives of the masses in both the developed and under
developed capitalist countries. True self-reliance for the anti-im
perialist forces means the united struggles of the working classes 
anil the national liberation movements with the socialist camp.

Continuing, Broadsheet states:
In future, it will be necessary to oppose U.S. hegemony over the
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“Get Tough and Do Things'’
Also among those whose “hopes" are “pinned" on more sophis

ticated forms of economic penetration of the underdeveloped coun
tries is ITT. For example, the October 1975 Foreign Affairs reveals:

Faced with the prospect of Chilean copper nationalization in 
the late 1960s, Anaconda relied on the local political defense 
of forming an alliance with the conservative elite in the host 
country—to no avail. Kcnnecott, on the other hand, worked out 
a sophisticated external defense based on transnational market 
and credit networks, so that when nationalization occurred the 
Chilean government would jeopardize its standing with credit 
institutions on several continents if it failed to provide adequate
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E.E.C. while avoiding a one sided anti U.S. line which could 
benefit the other superpower.
It is now impossible for .my second-world country to continue 
in the old way . . . On a Em opcan level, a step can be taken 
in the direction of a mote balanced economic structmc. This 
docs not solve the long-term problem, but in any case we do 
not pin our hopes on capitalism as a lasting solution . . .
Here the Maoists outdo even the most aggressively class collab 

oralionist policies of tight social democracy! They betray the 
present struggle against U.S. and world impel ialism with a promise 
to "oppose U.S. hegemony ovet the F.E.C.." sometime in the Inline, 
justifying this betrayal in the name of "avoiding a one-sided anti 
U.S. line which could benefit the other superpower.” Thus, Mao 
ism's anti-Soviet, great power chauvinism has become open "one
sided" support to the hegemony of U.S. imperialism both in Europe 
and the "third world."

The EEC, NATO and other U.S.-dominated agencies of imperial- 
ism assign the task of continued jxmetralion of the "third world" 
to the multinational corporations. The Maoists want us to believe 
they will join the struggle against the multinational corporations 
sometime "in future" since they claim that “we do not pin our 
hopes on capitalism as a lasting solution." For the present, however, 
their policies inform us that they "do not pin" their hopes on 
the anti-imperialist struggle, but on the Kissinger-Moynihan strat
egy designed to consolidate imperialism’s economic and military 
domination over "third world" countries.



compensation. In situations of rising nationalism, the latter 
strategy may be the safer for a corporation. In retrospect, Harold 
Gcnccn, ptr Jdent of ITT, has argued that: "The answer may 
hr a multinational approach. By this I mean the Germans, the

■M. the Woi 1-1 Ban!. and Othen share in the investment. Then 
six rountri' ■ - involved, not one. If something goes wrong, the 
countries ran t tough and do things.” (Emphasis added— 
H.W.)
Ear from having "changed,” as the Maoists would have us believe, 

U.S. imperialism is imply attempting to adjust its operations: in 
the 'lair "I rising nationalism,” it wants to avoid acting alone 
against the underdeveloped countries, as it did in Vietnam and 
Chile. Via the ' rnuhination.il approach," including the EEG, U.S. 
imperialism plans to make sure that if "something goes wrong,” the 
other countries that "share in the investment" will also "get tough 
•nd do tilings."

The "multinational approach" means action through such organ-
■ 1 which K r, Moynihan, ITT and Mao 

see eye to eye, backed by transnational governmental and institu
tional 1. ■. I s. imperialism hopes to reinforce

.in.ition ovei both the capitalist centers and "third world” 
countries still in the capitalist orbit.

As Gus Hall. General Secretary of the Communist Party, USA, 
points out.

The ominous nature of the web being spun by U.S. imperialism 
is now emerging into the full light of day. Kissinger spins the 
shuttleweave, Moynihan baits the trap with sugary poison at the 
United Nations, while the godfather of all the corporate spiders 
directs the spinning from behind the seal of the Vice Presidency 
of the United States.
Hall continues:
The web is designed to trap both the underdeveloped countries 
and the people of the United States.
What is the basic essence of the U.S. proposals? They are all 
without exception geared to using U.S. taxpayers' dollars to help 
the U.S. corporations expand their exploitation and domination 
of the underdeveloped countries. (Daily World, September 5, 
1975.)
At the Seventh Special Session of the U.N., Kissinger proposed
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Puerto Rican Prototype of “Modernization”
As an example of what "powerful instruments of modernization" 

the “transnational enterprises" have been, one need look no further

46

several courses of action." all of which, as Foreign zl/Jnirs makes 
clear, originated in U.S. imperialism's most reactionary cite les. Each 
of Kissinget's proposals is part of the U.S. effort to sttcnglhen the 
EEG and NATO, while perfecting even mote sophisticated nans 
national agencies.

Continuing, Kissinger went on to assert,
. . . The United States will support a major expansion of the 
World Bank's International Finance Corporation the invert 
merit banker with the broadest experience in supporting private 
enterprise in developing countries. (Emphasis added JEW.) 
Kissinger then notified the U.N. that the underdeveloped coun

tries’ "access" to monopoly's technology and capital would depend 
on their submission to "one of the most effective engines of develop
ment—the transnational enterprise." He said:

Transnational enterprises have been powerful instruments of 
modernization both in the industrial nations-where they con
duct most of their operations—and in the developing countries, 
where there is often no substitute for their ability to marshal 
capital, management, skills, technology and initiative.
Kissinger, with his blatant assertion that the "management," 

"skills" and "initiative" are to remain under transnational control, 
revealed that his "new" proposals are simply updated versions of 
imperialism's old "engines" of domination. Fie made it clear that 
underdeveloped "host" countries have no rights that the trans
national corporations are bound to respect, including the right of 
self-determination guaranteed by the U.N. charier.

Attempting to outlaw opposition to U.S. plans, Kissinger declared 
that even "the controversy over" the transnational corporations' 
"role and conduct is itself an obstacle to development." "Develop
ment," according to the Kissinger-Moynihan proposals, would be 
“managed" as follows: U.S. and wotld imperialism would aim to 
create a national bourgeoisie in each country to assist the trans
national corporations in suppressing "the controversy over their 
role and conduct" in plundering the “third world."



than Puerto Rico, which U.S. imperialism projects as the prototype 
for "development” of the entire "third world." "Managed" and 
"modernized" by U.S. imperialism, Puerto Rico remains a colony, 
its economy converted into a super-profit branch of the trans
national corporation! For th' Puerto Rican people this has meant 
unemplt d pov<rty on the < lie of economic genocide. Not
since the day* when British colonialism in Ireland led to famine 
and the migration of million-, has such a huge proportion of 
people been forced to leave it* own country in search of work.

The Puerto Ricans* crisis of existence, whether in Puerto Rico 
ot in I s ghett of decades of control by U.S.

levdopmenL**
On August 19, 1975 the Economic Development Administration 

<>f the < ommonweallh of Puerto Rico placed a full page ad in 
The New Fork Tima, featuring Pierre A. Rinfret, president of 
Rustic: B It . iat . Im . and "one of the nation’s most in
fluential busin••• economisu.** Hailing Puerto Rico as his "stand
ard for judging investment opportunities in the world,” Rinfret 
rhapsodized:

There are thing* about Puerto Rico which delight me and rein- 
force my faith in the vibrancy and dynamism of the free enter
prise system.
The base, the key, the faith of Puerto Rico is that the private 
sector can do more to develop the Commonwealth than can 
government. You will have to admit that sets Puerto Rico apart 
from most, if not all, countries of the free world. The political 
leaders of Puerto Rico believe in free enterprise.
They have placed their faith and their future in the free enter
prise system.
What does not "delight" Rinfret and other monopoly spokesmen 

about Puerto Rico is the mounting liberation struggles—vibrant 
testimony that the Puerto Rican people place “their faith and their 
future" in the fight to oust the “free enterprise system" of the 
transnational corporations and their national bourgeois enforcers.

That the Kissinger-Moynihan proposals for “modernization" and 
"development" mean profits for the neo-colonialists and misery for 
the people is confirmed when Rinfret, as a come-on to investors, 
stales: “When the worldwide recession of 1974-75 hit, it hit Puerto
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Rico harder than most." As a result, 
people of Puerto Rico need work."

In addition to masses of unemployed, the Itansn.ilional cotpora 
lions arc oilcred such other benefits ol neocolonialist "moderniza 
tion as 100% exemption limit all local taxes," no federal taxes, 
and a rebate ol "up to 25% ol your labor costs Im the Inst two 
years of operation."

as the ad pots it, ‘‘Jlic

“Ah Unfriendly Ac*”
When a resolution to discuss 1'mito Rican self-determination 

was presented in the U.N., only clays before Kissingci’s addtess to 
the Seventh Special Session, the’ representative from Maoist China 
did not participate in the voting. This non-participation followed 
a wanting from the U.S. representative that his government would 
consider those voting for the resolution guilty ol "an unfriendly 
act." Obviously, the Maoists who had voted with the U.S. in the 
U.N. Human Rights Commission against an investigation of the 
fascist atrocities in Chile would not join in an "unfriendly act" 
against U.S. imperialism!

Further, one should remember that in the months before the 
Kissinger-Moynihan proposals were presented to the U.N., the 
Maoists tried to camouflage the nature of the transnational corpo
rations’ demands behind a banage of anti-Soviet propagranda. At 
the same time their "neutral" stand on nationalization versus pri
vate ownership was designed to undermine "third world” struggles 
for independence and a non-capiialist path.

However, the mounting fight against the transnational corpora
tions reflected in the Lima Conference of Non-aligned Countries 
in August, 1975 and in the U.N. special session the following month, 
have forced the Maoists to make tactical adjustments. Now they are 
placing a certain rhetorical emphasis on nationalization. But they 
are accompanying this with intensified efforts to disrupt anti-im
perialist unity within the underdeveloped countries, i.e., stepped-up 
attempts to split these countries from their world allies.

This nullifies even the Maoist rhetoric about nationalization, 
since only anti-imperialist unity can guarantee that nationalization 
strengthens an underdeveloped country's sovereignty and economy, 
rather than solidifying the presence of capital linked to the trans-
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However, none of the Maoists' endless variations on their anti- 
Soviet theme can hide the Soviet Union's record of all-round soli
darity with "third world" countries. As is well known throughout 
the world, the USSR and the socialist camp have been up front 
in supplying arms and material to the liberation movements.

While they falsely accuse the USSR of telling the African coun
tries to disarm, the Maoists not only engage in military intervention 
in the former Portuguese colonies with the U.S., NATO and South 
Africa. They also encourage the U.S. and NATO to expand mili
tary bases in Africa, Asia and Latin America. In addition, they
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national corporation',. 'Thus, whatever their form, Maoist policies 
support Ki-.ingrr in his dictates against "controversy’’ over the 
"role and conduct" of the multinational corporations.

Ilctcnto, militarization and maoism
In the company of the most racist, aggressive tecton of imperial

ism from [oh.mi.' burg to Washington, from Bonn to Tel Aviv, 
the Maoist- re., "It ly oppo r th' struggle for detente and dis
armament.

loi ' ■ release from the U.N.
Mission of the People s Republic of China states:

' In: ■ t” are always on their lips, untire-
somrly chanted, on whatever occasions. Now the Soviet revision
ists again want to insert this stuff into the African Summit 
Conference by way of this “special document," saying that "with
out the deepening of the process of world detente it is difficult 
to talk ter iously about problems of the development of the Third 
World . i nt f equitable economic relations," and

ent "has no mere importance." One 
must ask: when the African peoples are waging a fierce struggle 
.....Mt col mialism, imperialism and Ityfa, is it possible 
for tire young African countries to disarm?
It is hardly worth mentioning that this Maoist "quote” from the 

rial document" (the Soviet greeting to the OAU) does not 
ear in the document itself. What is important is the Maoists' 

allegation that the USSR's struggle for detente and an end to the 
iali imposed arms race is a call Cor "young African countries 

to disarm."



have joined U.S. Defense Secretary Schlcsingct and the Pentagon 
in vailing for Japanese remilitarization.

1‘hat Maoist opposition to detente, peaceful coexistence and dis 
armament affects all the (lass and national liberation M niggles is 
revealed in countless ways. For instance, the money spent annually 
on the armaments buildup now exceeds the combined incomes of 
most of the African, Asian and Latin Amciican < outlines. I boa 
most vulnerable to the consequences of the' aims race inc B asing 
unemployment, inflation and poverty, and the widening gap between 
the underdeveloped and the capitalist countnes ate the masses in 
both the "third world" and the capitalist centers. I his is why 
Maoist opposition to detente and peaceful coexistence mal es it the 
single greatest source of suppoit to the enemies of sovereignty, 
development and social progress in the "third world."

The Maoists deny the revolutionary connection between the 
struggle for peaceful coexistence and liberation from neo colonial 
ism. Instead they call upon the imperialists to expand their eco
nomic, political and military operations (of which the transnational 
corporations arc an integral part) in Europe and the "third world" 
in the name of countering "Soviet expansion."

Yd even bourgeois ideologists will at times acknowledge what 
Maoist “revolutionaries" persistently deny, the imperialists’ moti
vation for perpetuating the arms race is not "defense against Soviet 
expansion," but fear that peace and a slowdown in the armaments 
race would enable the socialist countries to greatly intensify both 
their internal development and their support to industrial and 
social advance in the "third world."

That the motivation of those who support the armaments race, 
with its risk of nuclear disaster, is indeed something other than 
fear of "Soviet expansion" is revealed in an October 197-1 Foreign 
Affairs article:

Most national security policies in today’s world are designed not 
merely to insure the physical survival of individuals within 
national boundaries, but to assure some minimal expected level 
of economic welfare . . . and a degree of national political 
status. (Emphasis in the original.) Indeed, some national secur
ity policies actually increase the risks to physical survival in 
order to insure greater certainty in the enjoyment of economic

50



welfare, political status and national autonomy. (Emphasis added 
-H.W.)
Here w< have an adim .ion that the imperialist and Maoist 

efforts in In.ii up the .iiin.mi'n'. race, even though it increases 
"the inks lo physical survival," has nothing to do with "national 
security" or lh< mi ' . "r ionornic welfare" in either the capitalist 
ccntcnor the "third world fir." id the imperialists aim "to insure 
greater security" for their continued plunder of the underdeveloped 
(Mauries, while the Maoists aim at advancing their great power 
chauvinist goals.

The struggle Im peaceful coexistence between the capitalist and 
: countries, and between capitalist and underdeveloped 

.. . ■ ble goal- ft is an indivisible part of
"third world" struggles lor liberation from neocolonialism. It is, 
tu fact, the starting point for overcoming the widening gap between 
the undcidrs eloped countries and the capitalist centers.

The signifuatue rid" countries attach to the struggle
lot peaceful coexistence was demonstrated at tlte Conference of 
NotMligned Nations in Lima, Peru in August 1975, which called 
lor:

. . . [strengthening] the coordination and joint actions of the 
non-aligned countries in order to ensure international peace

to eliminate causes of tension, to dismantle military 
bases, to create peace zones, to encourage total and general dis
armament and to strengthen the United Nations.
The Maoists’ opposition to peaceful coexistence, detente and dis

armament belies the rheteoriad "support” they gave the Lima Con
ference. The position taken bs Maoist China's spokesman, Li 
Chiang, at the U.N. Special Session in September 1975 clashed with 
the Lima Declaration’s call to "eliminate causes of tension" and "en
courage total and general disarmament."

Li Chiang, by contrast, declared, "The current international 
situation is characterized by greater disorder under heaven, and 
die situation is excellent." Exactly what is it in the “situation” 
that the Maoists consider "excellent”? Li explains:

. . . the rivalry between the superpowers for world hegemony 
is becoming ever more acute and extending to every corner of 
the world . . . aggravating tensions and speeding up their arms
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expansion and war preparations, lints causing greater intran
quility in Europe and other parts of the wot hl. The intensifying 
contention between the superpowers is bound to lead to war 
some day. This is independent of man's will. (Emphasis added 
-H.W.)
In older to allege that events ate determined "independent of 

man's will,” the Maoists must conceal the difference between social
ism and capitalism. In reality, of course, events ate determined in 
the class snuggle, in the mobilization ol the "will'' of opposing 
classes.

In obscuring socialism's inherent identity with peaceful goals 
and the contrasting natine ol capitalism, Li attempts to hide the 
source of the armaments race and the war danger. Euithci, by 
linking the USSR with the U.S., Li tries to deny that the unity 
of the world’s anti-imperialist forces can pre vent world war. Instead 
he claims war is inevitable—"independent of man’s w ill."

Li then goes on to say,
As things stand now, there is no "irreversible process of detente” 
at all, but instead the growing danger of a new world war. 
Naturally, Li neglects to mention that the "growing danger of 

a new world war" has not occulted "independent" of Maoism. 
On the contrary, the Maoists' "will" has been directed toward 
disrupting the wot Id forces capable of making peaceful coexistence 
irreversible. For example, instead of calling upon the peoples of 
the world to exert their "will" to end the war danger, which would 
involve nuclear holocaust, Li calls for the following:

The people of all countries must get prepared. However, wheth
er war gives rise to revolution or revolution prevents war, in 
the end it is the increasingly awakening people of the world .7. 
and not the one or two superpowers, that determine the destiny 
of mankind.
What Li projects for the world is the same "solution" a U.S. 

officer advocated in Vietnam: he wanted to “save" a South Viet
namese village by destroying it. And Li's remarks, like those of 
the U.S. officer, cannot be interpreted as a momentary rhetorical 
aberration. Li was expressing official Maoist policy adopted at the 
Ninth Convention of the Communist Party of China, which stated:

As for the question of world war, there are only two possibil-
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“as a means of paving the way

ilia: either war will cause revolution, or revolution will avert 
war.
But this "theory" neither advances the struggle for revolution 

nor helps to avert n't)n the contrary, it is designed to demobilize 
the light for pe.i.r by instilling, in the name of "revolution,’’ an

)c( of tlu M that war cannot be avertedl
Theasiertioi tl ’ i ■: resolution" is alien to Marxism-

Leninism’s scientific, hutnani I principle*. The experience of two 
uotld wars ha-. i-.nfirn.-d tint th- oru-.-lc for peace is inseparable 
horn the struggle for das* and national liberation. During World 
War I the Octobci Revolution was led by those who had fought 
most unconi| : the w ar. I he socialist advances
after World Wi - also achieved under the leadership of
those who had fought relentlessly to present war. And these ad-

Iculably greater if the struggle to 
■event fascist aggt- igh collective security had not been

in the West whose role is paralleled 
d democrats and Maoists under "left” phrases.

As lor the second of M MO possibilities," to claim that
"revolution will avert to narrow and disrupt instead of
advance the unity of those increasingly vast numbers of people who 

the war dan inn, repression and the economic crisis 
demand great anti-monopoly formations.

To say that "war will cause revolution" or that "revolution will 
avert war" is to betray Marxist-Leninist principles. For example, 
the Seventh Congress of the Communist International in 1935 had 
this to say on the struggle for peace:

Any concession to . . . those elements who desire the outbreak 
of war, even though they mask their opportunism by revolu
tionary phrases, can only isolate us from the masses. Moreover, 
we already know by experience that all those who, within the 
ranks of the working class movement, exalted imperialist war 
as a means of paving the way to revolution have in the long 
run inevitably severed their connections with the working class 
and are today in the camp of fascism. (VII Congress of the 
Communist International. Foreign Languages Publishing House, 
Moscow, 1939. Page 417.)
Maoism not only exalts war



hilling similat ny
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same 
war.

io revolution." It has also liccome a major instigator of woild 
war, operating as an advance contingent in impel ialism's anti 
‘soviet, neo colonialist strategy, 'lints, Maoist tteason exceeds even 
that cd the "icvcdutionarics" in 11 it let's time who made comes 
stons tet the lotces that wanted war.

lodas. on the issue ol war or peate, there is a (hilling similarity 
between the "thought of Mao" and Hillel's thoughts. Like Hiller, 
the Maoists aim al inculcating massive accepiame ol the idea dial 
w.n is inevitable. Like Hitler, the Maoists couple this strategy 
with the big lie of a Soviet "lineal." In fact, the Maoisls dcsrtilie 
the country that saved the woild bom Hille: fascism in the 
w.n the Nazis did to prepare the way lot fascism and

Speaking of the Soviet "enemy," Hiller said:

Our moral concepts ate diametrically opposed to those of Soviet 
Russia . . . National-Socialism has saved Germany and, probably, 
Europe from the gieatest catastrophe of all lime . . . National- 
Socialism cannot call upon its German fellow countrymen, the 
adherents of National-Socialism, to support a system which in 
our ow n country w e consider our most moi lai e nemy. (Quoted 
in I II Congress of the Communist International. Page 101.)

It is lime to consider the meaning of Maoist "moral concep
tions" that portray the first land of socialism as the "mortal en
emy." And it is lime to realise that such "moral conceptions" 
could plunge the world into a catastrophe indesciibably greater 
than that in Hitler’s time. Mao himself revealed the logic of his 
"moral conceptions" al the meeting in Moscow of the Communist 
and Workers Parties in 1957, when he said:

Is it possible to estimate the number of human victims a future 
war could cause? Yes, it is, it will perhaps be one-third of the 
2,700 million population of the whole world, that is, only 900 
million people. . . 1 argued over the issue with Nehru. In this 
respect he is mote pessimistic than 1 am. I am told that if one- 
half of mankind were destroyed, there would still remain the 
other half, but then imperialism would be completely wiped 
out and only socialism would remain all over the woild, and 
that within half a century or a full century the population will 
once again increase even more than by half as much again.

.After Mao’s views were met with shocked repudiation by the 
Communist and Workers Parties, the Maoists accelerated their



"Second World.’’ "Second Arrowhead”
The direct connection between Mao’s speech at the 1957 Mos

cow meeting and die Maoists' current policies is revealed both
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struggle against those in the Communist Party of China who re
mained true to Marxism-Leninism. In this way they prepared for 
an open break with socialist principles in China and on a world 
Kale.

Over the year- the Soviet Union has continued to respond 
to Mao's "moral conceptions.'' For example:

... has anyone asked the Chinese people who are being doomed 
lo death in advance about whether they agree to be the firewood 
in the furnace of a nuclear missile war; have they empowered 
dir leadership of the People** Republic of China to issue their 
burial certiorates in advance?

if, acawding to the Chinese lead
en* ftXtCUU, roughly om- half of the population of such a big 
country at China • dcMroin thermonuclear war, how 
many men will die in countriea wboae populations do not run 
Io Im: I . but to ten* or to simply millions of

ft ter all. quite obvious that many countries and 
peoples would find themselves entirely within that half of man
kind which the Chinese leaders are prepared to scrap from the 
human race. Who tl.cn Las given the Chinese leaders the right 
to make : with these people's destinies or to speak on their 
behalf?

i Linese leaders the right to denigrate the 
ultimate goal of the international working class movement— 
the triumi h of labor over capital—by making assertions that 
the was to it rim- through world thermonuclear war and that it 
is worth sacrificing one-half of the globe's population in order 
to build a higher civilization on the corpses and ruins? This 
conception has nothing in common with Marxist-Leninist doc
trine. We oppose this bestial conception. We have carried on 
and are carrying on a tireless struggle for the triumph of 
Marxist-Leninist ideas, for the emancipation of the peoples from 
all exploitation and oppression, and for the triumph of labor 
over capital, with the use of methods which are worthy of the 
great humanistic ideals of socialism and communism. (Soviet 
Government statement, Pravda, August 21, 1963.)



in l.i Chiang's address to the September 1975 session of the U.N. 
and in Mao's special relationship with Iran? Josef Strauss.

Li Chiang urges the "people of all countries" not to light for 
peace, but to "get prepared" for war against the Soviet "super, 
power. Strauss, who speaks for the same German monopolist', that 
helped put Hitler in power, also demands intensified anti Soviet 
preparations. He says that the U.S. should mate Europe a "second 
arrowhead of NATO." (Herausfordcrunp, und Jri/won, by Eranz 
Josef Strauss, Stuttgart, 1968. Page 174.)

The identity of the Maoists' "second world" strategy with 
Strauss' "second arrowhead" seals the anti Soviet alliance between 
the ultra-rightists and the ultr>-"rcvohrtionary" Maoist- I bus, 
according to the latest “thought of Mao," power comes not "out 
of the band of a gun" but out of nuclear "arrowheads" carry
ing the threat of nuclear catastrophe.

When the Maoists assert that revolution is the only way to 
avert war, they arc telling the masses to stand aside and let the 
imperialists decide the question of war or peace. Sime they at
tempt to place this matter in the hands of imperialism, it is only 
logical that they consider it inevitable. Hut not only do the Maoists 
declare that war is bound to come. They exalt it as in the in- 
terests of humanity by saying "war gives rise to revolution." By 
proclaiming the “resolutionary" value of war, the Maoists seek 
to disrupt the world sn uggle for detente and peaceful coexistence, 
which can make the international struggles for class and national 
liberation irreversible.

The Maoists are escalating their opposition to peaceful co
existence when it is more than ever bound up with averting 
nuclear disaster, and with turning back the imperialists' attempts 
to deal with the crisis of capitalism at the expense of the peo
ples of the capitalist centers and underdeveloped countlies.

The indivisible struggle for peace, liberation and social progress 
can be won only by countering the Maoists' divisive concepts. 
Anti-imperialist unity can and must be forged on a vastly greater 
scale than during the war in Indochina, when the heroic peoples 
of Vietnam, Laos and Cambodia triumphed over U.S. aggression 
with the support of the socialist camp, the "third world" and 
the masses in the U.S. and other capitalist countries.
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Solidarity and the
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“Self-Reliance.'
“Third World”

' purpose in reviewing the Maoists’ treason during the war 
in Indochina is not only for understanding the past. Rather it is 
to examine how these same Maoist policies affect the present.

For example, the Maoists' "two superpowers" rhetoric, their 
renewed calls 1\ : "self-: chance’ and virulent opposition to peaceful 
coexistence are synchronized with the post-Vietnam strategy of the 
U.S. and its NATO and Japanese imperialist partners to recoup 
and expand control over the "third world.” As expressed in the 
Moynihan-Kissinger doctrine, the main role in carrying out this 
greatly intensified offensive against the underdeveloped countries 
has been assigned to the transnational corporations. It is in this 
context that the Maoists prescribe “self-reliance” as the solution 
for the "third world."

From the very start of U.S. intervention in Vietnam, Maoist 
China and its disciples in the U.S. and elsewhere ranged thein- 
srhrs with reaction in endless attacks on the mounting peace move
ment: During the. period of more than a decade of U.S. escala
tion in Viclnati . M.'oi-rn escalated its assaults against those fight
ing for anti imperialist unity with the Indochinese peoples, camou
flaging it* dr.ioption behind rhetoric about “Soviet revisionism."

Meanwhile, the Soviet Union and the other socialist countries 
Iwl the lead in providing material rapport to the Indochinese 
liberation KTUggiea, whib niclcssly forging unity

r ion nd to enforce the Indo-
( peoj 1< right to m f determination, which is synonymous 

with the right to [waccful coexistence.
different Io the human and material consequences of

. olid.irity with
slogans, each de- 

signed lot a particular purpose: the “protracted guerilla war” 
thtiur >.„• M complicity in protracting
UJS. aggression by tejrcting joint anti-imperialist action, while the

for solidarity was the cover for try
ing to split the and Latin American liberation strug
gle from die soda! nd the international working classes.



as
much

Maoist-Style “Self-Reliance” 
and Reparations

How does Maoist-slyle "self-reliance" apply, for example, to the 
present situation of the Vietnamese people?

At this time, the Provisional Revolutionary Government of South 
Vietnam is demanding that the U.S., whose destruction of Vietnam 
is unparalleled, live up to its pledge ol reparations under the Paris 
Agreements. The U.S. is not only violating this pledge, but has
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1 aken only .it face value, the Maoists’ ’’self rebnnrr” slogan 
demonstrates their colossal arrogance. Imagine, pt rat lung "sell 
reliance to the Vietnamese and other "third world" peoples who 
have survived the ravages of centuries ol colonialism only hr 
cause of their Ixmndless capacity for "sell irliamcT'

Now we ate living in an era in which the new socialist nytfrin has 
brought class and nation.d liberation to a great part ol the earth, 
an era in which proletarian internationalism between the socialist 
camp, the international working class and the liberation struggles 
is decisive, For the Maoists to talk <»l sell reliance" while opposing 
the reciprocal reliance ol anti imperialist solidarity is to betray 
the cause ol class and national liberation l ine sell reliance the 
sell-action ol each contingent in the world revolutionary proerv 

is the' basis lot united action against imperialism. But to pro
claim self-reliance' as a substitute lor solidarity is to yield to im 
perialist domination by attempting to undermine* the struggle 
against it.

No wonder The Xe-.r York Tinies, the' leading ideological organ 
ol U.S. imperialism, has taken such a liking to Maoism. ", Mao 
is the greatest social revolutionary in history," writes Times As 
sociate Editor Toni Wicker. "He knows the only revolution is 
permanent revolution-against the society revolution creates, 

against the one it overthrows.” (.4 'Time To Dir, by 
Tom Wicker. Quadtangle NA 1 Book Co., NA .. 1975. Page* 256.)

It is worth noting that the Times didn't nominate Mao as "the 
greatest social revolutionary in history" until he turned against 
revolutionary principles. Now Mao has found his plate* among 
imperialism’s favorites—just as has Moynihan, monopoly's favorite 
sociologist.



nipt solidarity with C 
loo hat been carried u 
lion Ur detente

plarrd an embargo on I'.S. trade with both the Democratic Repub- 
lr< of Vietnam and the Provisional Revolutionary Government of 
South Vietnam I' has also vetoed membership for both in the U.N.

'Tli< Vietnam''r ; t no *iiip|>ort from Maoist China in their 
Further, the undeimine the light

< << i clew opposition to detente, i.e., 
i tn a Uy IreneAcial trade. Although both 

ibr ftri,-,.,. , - no and the Provisional Revolu-
• ■ Vietnam have declared their readi-

c ■ i ' tion* with the
of the "third 

t ■ m det-nte with colonial-
I'.S. the Maoi*<* tell them 
world" that it it not froMible

Maossu have also done all they could to dis- 
it tl I s embargo. This 

in the name of “self-reliance" and opposi-

•k in what way do these .M twist the
undmlr <r b ; - . ■ ■ . . ..nits, equitable

r world trade, and all-round development free from the 
dntatn of the rranuiational corporations?

11.r.inertrating frequency 
from tin eoplea themsehes. For example, the Com-
■MUM Pai rica and the Caribbean, meeting in
Havana in June 1975, issued a document. "Latin America in The 
Struggle Against Imperialism. For National Independence, De
mocrat' - Peace and Socialism." which declared:

1 .; ( e energetically condemns the foreign policy of
the leadenhip of the Communist Party of China, which flirts 
with Yankee imperialism, defends its presence in Asia and in 
Europe, justifies NATO, stimulates West-German imperialism 
and revanchism, attacks and slanders the USSR with the same 
sidousness of the worst spokesmen of international reaction, 
fosters the aggressive militarism of the world bourgeoisie against 
it. promotes the insane policy of cold war against the heroic 
Soviet people, and in Latin America has its most ominous ex
pression in the shameless connivance with the Chilean military 
junta to which it gives political support over the blood of 
thousands of Communists, Socialists, and other patriots murdered
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by the brutal repression of the fnsiisl tyranny. I hr < hinr-.r lead 
ereliip also fosters everywhere gloups of pseudo i evoliilionai ir 
who, from a false radicalism, divide the fa-fl. allacl tlie Com 
munist Panics, obstruct progressive piocesses and linpirnlly act 
as enemy agents within the icvolutionai y movement

To confront this policy of treason against unity, solidarity 
and the best traditions of the world rcvolutionars movement 
is a duty for all the Communist Parlies of Latin America

The Maoists' CIciiiri to "Third World'
1 he Maoists try to make it appear that then exhortations to 

the undci developed countries lune a special legitimacy because 
they claim for China a place in the ' third world," Quite aside 
from the fact that Maoist policies pm China on a collision com.o 
with “third world” interests, this claim is based on fiction.

I hc distinguishing feature of "third world" countries is that 
they have been colonized but have never been colonizers 'llieii 
undeidcvelopment has resulted primarily from the domination of 
external exploiters and oppressors. This gives thcii claim lor re
dress from the colonizers a unique and unchallcngablr- validity. 
It makes their cause a central issue in the U.N. and in the world 
anti-imperialist struggles.

Maoists pretend that like the "third world" nations China was 
colonized but was never a colonizer. In reality, China colonized 
and oppressed peoples (within and beyond its bordeis) over longci 
periods in history than any other country, and remained a colonizer 
right up into modern times.

At the same lime it is true that in the late 19th century the 
expanding capitalist empires seized enclaves in China, humiliating 
and plundering the country. Hut it is also true that each successive 
Han Chinese ruling class accepted this state of affairs and shared 
control with external oppressors. This is the way the Han rulers 
maintained their domination over the many peoples of China 
through successive historical periods. Maoist great power chauvinist 
goals have their roots in the past.

Today the Maoist military-bureaucratic regime has temporarily 
defeated working class power and revived Han chauvinism in older 
to maintain control in China and advance its greater power chau
vinist goals beyond its borders. And to accomplish this it is giving
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Socialist Versus Capitalist Development
When the Maoists speak of "two superpowers" and "the new 

Cuts in the Kremlin. their attack is not only against the Soviet 
.. : >ric expresses is of particular danger

to the "third . ’ peoples. Seeking to isolate die ' third world" 
from the socialist camp, the Maoists promote disruption of the 
anti-imperialist solidarity which the peoples of Africa, Asia and 
Latin America rightfully expect from all who claim to be on the 
side of liberation, particularly at a time when neocolonialism is 
mounting a renewed offensive against them.

Those who rant about "the new Czars in the Kremlin” do so in 
an attempt to construe the Soviet Union’s unprecedented socialist 
development as the basis for placing it in the same category as 
the developed capitalist centers.

in support i” the U.S., th< world leading neocolonialist power.
Thus, the dual nature of < hina's history contradicts the common 

tries as the vit tints of colonial*
That the Maoists deny the 

cnloniahzing of their history is in itself an indictment of
the thousand-year 

1 nation. In fabricating a lit -
my ol the most racist. 

: who pi etend they
hive never been colonizers.
Moreover, in ti • • - i’I Franz Josef Strauss

nopolists who cover up 
German r • ..... ,,f Hitlerism. They
da so in order to advance, even al ihe risk of nuclear disaster, 
the t c.itrr nt . 'u >n that area of

now the German Democratic 
Republic

I i ■ ' ' ' ■ of the GDR
sad the 1 v ir 1 chauvinism of

J : . •:.! the sources of
ndsm and oppression when Ihe peoples of Russia abolhhed the 
Rawisn empire n monopoly capitalism was abolished in a
psrt ol the former German empire.



I he capitalist count lies' development is. of <<»nisr, based on 
centui ieslong plundci of most of the peoples of Africa, Asia and 
Latin \mciica Now capitalism seeks at one pole to maintain 
development in and domination tluougb its own centers, and at 
the other pole to pct pennate underdevelopment and sitpetexploita 
lion in the "third world.” At the same time the counteipart to 
this occurs within the capitalist countries in the ccmttadiclion 
between increasing impoverishment of the masses and monopoly’s 
enrichment.

I'he Maoists’ ever more virulent anti Soviet rhelotic aims to 
obscure the most significant new Ica-tnre in the world today the 
basic class, social and economic difference* accounting lot the 
rapid development of the Soviet Union and the other socialist 
countries. as compared to the methods ol capitalist development.

In equating socialist and capitalist development, the Maoists 
assist the neocolonialist efforts to divert attention from the sting 
gles of the underdeveloped countries. 'lhr.se ronniiir*., snppotted 
by the socialist camp, demand that the impel ialist plunderer* 
relinquish some of what they’ve stolen lor centmics to help over 
come the economic backwardness for which they arc j< sponsible

The underdeveloped countries are struggling lot a "new inlet 
national order,” an end to dependence on neo-colonialism and foi 
rapid "third world’’ development. Anti impe l ialist unity, which 
Maoism would undermine, is the precondition for this "new inter
national order. Only such unity can compel the ILS. and its 
partners to take at least minimum steps toward equitable relations 
with the underdeveloped countries. Nothing short of socialism can 
bring a full solution foi "third world” countries, but every advance 
in the direction of equality and social progress speeds the day of 
that full solution.

Maoist deception can never obscure the fact that after the 
October Revolution the former Czarist Russian nation, led by the 
Communist Party, established a new proletarian international order: 
the working class in power in the formerly oppressor nation volun
tarily reversed what had been the relationship bet wren imperialist 
Russia and the oppressed nations in the Czarist empire. For an 
extended transitional period the new Soviet government, guided 
by Leninist internationalism, decreed preferential economic and 
social action for these underdeveloped nations. As a result the gap
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vas vijwrl out between the social and economic development of 
Ruv.ia and the C entral Asian and other formerly oppressed peoples 
tn the ISSR I hi wa- the starting point from which the Soviet 
Union and the other countries of the socialist camp have become 
a world • ic.i in which all the nations are equal participants, 
Handing in tohdanf. with all anti imperialist forces in this era of 
transition to world socialism.

■ i • the “third world,”
' n and < nibia in Communist

Partici Mated
let Union and Cuba -just to mention two different

lot ition 
development,

m sjiiir . I fit : . nd the attempt to
matnta . more than half

t tempted to stifle newly born socialism;
the attetnp' revolutionary

r is not one single case erf successful economic and 
suntrses erf Asia. Africa or Latin

'tied to accornplidi it through
the Uadilional wap of capitalist development.
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