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Introduction

w e are republishing Forward after an absence of five
years. The last issue, in January 1980, carried a
fairly long analysis of the history of the Revolutionary
Communist League. At that time, Forward was an organ
of the U.S. League of Revolutionary Struggle (M-L).

Since then Forward has been reorganized. An editorial
board has been set up, consisting of the three of us, Anne
Adams, Carl Davidson and Michael Lee. Over the months
ahead we will be trying to expand and further develop our
editorial board, which will be solely responsible for the
content of Forward.

All over the U.S., people are involved in struggles of
many kinds — to win union recognition, stop racist at-
tacks, oppose U.S. intervention, defend women’s rights
and many others. In the course of these battles, theoretical
questions always arise — how do we analyze the conditions
of the struggle and the different forces involved? what is
the best way to move things forward? how does this partic-
ular issue relate to others?

We want to help answer these questions from a Marxist-
Leninist point of view, which can show how to get the
most out of our successes and how to learn from our set-
backs. This means we will be taking up questions from the
stand and methodology of dialectical materialism. We do
not see Marxism-Leninism as an abstract doctrine which
provides formulas or pat answers to our problems, but
rather as a revolutionary, scientific approach to solving the
problems facing the people. Marxism-Leninism cannot be
dogmatic. It develops mainly through the continual proc-



ess of summing up the experiences of the masses. It is only
useful and relevant if it takes reality as its starting point
and is creatively applied to the actual conditions we face.

Forward will also be published in a non-sectarian way.
We will be asking other activists to become contributing
editors. We will be seeking contributions to the journal
from many sources, and will encourage debate on key
issues. We see the need for greater unity on the left,
especially around developing our understanding of the
theoretical questions confronting us. William Gallegos, a
leader of the League, makes an important point in his arti-
cle. He says, ‘“‘In order for the left to grow as a force and
realize its potential, we think an important objective must
be a clearer understanding of its goals in the minds of the
U.S. masses. In addition the breaking down of sectar-
ianism and narrowmindedness is imperative. The entire
left must seek ways to work together to advance the mass
movement.”’

We are determined to make Marxism-Leninism a power-
ful, guiding force in U.S. politics, a viable political trend
which people in the U.S. can understand and support.
Hopefully Forward can contribute to making this happen.

We invite comments on the articles in this issue and
welcome contributions for future editions of Forward.

— Anne Adams
— Carl Davidson
— Michael Lee

* * *

This issue of Forward opens with a series of three arti-
cles on the 1984 elections. Amiri Baraka, a member of the
League’s Central Committee, presents in his first article,
ii@*#!! Reagan!, the League’s views on the elections,
and their implications for the country and for the left. His
second article, The Need for a Rainbow Agenda, talks
about the need to develop a people’s program that can
forcefully present the demands of Black people and the
multinational working class. It was written in June 1984
before the Democratic Convention. The article includes
some of the main points of the League’s minimum pro-
gram. The third article in this series is by Shelly Ross. In
Moving Toward Higher Ground, Ross presents her perspec-
tive on the accomplishments and significance of the Rain-
bow Coalition.
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Next comes an interview with William Gallegos, a mem-
ber of the Central Committee of the League of Revolution-
ary Struggle. In Party Building and the Left Today,
Gallegos presents the League’s views on some of the com-
mon questions facing the left in the U.S. We plan to have
an interview with a League spokesperson on topical ques-
tions in every issue of Forward.

Then we present a history of the Communist Party
(Marxist-Leninist) (CPML) written by one of its former
leading members, Carl Davidson. In Lessons from the
Collapse of the CPML, Davidson presents his analysis of
some of the strengths and weaknesses of the CPML, and
the reasons for its demise. This is an important question,
since the CPML was at one time the largest Marxist-
Leninist organization in the U.S., and its collapse was a
major setback.

Tak Matsusaka, a longtime activist in the U.S.-China
Peoples Friendship Association from Boston, then offers
his analysis of China’s new rural responsibility system in
The Revolution in China’s Countryside. This new policy
has generated a lot of discussion about what direction
China is taking, and Matsusaka discusses the perspective
behind the new policy.

Next comes a book review of three recent histories of
the Communist Party USA. In What Can We Learn from
the CPUSA'’s History?, Peter Shapiro, labor writer for
UNITY, discusses some of the problems with these three
books and some perspectives on the work of the CPUSA.

Finally, this issue closes with a section from a poem by
Amiri Baraka on national oppression and the history of the
African American Liberation Movement. It is titled
YYYYYYYA-(18).
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The State of

Black America

The State of the U.S.A.
What Now?

Amiri Baraka

Jesse Jackson’s Rainbow Coalition and the presidential
campaign that emerged from that dynamic interrelationship
between the stancing of the petty bourgeoisie and the needs
of poor and working people, most particularly the needs of
the Afro American Nation — these provided us with a gener-
ally progressive and positive campaign. Although the cam-
paign itself revealed how all the classes in society react to im-
portant trends in the country.

Jackson’s campaign pushed the whole electorate to the
left, eliminating outright the far right of the Democratic
Party in the primaries.

Jesse was precise enough on the issues to upset the far
right slant of the so-called Democratic ‘‘moderates.”” The
continuous raising of the lack of democracy at all levels of
American life, which Jesse somewhat trivialized under the
rubric of ‘‘Fairness,”’ was still effective and catalytic.

How delegates are elected, the electoral vote and its denial
of direct democracy, the Middle East and opposition to the
U.S. imperialist ‘‘Israel only’’ policy (and the implications on
both U.S. foreign and domestic relations). The question of
opposing U.S. marriage with the fascist white supremacy cap-

Amiri Baraka is the father of the Black Arts Movement, a professor
at the State University of New York at Stony Brook, and a member of
the Central Committee of the U.S. League of Revolutionary Strug-
gle (M-L).
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italists running South Africa. The question of the lack of a
coherent or racism-free policy on Africa in general. Plus the
constant emphasis on the domestic violence Reagan’s anti-
working class, white chauvinist policies, are dealing to the
African American people in this country and the other op-
pressed nationalities, Chicanos, Puerto Ricans, Asians,
Native Americans — Jackson also highlighted the exploita-
tion of white workers and the bankruptcy and hypocrisy of
Reagan’s fake populism and real move to a corporate state,
in which the whole of U.S. society would be run by private
enterprise, the public sector all but demolished, and increas-
ing repression the legislated necessity to preserve a semblance
of order.

Jesse’s appearances, the opening for public struggle over
democracy in this country, the measure of American bour-
geois and petty bourgeois leadership; all this was extremely
useful to the mass democratic movement.

Gary Hart was used as a ‘‘cover’’ for Jackson like Pat
Boone covered Fats Domino in the 50’s, to deflect leadership
from Jackson. If Hart had any real substance, he could have
beaten Mondale. But, alas, he was only a cover!

For all its marvelous elation and re-beginnings of the na-
tional democratic movement, short stopped in the 70’s by
state violence and assassinations, cooptations and imprison-
ment, the problem with the Jackson campaign was in the
class views and stands of its leadership! which could not
finally respond as it needed to the mounting assaults by the
bourgeoisie.

We should know that principally the Jackson ‘‘ethnic
slur’’ and the sudden prominence of Louis Farrakhan were
just diversions put out there to confuse, divide and cover
U.S. policy in the Middle East.

But there is another lesson in this — the intellectual and
political vulnerability of nationalism.

Nobody wants to be called out of their names. You know
how you would act if somebody started dropping a stereotype
on you!

Farrakhan must distinguish between Judaism and Zion-
ism. It is the Zionists who control Israel and have the most in-
fluence now in the Jewish bourgeoisie in the U.S. (and South
Africa), not the religion.

The results of the recent election showed the majority of
Jews voted against Reagan, despite the Zionist bourgeoisie’s
support of Reagan and their aid to him by constantly attack-
ing Jackson.

But even more fundamental than the issue of petty bour-















draft and mobilize the student and youth movement against
it.

But the rising tide of black African resistance to fascist
apartheid must be given a high priority in our periodicals and
political work. The death of apartheid means revolution in
Great Britain and the terminal weakening of U.S. imperial-
ism. As the contradiction between U.S. government support
for South Africa and the people’s resistance to racist apart-
heid and colonialism intensify, we must understand that U.S.
support for South Africa is a major weakness in U.S. imperi-
alist policy, though one they think necessary! Finally it must
be made clear to the U.S. masses that support for South Afri-
can fascism is racism most crude!

South African colonialism is such a complete anachro-
nism now, that it cannot be easily covered. We must dwell on
its crudity, to better expose the backward stance of America’s
rulers and their commitment to white supremacy.

We must gear our intensification of struggle against South
Africa to the rising tide of struggle inside South Africa! We
must make it impossible for Reagan or the bourgeoisie to
shield apartheid-colonialism. Our slogan is Death to apart-
heid, just as we say Death to the Klan! These are two sides
of the same struggle. The elimination of white supremacy
internationally.

Class struggle is developing more sharply in the black
community every day. Black Anti-Reagan voting accounted
for 96% of the black vote. But the Reaganite minority in-
cluding Clarence Pendleton (and billboard Toms Muhammad
Ali, Joe Frazier and Floyd Patterson) are demonstrating what
the worst House slaves or Jewish collaborators in Nazi Ger-
many must have been like.

No matter, the African American community can claim
the largest block of Anti-Reagan votes of any ethnic group.
So we have demanded to be counted, but we must raise our
numbers.

We must urge a reorganization of the Rainbow Coalition
with more influence coming from the masses, and support for
local elections and a national strategy, including mass mobili-
zations around critical issues!

We must continue to make alliances with workers organi-
zations, anti-war groups, anti-draft groups, coalitions fight-
ing women’s oppression and Reagan’s anti-democracy.

Another criticism Jesse should have made of Mondale
was in Mondale’s insult to black women, by refusing even to
pretend to be considering a black woman for vice president!
Jesse first raised the issue of a woman VP. N.O.W. capital-




























A Minimum Program
of Struggle

The working class, oppressed nationalities and other peo-
plesin the U.S. are struggling daily to improve their living con-
ditions, defend and expand their democratic rights, and win
peace and social progress. The League of Revolutionary
Struggle (Marxist-Leninist) supports and raises the following
as some of the main immediate demands against the monopoly
T hese demands capitalists and the government. The League understands that
are partially re- these demands are partially realizable under the present social

alizable under system and that a radical transformation pf society, socialism,
the present sys- will be necessary to realize {hem .in a genuine and full way. :I‘he
tem. Socia 1iS m struggle for these demands is an integral part of the revolution-

ary process.
will be necessary
to realize them
in a genuine and The right to a decent standard of living
Sull way. ¢ a guaranteed minimum income or jobs for
all at standard wages
¢ comprehensive national health insurance
and social security
¢ decent and affordable housing
« eviction protection
- rent control
« no arbitrary discrimination based
on nationality, age, children, mar-
ital status, sex, source or level of
income, physical/mental disability
or religion ‘
» an end to gentrification of minority
and low-income areas
¢ public ownership of utilities
¢ low-cost mass transportation
Free high-quality public education at all levels
¢ equal access to education for all
nationalities
¢ community control with parent and stu-

A. Some General Demands for the People
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Jackson conferring with
Basil Paterson, former
deputy mayor of New
York City; Assembly-
woman Maxine Waters
(top left); Jackson
national campalign
manager Arnold Pinck-
ney (top right); and
Mayor Richard Hatcher
of Gary, indiana
(foreground).

Black people’s goals of defeating Reagan by siphoning off
votes from Mondale, the front runner. The media promoted
Black bourgeois leaders such as Detroit Mayor Coleman
Young, Atlanta Mayor Andrew Young, and Birmingham
Mayor Richard Arrington, who strongly opposed the Jack-
son candidacy. They argued that it wasn’t time for a Black
presidential bid, that such a bid would divert needed funds
from other winnable races. But this opposition did little to
dampen the enthusiasm of the Black masses, who agreed with
Jackson that their time had come! The opposition of these
Black establishment leaders reflected their own allegiance to
the white Democratic Party leaders and their own detachment
from the feelings of the Black masses. Jackson’s campaign
performed a vital service in advancing the national sentiments
of the African American people for democracy as it in fact
turned out to be a referendum on traditional bourgeois lead-
ership versus reform/progressive politics.

Launching the campaign

The Jackson campaign began with high ideals, but little
cash. Because of the lateness of his announcement, the Jack-
son campaign had to play catch-up from the jump. Because
he would not accept any corporate donations, nor PAC (Po-
litical Action Committee) money, Jackson had to rely on
grass-roots fund raising, which trickled in mainly from the
churches and community groups. The African Methodist
Church, with 2.2 million members, pledged to raise $250,000.
The National Baptist Church, with 6.8 million members,
pledged $100,000. Although the lack of money slowed Jack-
son’s ability to print campaign literature or hire staff, inexpe-
rience also hampered the development of the campaign. A
campaign manager was not hired until weeks after the cam-
paign began. Very few national staff were hired to help
organize the various regions of the country. Thus, the cam-
paign often varied from state to state. Some states did not
have any organization and relied upon visits by Jackson to
turn out the votes; other states established networks and con-
stituency groups to publicize the campaign and get out the
vote.

The lack of attention paid to the grass-roots organizing,
partially due to the lack of funds, but also due to a lack of
priority, was a weakness of the Jackson organization. Com-
pounding the weakness was Jackson’s tendency towards
spontaneity. The campaign schedule was often set at the last
minute and subject to radical change, leaving organizers with
a large audience but no candidate. Such spontaneity on Jack-
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chart a

Black Voter

Unregistered

Rank by number of black voting-
unregistered blacks State age population
1 New York* 894,000
2 Texas 520,000
3 North Carolina* 506,000
4 Georgia 472,000
5 California 462,000
6 Florida 459,000
7 Virginia* 331,000
8 Pennsyivania 294,000
9 South Carolina* 292,000
10 Alabama* 272,000
1 lllinois 257,000
12 Maryland 256,000
13 Louisiana* 256,000
14 New Jersey 247,000
15 Ohio 247,000
16 Michigan 214,000
17 Tennessee* 158,000
18 District of Columbia 149,000
19 Mississippi* 131,000
20 Arkansas* 85,000
21 Indiana 84,000
22 Missouri 79,000
23 Connecticut 68,000
24 Massachusetts* 64,000
25 ° Kentucky* 62,000
26 Oklahoma 56,000
27 Wisconsin 13,000

Source: Joint Center for Political Studies.

* In these states, the number of unregistered voting-age
blacks in 1982 exceeded the Republican margin of victory in
the 1980 presidental election.

** Because all numbers are rounded to the nearest thou-
sand, some numbers in this column do not equal the sum of
numbers in the two preceding columns.




Registration - 1982

Percentage Reagan

Registered Total black of voting- victory
black voting- voting-age age blacks margin,

age population population** registered 1980

737,000 1,631,000 45.2 165,459
678,000 1,198,000 56.6 629,558
391,000 897,000 43.6 39,383
510,000 982,000 519 -236,787
836,000 1,298,000 64.4 1,441,183
464,000 923,000 50.3 627,476
383,000 714,000 53.6 237,435
426,000 720,000 59.2 324,332
333,000 625,000 53.3 11,456
372,000 644,000 57.7 17,462
819,000 1,077,000 76.1 376,681
407,000 664,000 61.4 -45,555
557,000 813,000 68.5 84,400
363,000 610,000 59.5 399,193
470,000 717,000 65.6 454131
553,000 767,000 721 253,693
322,000 479,000 67.1 4,710
171,000 320,000 53.5 -102,611
410,000 541,000 758 11,808
147,000 233,000 63.3 5,123
182,000 265,000 68.5 411,459
260,000 339,000 76.7 142,999
75,000 143,000 52.3 135,478
86,000 149,000 57.3 2,423
114,000 176,000 64.9 17,857
82,000 138,000 59.2 293,544
97,000 111,000 87.9 107,261
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chart b

Southern Voter

White Registration
State 1980 1984 Change
Alabama 1,700,000 1,664,000 -36,000
Arkansas 1,056,000 964,000 92,000
Fiorida 4,331,000 4,337,000 + 6,000
Georgia 1,800,000 1,787,000 -13,000
Louisiana 1,550,000 1,609,000 + 59,000
Mississippi 1,152,000 1,144,000 -8,000
North Carolina 2,314,000 2,369,000 + 55,000
South Carolina 916,000 848,000 68,000
Tennessee 2,200,000 2,082,000 -118,000
Texas 6,020,000 6,042,000 + 22,000
Virginia 1,942,000 1,908,000 -34,000
Total 24,981,000 24,754,000 -227,000

Source: Data from American Political Report, May 18, 1984.
Some data from the Voter Education Project.
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Registration, 1980-84

Black Registration

1980 1984 Change
350,000 482,000 + 132,000
130,000 155,000 + 25,000
489,000 517,000 + 28,000
450,000 512,000 + 62,000
465,000 535,000 + 70,000
330,000 406,000 + 76,000
440,000 565,000 + 125,000
320,000 331,000 + 11,000
300,000 348,000 + 48,000
620,000 720,000 + 100,000

360,000 378,000 + 18,000

4,254,000 4,949,000 + 695,000
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of their own countries, showing the cor-
rectness of the principle that each Marx-
ist party and organization must be
responsible for solving the problems of
their own revolution. Marxist-Leninist
parties and organizations are continuing
to struggle and work in many countries
such as Peru, Colombia, the Dominican
Republic, Mexico, Trinidad/Tobago, the
Philippines, Turkey, Japan, New Zea-
land, Sweden, Haiti, Argentina, Greece,
Holland, Australia, Belgium, Britain,
Norway, Canada, as well as in the U.S.

We believe the path forward remains
tortuous and we will see advances as
well as defeats, but many of those
groups that weathered the storm these
past couple of years and the new groups,
which are emerging from the struggle,
seem to have a more down-to-earth atti-
tude. We hope that the international
Marxist-Leninist movement is now on
the verge of making important headway
once again.

What is your view of the situation of
the general left in this country
today?

The left in the U.S. is still quite weak
and has been adversely affected these

past several years by the activities of the
two superpowers, the U.S. and U.S.S.R.
The move to the right by the U.S. ruling
class has both demoralized sectors of the
left as well as inspired the hatred of im-
perialism by many others. Paradoxi-
cally, we have seen a weakening of the
left and a strengthening of the potential
for the left.

By weakening of the left I am refer-
ring to the disintegration of the CPML
and other Marxist-Leninist organizations
that trace their roots to the 1960s. Of
course other organizations, in addition
to Marxist-Leninist ones, disintegrated in
the past period, but we believe that the
setbacks suffered by the Marxist-
Leninists in the U.S. led to a situation
where, relatively speaking, revisionism
has had a minor resurgence. Today, un-
fortunately, we have to say that within
the revolutionary left, revisionism and
centrism are relatively stronger than
Marxism-Leninism. This is not coinci-
dental with the relative weakness of the
left in the U.S. Whatever the weak-
nesses of the Marxist-Leninist organiza-
tions — and there were many — the
period when Marxism-Leninism was rel-
atively stronger in the left was when the
left had the most impact on U.S.

Paradoxically, we
have seen a weak-
ening of the left
and a strengthen-
ing of the potential
for the left.




well as other external factors such as the
economic crisis, political conservatism,
and the lull in the mass movement in the
capitalist world, a number of Marxist-
Leninist parties and organizations in
North America and Western Europe ex-
perienced great difficulties in the late
1970s, with some of them dissolving or
collapsing. These included the Com-
munist Party Marxist-Leninist and the
Revolutionary Workers Headquarters in
the U.S., the Workers Communist Party
in Canada, and the Communist Party of
Germany. These were great setbacks for
the revolution in those countries and the
international communist movement.
While external factors adversely af-
fected these parties, internal contradic-
tions were the cause of their failures.
Each of these parties and organizations
had their own particularities, but there
were certain common characteristics.
They were young organizations that were
relatively inexperienced and immature in
their grasp of Marxism. Their leader-
ship primarily consisted of intellectuals
from the petty bourgeoisie, possessing
an ideological weakness of not grasping
well the importance of applying Marx-
ism to the concrete conditions. Many of
these leaders also had tendencies of self-
glorification, arrogance and sec-
tarianism. They were not able to keep
their bearings, correct their errors and
adjust their tactics according to changes
in the objective conditions. They were
also not able to counteract within their
organizations the influences of the grow-
ing rightist and conservative atmosphere
in capitalist society. The collapse of
these parties and organizations is not, as
some believe, proof of the ‘‘failure’’ of
Marxism. Rather, this phenomenon was
due to the succumbing of a sector of the
anti-revisionist communist movement to
petty bourgeois ideological weaknesses
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and an inability to deepen the applica-
tion of Marxism.

We agree with Comrade Hu that a
most positive factor has emerged from
the turbulence of the recent period:
more Marxists are seeing the importance
of thinking for themselves and making
an independent application of Marxism
to the concrete conditions of the revolu-
tion in their own countries. There is evi-
dence for confidence and optimism, not
demoralization or pessimism.

In other countries around the world,
Marxist-Leninist parties and organiza-
tions have deepened the understanding









United action will not be easily
achieved, but common ground can
be found. The people’s movements

demand nothing less.

ryone involved in the work must support
Cuba. If one does not support Cuba
one cannot work in that movement.
This principle was raised to try to ob-
struct people who were critical of Cuban
policy.

This approach is wrong and sec-
tarian. It actively excludes many from
being involved because of issues
peripheral to the support of the people
of Central America. It transforms the
movement from an inclusionary one,
one that tries to build as much opposi-
tion as possible to U.S. intervention in
Central America, into an exclusionary
one where issues other than Central
America are used to define who can and
who cannot be involved.

In contrast, we believe there are
some important lessons to be learned
from the efforts of Marxist-Leninists
and other left forces in other countries
who are seeking ways to join together in
practical struggle, despite their consider-
able ideological differences. In Peru this
past year a united left coalition formed
to conduct electoral work. This coali-
tion worked out a common program and
included the revisionist party of Peru,
two Marxist-Leninist organizations, the
social democrats and some mass organi-
zations. This coalition succeeded in
forging a strong left presence in the elec-
tions, far greater than any of the indi-

vidual organizations could ever muster.
In the mayoral races this united left coa-
lition swept seven races including Lima,
the capital of the country. This was a
significant and noteworthy victory.

A similar approach was adopted by
the left forces in the Dominican
Republic. They played a major role in
the upheaval around the increase in food
prices in that country.

The League proposes that the left in
the U.S. adopt a similar attitude here.
United action will not be easily achieved
because of the outstanding conflicts and
historical differences, but common
ground can be found. The people’s
movements demand nothing less.

The League has a policy to work
cooperatively with all other left groups,
including the Communist Party USA
and the Democratic Socialists of Amer-
ica. It is especially important at this
time to have more unity on the left to
strengthen the struggle against the pol-
icies of the Reagan administration and
the necessity to oppose further U.S.
intervention in Central America.

What is the League’s view of China
and what is your relationship to
China?

We support the efforts of the
 Chinese people and the Communist
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cialism according to Chinese conditions
and do not make our opinions about
China major issues.

In a like way we believe the Chinese
respect the efforts of the communists of
each country to carry out their revolu-
tions according to their own experiences
and conditions. The Chinese do not
interfere in the internal affairs of other
parties and the revolutions in other
countries. This attitude sharply con-
trasts with that of the Soviet party,
which maintains it is the ‘‘father’’ party
in the international communist move-
ment with the right to make pronounce-
ments and even military interventions in
the affairs of others.

The League disagrees with the
CPUSA on many points of line on the
U.S. revolution. However, we also
maintain that when possible we will
work with the CPUSA on concrete
struggles. These stands we take are
independent of our view of the Soviet
Union, and we would hope that one day
the CPUSA might adopt a similar stand.

The League is an independent com-
munist organization that places as its
fundamental goal and reason for ex-
istence the winning of socialism in the
U.S. We are not subsidized by any
foreign group or power — we do not
take a single penny from China, the
Communist Party of China, or any
other foreign force. We make our deci-
sions based upon our own views and
analyses.

Is the League “Maoist”?

We are not Maoists and we have
never called ourselves Maoists.

Mao Zedong was an outstanding
Marxist-Leninist, and his example and
writings inspired many in the U.S., in-
cluding many in the League today. His
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The construction
of socialism is a
long, historical
process, filled in-
evitably with many
ups and downs.

writings form a treasure house of
theoretical lessons for communists every-
where and we continue to encourage
study of Comrade Mao’s writings.

But respect for Mao is different from
calling ourselves Maoists. For one, we
are not sure what this term means since
it was the bourgeoisie that first coined
this term during the Cultural Revolution
during the 1960s, and today it is still
mainly the bourgeoisie and the Soviet
Union that use this term to refer to what
they believe are ultraleftists.

In the U.S. there is the Revolutionary
Communist Party that calls itself






and Romania are quite different than
the rest of the so-called Eastern bloc
countries. Both Yugoslavia and
Romania maintain their national inde-
pendence and conduct independent for-
eign policies. Neither of them is occu-
pied by Soviet forces, and both have
vigorously upheld the importance of re-
specting national sovereignty and non-
alignment in foreign affairs.

The other countries in Eastern
Europe, such as Poland and Hungary,
have little or no autonomy. Tens of
thousands of Soviet troops occupy or
are stationed on the borders of these na-
tions. In Poland, a legitimate mass
workers’ movement has been suppressed
by the Polish army under the encourage-
ment of the Soviets. In our view, these
countries suffer from the imperialist rule
of the Soviet Union.

Cuba and Viet Nam are in yet
another category. Both countries went

The history of the
Soviet Union, now
an imperialist
superpower, pre-
sents a compli-
cated theoretical
challenge to
Marxism-Leninism.
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through many years of revolutionary
struggle, and their revolutions were
made by the people of these countries.
Both the Cuban and Vietnamese revolu-
tions inspired millions in the U.S. and
around the world, and continue to stand
as symbols of successful struggle against
U.S. imperialism. But the stories of
Cuba and Viet Nam since their revolu-
tions have not been so positive.

Both countries today are deeply in
debt to the Soviets, owing billions of
dollars to the Kremlin. Viet Nam has its
own hegemonic nationalist designs to ab-
sorb Kampuchea and Laos to form a
greater Indochina federation against the
will of its smaller neighbors. Cuba is
being used by the Soviets to intervene in
the world where Soviet troops dare not
go. For example, Cuba is today fighting
in Ethiopia, supporting the Ethiopian
government in its war against Eritrea.

However, especially in the case of
Cuba, we must be clear that Cuba was
forced toward Soviet domination
because of hostile U.S. policies. That is
why we demand, as a part of our mini-
mum, immediate program passed at our
congress, that the U.S. normalize diplo-
matic relations with Cuba and Viet Nam
and end its economic embargo against
them.

Much study remains to be done
about the situation in the Eastern Euro-
pean countries, Viet Nam and Cuba.
While it may take some time to fully in-
terpret developments, our stand must be
to continue to assess these countries by
their objective roles in the world and
whether or not they help advance the in-
terests of the working class and people
of their nations and uphold peace, inde-
pendence and progress in world affairs.
Simple answers, set formulas or self-
declarations cannot be substituted for
hard analyses.






Lessons from the Collapse of

the Communist Party

(Marxist-Leninist)

Carl Davidson

More than three years have passed since the breakup and
disintegration of the Communist Party (Marxist-Leninist)
(CPML) — one of the largest and more promising organiza-
tions that united a core of revolutionaries from the upheavals
of the 1960s.

At its peak the CPML had nearly a thousand active mem-
bers and several thousand sympathizers. At one point, about
half of its ranks came from working class origins, while the
other half came from the intelligentsia and other middle
strata. About one-third were from the various minority na-
tionalities; half were men, half women.

It was a young, militant and active organization. Most
members were under 35 and directly involved in mass struggle
— in the trade unions, minority communities, student
groups, women’s organizations and other forms of political
action. The CPML also included a small but important core
of veterans from the communist movement of the 1920s,
1930s and 1940s. They provided invaluable guidance.

The CPML went through a process of organizational
development. It started with the October League (OL),
which itself was constituted initially by a merger of two local
circles of less than 50 people. But at the CPML’s peak, it had
functioning districts in about 30 cities, with the districts rang-
ing in size from a dozen to more than 100 members.

The party’s press was relatively well developed. At its
peak, The Call newspaper had a weekly circulation of 12,000
— although most were single-copy sales and not regular sub-

Carl Davidson was the editor of Class Struggle, CPML’s theoretical
Jjournal, and a member of the Standing Committee of the CPML. He
is currently a contributing editor to UNITY newspaper, and on the
editorial board of Forward.
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The CPML
was destroyed
by revisionism,

particularly of
a rightist,
social demo-
cratic variety.

believed and served as a rationale for a great emphasis on
propaganda work.

The second was over the nature of the enemy camp. Was
liberalism collapsing and the conservative right on the rise?
The position that won out said no. Liberalism was viewed as
the most dangerous trend.

The third was over the nature of alliances with reformists.
For the most part, these alliances were to be disallowed, and
the most militant reformists were to be made the “‘target of
the main blow”’ in our agitation.

These mistaken assessments of conditions in the country
and within the mass movements obviously had an impact on
the founding documents of the CPML — its Program and
Political Report. While generally correct, a careful reading
will show that in every section there are also erroneous posi-
tions, policies and assessments of conditions — all in the
direction of ultraleftism. Here are some examples:

® On the trade unions: A/l trade union officials, without
regard to their level or position, are labeled as ‘‘agents of im-
perialism’’ and, together with the revisionists, the “‘target of
the main blow.”’

¢ On the woman question: Feminism is presented only as
‘‘serving the interests of imperialism,’’ and all feminists are
attacked, without regard for the conditions or without mak-
ing distinctions among them.

® On the national question: The middle and backward
forces within the oppressed nationality united fronts are
lumped together as ‘‘bourgeois elements’” who “‘promote re-
forms’’ rather than ‘‘fight national oppression.”’

® On political parties and trends: The strength of the
CPUSA revisionists is repeatedly overstated while the social
democrats are mostly ignored as irrelevant. Also, the CPML
is represented as the only party that is not a defender of capi-
talism, ignoring actual or potential third parties, oppressed
nationality parties or a labor party.

® On socialism: The Program asserts that ‘‘under com-
munism, the abolition of classes makes possible the enor-
mous development of the productive forces and the produc-
tion of abundant social wealth.”” Actually the converse is
correct: the development of the productive forces is needed in
order to abolish classes.

Successes

There were a number of events in the first year of the
CPML’s life that served to minimize the negative impact of
these views. One was the apparent success of a number of
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problems were secondary.

This comrade’s viewpoint was combined with the fact that
considerable struggle and tension were developing among the
rank and file along nationality lines in several districts. There
had been some instances of blatant white chauvinist errors
and a strong response to it. There had also been some nation-
alist errors.

One key problem was weaknesses within the central lead-
ership. The Puerto Rican Commission and Chicano Commis-
sion, for instance, were weak, politically unclear and poorly
led. The Standing Committee did little to deal with the prob-
lem decisively and at one point was accused of ‘‘benign
neglect’” — a term that had been applied to the Nixon
Administration.

Nationalities conference

The response of the leadership to these criticisms was to
organize a party-wide conference on nationalities work. The
aim was to air the criticisms, struggle over their meaning and,
hopefully, unite on a firmer, clear basis. The conference was
held toward the end of 1979, and, while I did not personally
attend, the reports of almost everyone immediately after the
conference who had attended were enthusiastic. Later, how-
ever, a number of attendees would reverse their verdicts.

The main lessons of the conference were summed up at its
close in a speech by Mike Klonsky, CPML chairman. The
text was printed soon afterwards in a special issue of Class
Struggle on the national question. This was seen as the best
issue of our theoretical journal and the only one where we
sold almost every copy.

Klonsky’s speech mainly dealt with the method of inner
party struggle. He also traced the history of errors in the U.S.
left around the national question and made a good effort at
applying the substance of Mao Zedong’s ‘‘On the Correct
Handling of Contradictions Among The People’’ to our
problems. Moreover, he stressed the link that existed be-
tween the ‘‘three evils’ — sectarianism, subjectivism and
bureaucracy — and mistakes on the national question.

He did not, however, deal with some of the basic differ-
ences that had arisen. Which was the main source of our
problems — a ‘‘left”’ deviation in the basic line or white
chauvinism?

I argued at the Central Committee meeting and later that
our main problem was the left deviation and that it affected
everything, including the national question. This was not to
say that there were not right errors or that errors around
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chauvinism did not have an independent thrust and basis of
their own. At various times, the CPML made both rightist
errors and straight-up chauvinist errors on the national
question.

I argued that this was initially evident in our work within
the Black United Front in New York. We were following a
policy of aiming our main blow at the middle forces — a clas-
sic error in the direction of ‘‘left’’ opportunism, not rightism,
even though its impact was certainly white chauvinist in prac-
tice. But to argue that the main problem here was white
chauvinism, I concluded, was to fail to get at the roots of why
we were making these kinds of mistakes.

Other comrades came at the problem from a different
angle. Harry Haywood and a Black Central Committee
member from the South, for example, focused on the ques-
tion of nationalism. They agreed that ultraleftism was the
main error to be corrected and that white chauvinism gener-
ally took priority over nationalism in errors in that area. But
they also held to the ‘‘Leninist division of labor.”’ They saw
that part of their responsibility to minority cadre was to deal
with nationalism among the minority party members, and
they did so.

““Crisis in Marxism”’?

Another important feature of the spring 1979 Central
Committee meeting that would have big implications later
was a long report by Dan Burstein, editor of The Call. He
had just returned from China, Kampuchea and some interna-
tional meetings with several other Marxist-Leninist parties.

His report, in the form of a discussion paper, presented us
with the ‘“crisis in Marxism’’ thesis that placed us at what he
called a ‘‘crossroads’’ in history. He was deeply affected per-
sonally, I believe, by his experiences in China and Kam-
puchea. Crimes committed under the cover of ultraleft pol-
icies in those countries, he argued, had given us ‘‘an unprece-
dentedly enormous task’’ of proving that ‘‘socialism is the
way of the future, even in the eyes of militant workers and
progressive people.’’

With these problems now on the table, the Central Com-
mittee called for a second congress. It set a period for discus-
sion and debate, while warning against a tendency for liqui-
dating organizational tasks.

A debate immediately broke out within the Standing
Committee over what would be the scope of the pre-congress
discussion. Burstein called for virtually unlimited debate,
focusing on “‘calling into question’’ the validity of concepts
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The reasons for this were complex. In some cases, right-
ists in charge of districts actually blocked leaders from the
center from contacting the units directly. In other cases, the
left blocked itself by being bureaucratic — a certain struggle
was not their area of responsibility, so if it was being misled,
then it was not their problem. But none of this was insur-
mountable, and in that sense the real problem was the left’s
weaknesses in taking initiative and organizing support for
correct views and methods throughout the party, even if it
meant bypassing normal procedures.

Disintegration

In general, the emergence of two lines within the leader-
ship of a Marxist-Leninist organization need not be seen as a
crisis or even viewed negatively. It can be an opportunity for
an organization to practice democracy, sum up its work and
unite the entire organization on a higher level.

But this was not to be the case with the CPML.

There were a number of important reasons. One group of
them can be summed up as weakness in the leadership and its
practices — both in the immediate struggle and over the pre-
vious period from the time of the founding congress. First,
there were serious abrogations of inner party democracy.
Prior to the Nicolaus campaign, for instance, the OL’s inter-
nal journal was a rank and file forum for debate and sum-
ups. But after Nicolaus’ expulsion, the journal consisted
almost entirely of top-down reports and articles from Stand-
- ing Committee members. When differences did emerge in the
districts, unorthodox views were usually quickly labeled as
““revisionist,”” since every idea had to be either ‘“proletarian’’
or ‘“‘bourgeois.”” For newer cadres or those lacking in self-
confidence, this atmosphere effectively stifled inner party
democracy.

The lack of democracy also meant weaknesses in the lead-
ership’s practice of the mass line. When problems arose, a
style of commandism and a practice of shifting blame to the
ranks often emerged. While the leading core at the center
worked very hard and made many personal sacrifices, they
also fell into bureaucratism. In many cases, they be-
came divorced from contact with the masses, spending what
free time they had together in a manner that promoted
cliquishness.

This self-isolation of the leadership in the center also
meant serious shortcomings in its ability to organize the
struggle and to rely on the ranks in summing up experience.
The struggle became one-sidedly a ‘‘battle of ideas’’ between
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Second Congress

By the opening of the second congress, the CPML was
reduced to less than 400 members, a loss of nearly two-thirds.
Of these, only 22% were minorities, a decline from 33%. (Of
the minorities, 66% were Afro-American, 12% Chicano,
14% Puerto Rican and 2% others.) The proportion of men
to women was still 50-50, but the percentage of those from
the working class had declined. Liquidationism was clearly
virulent and at an advanced stage.

Dozens of resolutions, reports, papers and amendments
had been put forward for consideration by the congress dele-
gates. Most dealt with the problem of ultraleftism in one
form or another, and, if the effort had been made, a system-
atic rectification of our past errors could have been distilled
from these writings.

But the right insisted on dealing with the ‘‘big questions,”’
and most of these documents were set aside or adopted with
little or no discussion. The main events, then, were relatively
straightforward. There was a series of panels where the right,
left and center put forward their views. The main issues
boiled down to two — first, what was the cause of our prob-
lems and how could we correct them; second, where did we
stand on the fundamentals of Marxism?

In the end, the key debate turned on only one issue: would
we unite on the Leninist theory of the state, explicitly advo-
cating the proletarian dictatorship as our strategic goal in the
transition to communism. The left faction asked me to draft
our position, which I did reluctantly. I wrote a summary of
the theory as clear and concise as possible, knowing that it
would split the organization.

But since the issue had been forced, meaning that the
question of the dictatorship of the proletariat was about to be
voted up or down, the left caucus at the congress decided to
stand firmer than ever. The dictatorship of the proletariat
and other basic tenets of Marxism-Leninism, we insisted,
were neither ‘‘models’’ nor abstract ‘‘dogmas.’’ Rather, they
represented the summed-up experience of our class in over
100 countries in 100 years. We would improve it, add to it,
look critically at it, and further develop it. But we would
never reject or abandon it, especially as a result of the waver-
ings and whinings of the petty bourgeoisie’s despair and the
instability of a handful of intellectuals.

In short, if we did not draw the line here, then we had no
right to call ourselves communists. However left our rheto-
ric, we would be nothing but common liberals.
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At one point, the right, using a number of intermediaries,
approached me with a ‘‘compromise.”” They would support
my resolution, including the wording of all analysis of the
state, if I would do one thing: just eliminate four words —
‘“‘dictatorship of the proletariat.”

The left rejected the compromise, remembering Lenin’s
adage that if you want to stop people from vacillating, then
you must not vacillate yourself. After some parliamentary
maneuvering, however, a delegate from the center faction put
forward a counter proposal. It stated that the congress
should set aside all sections of the party program except those
dealing with the dictatorship of the proletariat. He argued
that it was the right’s task to prove these sections false. Until
then, they should stand. The left and center united on this
resolution and defeated the right.

But it meant little in the end. In one of the meetings of
the left faction at the congress, the Southern regional
organizer asked us, ‘“What is the worst that can happen?”’ I
answered that a victory for the right and a split would be the
biggest disaster. ‘‘No,”’ she replied, ‘‘the worst would be a
standoff, where they win some and we win some, but no one
wins or loses decisively. That will prolong and aggravate the
disintegration and despair. It would be better to have a clean
split, where we are either a clear minority or majority. At
least then we would be intact and in a position to move
forward.”

She was proved correct on this point.

It was becoming clearer and clearer that no matter what
happened at the congress, that petty bourgeois and semi-
anarchist methods of organization were widely accepted. In
part, this was due to earlier abuses of democratic centralism.
But to leave it at that would be wrong. It was also due, in
large part, to the vacillation of many of the cadre who, for
various reasons, were rejecting a Leninist party. But with
nothing to take its place, it meant that further disintegration
lay ahead of us.

Dissolution

The congress closed by selecting its new Central Commit-
tee, which met briefly at the end of the gathering. It was
quickly decided to put ongoing responsibility in Chicago, site
of the much-scaled-down national office, into the hands of a
comrade from the Afro-American Commission, and a Chi-
cago comrade, who spoke for the left-center and right-center
forces respectively. To be blunt, the mess was dumped in
their laps so everyone could leave as quickly as possible.
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who consider themselves pro-party do now?

The fact is that their numbers are dwindling. Thousands
who were members of Marxist-Leninist organizations in the
1970s and early 1980s no longer consider themselves part of
the communist movement. And growing numbers of these
are no longer active even in the various mass movements —
they have simply ‘‘burned out’’ and retreated into private
life,

Fighting liquidationism

One prescription for fighting this bitter fruit of liquida-
tionism was put forward at the close of the congress by a dele-
gate representing the left center. ‘‘Stay active, stay together
and stay red”” — that was the slogan his district united
around as a way to move ahead. The organization was held
up as a district where the CPML-RWH merger had already
been accomplished. What had actually happened, however,
was that a local circle had formed in opposition to what re-
mained of both the CPML and RWH. After continuing
some positive work for a year or more, it is now practically
disintegrated.

I believe there is some truth in the ‘‘three mainstays’’
slogan. At least implicitly, they go against the tendency of
some ex-Marxist-Leninists to join up with the Democratic So-
cialists of America (DSA) or to have the RWH’s “‘three levels
of federation’’ suck them deeper into the swamp. But there
are some problems with vagueness.

e ‘“‘Staying Red.”” Here the problem is the necessity of
combining a firm class stand on the fundamentals of
Marxism-Leninism with a scientific method in the further ap-
plication of Marxism-Leninism to the actual conditions in
our country. When faced with the tendency toward revision-
ism and social democracy, we must not waver on upholding
the basic principles of Marxism-Leninism. This theoretical

“work represents the summed-up experience of our class. It
should be modified, further developed and changed only
through new discoveries based on the summation of new
revolutionary experience or a deeper knowledge of the past.

At the same time we must recognize that much theoretical
work remains to be done. I would stress three areas: (1) an
immediate tactical program and a deeper strategic program
that would take as their starting points an analysis of classes
and current conditions in the U.S.; (2) further elaboration on
how class struggle and national struggle are interconnected
and separate; and (3) an elucidation of the internal laws
of development of the Soviet Union and the Soviet-bloc
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countries.

¢ ‘““‘Staying Together.”” Obviously, it is better to be organ-
ized than unorganized. For many of the people we are talk-
ing about, even joining a study group or discussion circle
would be a step forward. But there are also different types of
organizations, such as those based on federationism or on
democratic centralism.

‘‘Staying together’’ should mean using democratic cen-
tralism to combat and reverse the ‘‘three levels - of
federation.”’ In certain cities, where no Marxist-Leninist col-
lective or district exists, teams of activists and study groups
should unite to form one. However, their aim should not be
to remain a local circle. As Leninists, their responsibility is to
link up with all pro-party forces, especially nationwide
organizations.

Today this means linking up with and joining the League
of Revolutionary Struggle (M-L) (LRS). As the only group
of our trend that survived the liquidationist barrage, the LRS
deserves the support of all those who still want to see Marxist-
Leninists unite in a single party. This nationwide organiza-
tion of revolutionaries has not only survived, it has continued
to develop a generally correct line, internal structure and
methods of leadership.

Communists need not have complete unity on every as-
pect of political line and program in order to be in the same
Marxist-Leninist organization. Instead, they need to uphold a
common program on which there is general agreement. On
certain points, naturally, there will be majority and minority
positions, which can be debated, discussed and resolved inter-
nally in due time and with good methods.

The LRS recently concluded its Second Congress. In the
pre-congress period, there was wide and thorough discussion.
At the congress sessions themselves, minority and majority
positions were presented. In certain cases, the minority won
over a majority and achieved a higher level of unity. This
shows a healthy practice of democratic centralism.

The LRS also has a foothold among working class and
oppressed nationality activists, which was gained over ten
years of struggle and is now growing. It has a revolutionary
press suitable for regular agitation and propaganda work. It
has the means to sum up work and to practice the mass line
collectively. Communists know they cannot last long without
these things.

e ‘““‘Staying Active.”’ Politically inactive people rarely re-
main or become communists. If they are cynical about the
past and burned out, then inactivity will gradually deepen
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their cynicism and drift into liberalism. So encouraging and
finding opportunities for former comrades to become active
again, on whatever level, is quite necessary. They may never
become active communists again. But they can use their skills
in the mass struggle, and they can become a network of sym-
pathizers that helps and assists a communist organization and
its press. And in time, some will be won back to communism
and the party.

But there is another lesson about the role of political ac-
tivity. Most of those active now are from a new generation of
people and struggles. The history of revolution shows that
successful parties are mainly comprised of young people, the
new and dynamic element in their class and in society. Of
course, the door must stay open to those of the previous gen-
eration. They have much to offer in terms of experience and
leadership. But the main source of strength in our efforts to
establish a party will be found among the new and rising gen-
eration of fighters. They are our first priority for the future.
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_BOOK REVIEW

its political alliances with the leadership of
the CIO and the Democratic Party led it to
temper its aggressive defense of the interests
of the people of Harléem. Naison does not
really analyze this politically, but he does put
his finger on a sore spot. The communists
began as political outcasts who pinned their
hopes for revolution on the notion that the
masses would turn to them out of despera-
tion when capitalism had so destroyed their
lives that they would have no alternative but
revolution. By 1938, the party’s effective
and often heroic work to build the organiza-
tional and political strength of the working
class had brought it close to a prominent
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position in U.S. life.

If the CPUSA was seduced by this new-
found respectability, it wasn’t simply be-
cause ‘‘power corrupts.”’ It was because the
party had failed to analyze how its day-to-
day work contributed to its long-range goal
of working class revolution. Having lost its
bearings, it was unable to develop its im-
pressive gains into lasting victories. But it
left a rich history from which the present
generation of communists can learn a great
deal. A half century later, a central task of
the revolutionary movement in this country
remains the building of a genuine communist
party to lead the working class struggle.
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