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Introduction

Our lead article in this issue, “The Sunbelt strategy
and Chicano liberation,” contributes to the effort of
developing a strategy for the socialist revolution in the
United States. The author, William Gallegos, studies
the causes of the growing importance of the region
for the US. He focuses on questions confronting the
Chicano National Movement, which plays such a vital
role in that region of the country. Gallegos estimates
where struggle in the U.S. will intensify in the future
and where capitalism is especially vulnerable. His con-
clusions have broad implications for the Chicano Move-
ment as well as the revolutionary movement as a whole.

Gallegos emphasizes the importance of the national
movements in the US., and our second article, “Na-
tionalism, Self-Determination and Socialist Revolution”
by Amiri Baraka, concerns the Marxist-Leninist view
of nationalism and the self-determination of oppressed
nations, in particular the African American Nation.

Our third article is written by an activist who has
visited Nicaragua and wants to share what he has
learned about the role of the Catholic Church there.
“Nicaragua: The church in revolution, revolution in the
church” by John Stark offers a perspective on what
is happening in Nicaragua and contributes to the broader
discussion about the relationship between the left and
religion.

In our interview, “U.S. foreign policy and the world



today,” Mae Ngai, speaking for the League of Revolu-
tionary Struggle (M-L), discusses controversial aspects
of U.S. foreign policy and presents a general perspective
on the international situation. She concludes with some
pointed observations about the effect of the Reagan
administration’s war drive on society.

Our cultural review for this issue, “Bruce Spring-
steen — Rockin’ rebel in Reagan’s U.S.A.” by Joe Lam-
bert, discusses Springsteen’s popularity and the meaning
of his music. Lambert addresses the question of whether
Springsteen is progressive, and places his answer in
the context of popular cultural trends.

A continuation of the evaluation of the history of
the Communist Party (Marxist-Leninist) (CPML) con-
cludes this issue, with comments by J.R. Hammond
and D. Wayne, two former members of the CPML, and
a further analysis by Carl Davidson, who began the
discussion in Forward #4.

All articles in Forward express the opinion only of
the authors, unless otherwise noted. We solicit your
opinions and criticisms of this issue and welcome con-
tributions for future issues of Forward.

We hope that this journal contributes to advancing
the struggle for socialism in the U.S.

Anne Adams

Carl Davidson
Michael Lee
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The ‘““‘Sunbelt
Strategy’
and Chicano
liberation

William Gallegos

n the last quarter of a century, United States mo-
nopoly capitalism has undergone profound changes
internationally and domestically, changes which may
call for revolutionaries to rethink many long-held
conceptions about the socialist revolution in this coun-
try. This article presents an initial analysis of some
of those changes, looking particularly at what is often
called the ‘“‘Sunbelt Strategy,” and its effect on the
southwestern U.S. Some ideas on the strategic implica-
tions of these changes are offered, indicating that while
the U.S. bourgeoisie may look to the Sunbelt for salva-
tion, they instead may have found their final graveyard.

The most important change in the situation of U.S.
monopoly capitalism (or imperialism) is the erosion of
its world empire. The United States has tumbled from
its post-World War II pinnacle of unchallenged global
economic and political dominance. Since the late 1940s
it has suffered major setbacks in one country or region

William Gallegos is a member of the Chicano and
Latino National Movements Commission of the League of
Revolutionary Struggle (M-L) and a longtime activist in the
Chicano Movement.
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The enor-
mous popu-
lation shift to
the Sunbelt
cannot be
overstated,
either in its
scope or
significance.
In the first
half of the
1970s, 85%
of the growth
in the U.S.
population
took place in
the Sunbelt.

movements largely developed in the industrial heartland.
The great strength of the old Communist Party USA
(CPUSA) was centered in these areas as well, since they
contained large numbers of lower stratum workers in
what were called the “trustified industries.” Even the
CPUSA’s base among African Americans was largely
in the East, although they had some base in the South
with the Sharecroppers Union. It has long been a com-
mon conception among Marxist-Leninists that the “cen-
ter” of the revolution would be in the country’s industrial
heartland, but the changes discussed in this article call
for a reassessment of that view.

Over the last 25 years, the industrial plant in auto
and steel aged, leading to declining productivity and
quality. Vigorous competition from Europe and Japan
quickly showed up the relative backwardness of many
U.S. industries. Declining profit margins ultimately led
to a prolonged series of plant closures and drastically
reduced utilization of plant capacity. Millions of workers
in the Northeast and Midwest were permanently thrown
into the streets, and the entire region was reduced to
a much smaller share of its former industrial power.
These developments ultimately led to an increased migra-
tion out of the region and a relative decline in population.

Accompanying the decline in economic strength and
population was a decline in political clout. In 1980,
the Midwest and Northeast lost 17 seats in Congress,
while the Sunbelt gained 11. While the industrial heart-
land retains an absolute majority in Congress, the trend
is clear — political influence is rapidly shifting west-
ward. Now, since 52% of electoral college votes come
from the Sunbelt, it is not surprising that every elected
president since 1964 has come from the South or
Southwest.

Spectacular growth in the Sunbelt

The growth of the Sunbelt is reflected in every realm
— economic, demographic and political. In the early
to mid-1800s, the western frontier served as a “safety
valve,” allowing U.S. capitalism to partly defuse the
class struggle by promising cheap land to disgruntled
workers. In similar fashion, the Sunbelt is today seen
as the new promised land for U.S. corporations; a place
where land is cheap, labor even cheaper, and there are



few nasty trade unions or “meddling” governments to
restrict the pursuit of profits.

During the last 25 years, the Sunbelt experienced
a gigantic growth in manufacturing jobs, military in-
dustry, and federal employment. The phenomenal devel-
opment of the Sunbelt is not primarily due to the
relocation of older industries from the Midwest and
Northeast, but to a massive increase in federal employ-
ment, the spectacular growth of the military industry,
and the development of new industries in the region.
Industrial relocation from the Midwest and Northeast
has been a more limited factor in this growth. For ex-
ample, General Motors has based almost all its new
plants in the South, including the Saturn facility to
be built in Tennessee. This plant, to be the most mod-

ern manufacturing plant in the world, will pro-
duce GM'’s answer to high-quality Japanese
compacts.

Many of the Sunbelt’s new manufacturing
industries are in the high-tech field, with the
great majority of computer, microchip and elec-
tronics production centered in the South and
Southwest. Federal employment also accounts
for a large share of the increase in Sunbelt
employment. Between 1960 and 1975, for in-
stance, only 16,000 federal jobs were created
in the Northeast, while the Sunbelt added
405,000 federal workers to its job rolls during
the same period.

The increasing militarization of the econ-
omy, and the more aggressive posture of U.S.
imperialism worldwide, also raises the relative

importance of the Sunbelt. Most U.S. military | Projected changes in
installations, with large service industries manufacturing iObS over

around them, are in the Sunbelt. The South

and Southwest are today home to over 140 | the next 30 years.

military installations, whose payroll is greater
than in all the military facilities in the rest of the
country combined, including Alaska, Hawai‘i, and U.S.
bases in Puerto Rico.

The combination of these factors, as well as the rapid
growth of the service industry, has produced jobs in
the Sunbelt. From 1970-1980, the overall growth in the
employment rate in the Sunbelt was twice that of the






uneven growth, but a more fundamental demographic
and industrial restructuring of U.S. monopoly capitalism.
These changes in and of themselves have profound
implications for the development of the U.S. revolution,
but they take on even greater significance when we
examine the population growth rates by nationality. Both
the Black and Chicano-Latino populations have much
higher growth rates than that of whites. Although whites
constitute a large absolute majority of the Sunbelt’s
population, the minority nationalities are expected to
constitute much larger percentages of the overall pop-
ulation within the next several decades. By
the year 2000, Black people and Chicanos-
Mexicanos in the Sunbelt could conceivably
number 53 million people. The white popula-
tion will number roughly 121.7 million.
This means that the Black and Chicano-
Mexicano populations would constitute over
30% of the total population in the region, con-
centrated in extensive territories in the Deep
South and Southwest. These figures do not
take into account other oppressed nationali-
ties in the region, such as Asians and Native
Americans. For Asians especially, the growth
rates are quite high, in some areas surpassing
that of the Latino population. Inevitably the
Sunbelt will become more and more a “Third
World” region in the next 20 to 40 years, which

will exert a profound influence on the overall Population increase
situation (ie. for all nationalities) in the area. in the Sunbelt

Why the Sunbelt? 1970-1980

What accounts for the spectacular growth
of the Sunbelt, and what are the essential conditions
that make it of increasing strategic significance to mo-
nopoly capitalism?

Certainly one of the most important factors in the
industrial development of the Sunbelt is what business
analysts call “a favorable business climate.” In plain
words this means it is much easier to exploit the work-
ing class in the Sunbelt for higher rates of profit than
elsewhere in the US.

The legal inducements for capital take the form of
extensive “right-to-work” laws, lower rates of corporate







to offer large corporate tax breaks. Corporate taxes in
the Sunbelt are at least 13% lower than in the rest
of the U.S, resulting in an annual corporate windfall
in the hundreds of millions, if not billions, of dollars.

Federal spending in the Sunbelt has also played no
small part in creating the “favorable business climate.”
The majority of federal dollars spent in the Sunbelt
have gone towards the military, the military industry,
farm subsidies, highway construction, and federal civilian
employment. This is in stark contrast to federal spend-
ing in the Northeast and Midwest, where the bulk of
federal monies go for welfare and social services. Ob-
viously the capitalists prefer the Sunbelt type of federal
largesse, which is much more profitable than feeding,
housing, and taking care of “obsolete” workers who
no longer have a useful (i.e. profit-making) social value.

Another critical factor in the growth of the Sunbelt
is its lack of democracy. Bourgeois democracy, with all
its severe limitations, is the form of government in the
entire U.S. But nowhere is it so restricted as in the
Sunbelt. The principal reasons for this are the existence
of an oppressed Black Nation in the South and an
oppressed Chicano Nation in the Southwest. From a
historical point of view, these nations represent the legacy
of slavery and the plantation system in the South, and
the military conquest of Mexico's former territories in
the Southwest.

Today, the African American and Chicano peoples
are heirs to that legacy. They continue to bear the burden
of the survivals of slavery and annexation in the form
of the denial of democratic rights and the most brutal
forms of national oppression. In the sphere of political
power, this is expressed in the myriad of laws, “customs”
and bureaucratic loopholes which operate to disenfran-
chise millions of Black people, Chicanos and Latinos.
In a certain sense, the “move to the right” that everyone
talks about began in the Sunbelt. The “conservative,”
that is, reactionary, politics of the Sunbelt have nothing
to do with rugged individualism, a “frontier mentality,”
or the peculiar personal quirks of a James Eastland,
a Ronald Reagan or a Barry Goldwater. It is a historical
outgrowth, reflected in the political sphere, of slavery
and annexation.

That is why, as more and more industrial and politi-
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From a
historical
point of view,
the Black
and Chicano
Nations
represent
the legacy of
slavery and
the planta-
tion system
in the South,
and the U.S.
military an-
nexation of
Mexico’s
former ter-
ritories in the
Southwest.

cal power develops in the Sunbelt, the entire country
“moves to the right.” The national politics of the United
States are more and more being dictated by a monopoly
capital centered in the most conservative region of the
country. This explains why “right-to-work” laws are so
pervasive in Sunbelt states, why corporations have such
a free hand to exploit and destroy the environment,
why employee health and safety protections are so
minimal, and why spending on social services is so
low compared to the rest of the U.S.

The monopoly capitalists have “moved to the right”
in order to try to reassert their world domination, and
to bolster the falling rates of profits occasioned by the
erosion of their power and influence internationally. This
has not occurred because of the shift to the Sunbelt.
But that shift facilitated and gave impetus to that im-
portant change in bourgeois policy which began in the
latter stages of the Carter administration and continues
in the Reagan era.

The higher profit margins, derived partly from the
weak democratic structures in the Sunbelt, are the
underlying reason why the capitalists are so intent on
preventing Black people and Chicanos from voting in
large numbers; why there have been attempts to weaken
the Voting Rights Act, attack Black voter registration
drives in the South, eliminate the bilingual ballot, main-
tain discriminatory gerrymandering patterns, and deny
immigrants the right to vote in local and state elec-
tions. The ruling class understands the implications of
the rapid population growth among the minority peoples.

Of course, the existence of a large, politically power-
less pool of Black and Chicano workers is itself an
attractive inducement for monopoly capital to flow to
the Sunbelt. The added “fringe benefit” is that this
massive reserve army of unemployed and superex-
ploited workers is used to force down wages generally
in the region. Although the majority of the new in-
dustries in the Sunbelt are in the so-called “high-wage”
category, the jobs largely went to white workers, and
even those “high wages” are lower than in the old in-
dustrial centers because of the large numbers of
unorganized and jobless workers, not to speak of the
millions of workers without any rights at all — the
undocumented workers.
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While the exact borders of the Chicano Nation remain to be determined, even publications

such’ as the National Geographic recognize the uniqueness of the Southwest.

is the oppression of the Chicano Nation: .monopoly
capitalism’s ability to exploit. its labor (including the
rapidly growing sector of immigrant Mexicano and
Latino workers — part of the lower stratum of both
the multinational proletariat and the Chicano Nation),
the theft of Chicano resources, and the- availability of
large numbers of Chicano youth as cannon fodder for

U.S. aggression.

The Chicano Nation refers to a vast expanse of land
stretching across the southwestern United States. Its
population includes the nearly 15 million Chicanos, Mexi-
canos and Latinos who inhabit the Southwest. This
nation has historical roots going back more than four
centuries, to the time of Spanish colonization of that
region. The nation was formed following U.S. annexa-

~ tion, the consolidation of which forced Chicanos into
permanent second-class status in U.S. society. The na-
tion’s territory stretches from southern Texas, through
New Mexico and southern Colorado, including southern
Arizona and a large part of California. Spanish is the
predominant language of the Chicano Nation, and its
culture has largely been shaped by its more than century-
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long struggle against oppression.

Recent statistics help provide at least a beginning
portrait of Chicano-Mexicano oppression — nearly one-
third of the population living in poverty; continuing
double-digit unemployment; high school drop-out rates
over 50%; alarming increases in infant mortality; high
rates of Chicanos living in what is euphemistically called
“structurally inadequate” housing (when they can find
housing at all); and the pervasiveness of sickness, drug
abuse, and a vast array of social problems.

In the past several years we have also witnessed
a growing brutalization of the undocumented by the
migra (the Immigration and Naturalization Service),
causing massive dislocation, family breakup, injuries and
death. We have also seen the stepped-up efforts to crush
Chicano-Mexicano culture through the suppression of
the Spanish language — by steady and well-financed
efforts to outlaw every language except English. And
finally there is the daily toll of police brutality, causing
dozens of deaths among Chicanos and Latinos in the
Southwest each year.

These statistics and facts cannot really give a com-
plete picture of Chicano oppression. They only scratch
the surface of the suffering endured by campesinos who
are not provided sanitary facilities or allowed to drink
water on the job in the scorching agribusiness fields
of the Southwest; the life span of farm workers is still
just 49 years. It does not tell of the slow death of
Chicano and Latino foundry workers who each day
swallow or inhale critical amounts of silica, lead and
mercury at their jobs. It does not reveal the millions
of daily humiliations Chicanos suffer as they try to
obtain employment with almost no ability to read, write
or spell; skills made more and more critical even in
“menial” jobs in a high-tech U.S.

This oppressive reality is the wellspring of the Chi-
cano National Movement, a movement based on the
fastest-growing population in the country. In the decade
before 1980, the Chicano-Mexicano population grew by
a rate of 65%. And this does not account for the one
to two million undocumented Mexicano and Latino im-
migrants who live in the U.S., most as part of the
Chicano Nation.

Demographics are critical to an assessment of the
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as they can keep millions of Mexicanos and Latinos
terrorized and deprived of even the most elementary
human rights, they will be able to strictly limit the
revolutionary potential of the Chicano Movement as
a whole.

The “carrot” approach is what I call “Hispanismo.”
In a certain sense, Hispanismo represents an effort to
buy off a small stratum of the Chicano middle and
upper classes. Economically this occurs through some
limited promotion into middle and even a few upper
management positions in the corporate and government
sectors, and the limited expansion of Chicano business.
Politically, Hispanismo negates the interests of the work-
ing class within the Chicano Movement, or, more pre-
cisely, identifies those interests entirely with those of
the middle and bourgeois classes. Its thrust is to dull
any sense of heightened national awareness and iden-
tity, and to push the entire movement to the right.

1980 Census figures reveal that in the past decade
the Chicano bourgeoisie and petty-bourgeoisie gained
some small measure of economic, social and political
ground in the Southwest. These gains form the material
basis for the development of Hispanismo. But, and this
is an important “but,” these gains are extremely small
and very, very fragile. Already the Chicano middle class
is learning just how fragile their progress has been as
they watch Chicano Studies programs being gutted, as
affirmative action becomes only a fading memory, as
Chicano businessmen find credit increasingly hard to
obtain, and as markets become difficult to penetrate
because of domination by monopoly corporations. It
is very likely, given an expected increase in the level
of mass struggle in the Chicano Movement, that we
will see an erosion of the influence of this trend in
the next period.

Nevertheless, it would be a mistake to underestimate
the influence of Hispanismo as a political and ideological
trend. It will continue to be essential for revolutionaries
to seek unity with Hispanismo-oriented leaders and
organizations around concrete issues of Chicano oppres-
sion, while maintaining an independent perspective, striv-
ing to exert as much initiative as possible, and steadily
creating the conditions for the working class to develop
its leadership of the movement. In opposition to the
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talists’. creaky house of cards in the Sunbelt — their
tremendous superprofits, their energy supplies, their
border with Mexico, and their best access to the lucrative
Asian-Pacific region. And, what is very important from
a revolutionary point of view, it even threatens their
military capacity.

Important arenas of struggle

The experience of the last several years points to
certain key areas of struggle in the Chicano Nation
which can serve as rallying points for the further revolu-
tionary development of that movement. I offer the follow-
ing as a beginning point for future discussion in the
movement, to define the most important issues and
the best methods for developing unity and for building
up the revolutionary forces.

Any discussion of critical areas for organizing must
begin with the Chicano-Mexicano workers. The Chicano-
Mexicano proletariat (working class), is the largest sec-
tor (85%) of the Chicano population, and the great ma-
jority of Chicano workers are in the lower stratum of
the multinational working class. Because of these fac-
tors and the severity of the oppression and exploitation
they suffer, they are in a position to play an important
and even leading role in both the working class and
Chicano National movements.

Unfortunately, the rise of the Sunbelt has been ac-
companied by a decline in the organized labor move-
ment. This is largely because the labor bureaucrats have
not considered it important to organize low-paid Black
and Chicano-Mexicano workers. Now they are being com-
pelled to do so, for the sake of the survival of the
union movement, and to try to regain their clout within
the Democratic Party.

This means that the ground today is very fertile
for organizing Chicano-Mexicano workers. We can see
evidence of this among the farm workers, where active
organizing drives are taking place in every Southwestern
state except Colorado, among service workers, and among
the so-called “bucket shop” foundry and manufactur-
ing workers. For example, last year in California’'s San
Fernando Valley, 1,200 Mexicano and Latino workers
at the Superior company, maker of automobile rims,
brought in the UAW. This was the largest UAW organiz-
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ing victory (and possibly one of the largest union organiz-
ing victories) of the entire year. Witness also the strike
of the mostly Chicano Phelps-Dodge copper miners in
Arizona — where several thousand workers waged a
long and extremely bitter strike in spite of mostly terri-
ble misleadership by union officials.

Of critical importance to our “Sunbelt Strategy” is
increased organizing among Chicano-Mexicano workers,
especially the unorganized workers. A strong labor move-
ment, which in the Southwest presumes a well-organized
sector of Chicano workers, would be a tremendous blow
to the “Sunbelt Strategy” of the capitalists, which is
predicated in large part on the lack of united labor
in the region.’

The struggle for immigrants’ rights will be another
key arena in this next period. The capitalists are count-
ing on a continued supply of low-wage and. terrorized
Mexicano and Latino labor in the Southwest. This is
critical to their agriculture industry, to the fast-growing
service sector, and to the garment and “bucket shop”
industries. Denial of basic democratic rights to im-
migrants is also crucial to their denial of democracy
to the entire Chicano Nation. The cutting edge of the
bourgeoisie’s terror tactics, as stated previously, is aimed
at the undocumented Mexicano and Latino. But make
no mistake about it — their impact is meant for the
whole Chicano Movement.

The immigrants’ rights movement has picked up
quite a bit of steam in the last ten years, and the
potential for it to develop as a major component of
both the labor and Chicano movements is very good.
However, to restrict this movement solely to the ques-
tion of immigrants’ rights would be a mistake. There
is a much larger question involved for the Mexicano
immigrant. He is coming to land which his Chicano
brethren have built, suffered, died and fought for. Their
struggle is for much more than a green card or the
right to organize. It is for the right of self-determination
— for land and political power.

This is the perspective which should guide work
among this sector. The monopoly capitalists may finally
be willing to concede some rights for immigrants, as
have many bourgeois governments in Europe. But what
gives them nightmares is the idea that Chicanos-
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the Chicano-Mexicano people to freely choose whether
they want to form an independent state, maintain the
status quo, federate with Mexico, or choose some other
national form, such as regional autonomy. The kernel
of the demand for self-determination is to be found
in many of the demands of the Chicano Movement,
such as community control, for recognition of the rights
of the land-grant heirs, for greater political representa-
tion, etc. Ultimately the slogan “Chicano Power” is a
demand for self-determination. It is essential that com-
munists, representing the most advanced perspectives
of the working class, uphold this democratic demand
among all nationalities as a way to forge the equality
and unity of the proletariat.

And for those communists whose roots are from
and who work in the Chicano Movement, this demand
is important to help link together all the diverse aspects
of that struggle, give it orientation and a common focus,
and help unleash its full revolutionary potential. This
demand poses one of the great threats to the basic
structure of U.S. monopoly capitalism and exposes its
fundamental vulnerability to an organized, aroused and
politically conscious Chicano Movement. Ultimately, to
achieve full self-determination, the victory of socialism
in the United States is necessary. As long as monopoly
capitalism exists, the bourgeoisie will do everything in
its power to deflect, undermine and erode any and all
democratic gains won by the Chicano people. It is only
when the multinational working class itself runs the
country that the Chicano people, and other oppressed
nationalities, will be guaranteed the freedom to exercise
their national rights in a thoroughgoing way.

The “Sunbelt Strategy” can bode well or ill for the
socialist revolution. It will ultimately work against the
revolutionary cause if we fail to analyze its meaning
and draw out its full political implications. But it can
work in our favor if we seriously study these important
new developments in the structure of monopoly capital-
ism and recognize especially the increasingly important
role that the Chicano and Black Nations can play in
the effort to develop a strategy for overthrowing mo-
nopoly capitalism and establishing socialism. Capitalism
rests on a fundamentally weak and crumbling founda-
tion; in the third world, in the decimated areas of the
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has lost much of its former economic position is not to say
it has no importance at all. The Sunbelt analysis merely
shows the undeniable development of industry and employ-
ment, population, and political influence in that region of
the country. Inevitably, these developments have their im-
pact on the financial centers as well, as more and more in-
vestments, both domestic and foreign, become linked to the
Sunbelt economy.

2 Of the 3.8 million legal immigrants who entered the
United States between 1975 and 1980, nearly 60% settled
in the Sunbelt.

3 Even though the basic trend for U.S. capital flow is
to the Sunbelt, this does not mean that capitalists will not
also try to take advantage of the traumatized Northeast
and Midwest as well Governments in these areas are prac-
tically giving away the store to try to induce companies
to set up in their cities and states — promising lower cor-
porate taxes, tax moratoriums, “special economic zones” with
cheap labor, no unions, etc., etc. This will probably result
in some sporadic economic upturns in some regions in the
former industrial centers as a scavenger capitalism moves
in to pick the bones of the region it has destroyed. But
it will not mean, at least for the foreseeable future, that
the heartland will ever be restored to its former dominant
position.

4 The Sunbelt may also be the Achilles heel in another
sense. A large percentage of the U.S. military is composed
of African Americans and Chicanos-Latinos. They constitute
a very shaky military foundation for U.S. monopoly capital-
ism, for they too suffer national oppression. Sectors could
very well vacillate, especially given good organizational ef-
forts among them, when it comes to shooting down their
brothers and sisters in cases of urban uprising, strikes, etc.
This is exactly what happened in the 1960s during the great
Black rebellions, when quite a number of Black soldiers and
guardsmen refused to go into action against their own people.

5 An important factor to consider in this regard is the
differentiation among the multinational proletariat in the
Sunbelt. The economic growth of the Sunbelt, insofar as
it has “benefited” the workers at all, has only done so for
whites. As more and more “high-wage” jobs opened up in
the Sunbelt, they usually went to white labor. This is true
in the military industry, in the large auto plants in the South,
and in the high-tech industry. This had the impact, along
with other factors, of sharpening the divisions within the
working class, and setting conditions for racism and chau-
vinism to flourish. One of the key tasks for communists
is to help white workers understand the critical importance,
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for their long- and short-term benefit, of supporting the strug-
gle for self-determination of the Black and Chicano Nations.
This work is essential to unite the class, and to establish
its strategic alliance with the Chicano Movement.
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Nationalism,
Self-Determination
and Socialist
Revolution

Amiri Baraka

In the following article, Amiri Baraka addresses the
topics of nationalism, national consciousness and inter-
nationalism. This essay originally appeared in the Fall/
Winter 1982 issue of The Black Nation. Forward is
reprinting this because these topics are of continuing
importance for the progressive movement in the U.S.

Ithough the right of Self-Determination is a

democratic demand, a political reform, obvi-

ously it must be upheld by people call-

ing themselves Marxists. Lenin said, social
democrats who refuse to uphold the right of Self-
Determination should be denounced as social imperial-
ists and scoundrels.

The reason for this is that how can one be fighting
for socialism and not even uphold democracy? But also
it is part of the approach of building all around pro-
letarian unity, upholding democracy for all nations and
nationalities; so that proletarian unity is embodied by

Amiri Baraka is the well-known revolutionary play-
wright, poet and cultural worker. He is the editor of The
Black Nation Magazine and a member of the Central Com-
mittee of the League of Revolutionary Struggle (M-L).
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the workers of another nation! Such chauvinism has
the same economic base as opportunism, the bribe of
a small section of the workers and petty bourgeoisie
with the spoils of imperialism. And in the U.S. those
spoils are literally ripped off the Blacks and other op-
pressed nationalities. This is that sector which is paid
for collaborating in the superexploitation of African
Americans, Chicanos, Puerto Ricans, Native Americans,
Asians and so forth.

It is nationalism that can divide the workers so
that the workers of one nationality are struggling against
the workers of another nationality for a few illusory
crumbs the rulers throw out exactly for that purpose!
It is nationalism that can pit groups of workers against
each other with the most hideous rage, while their
mutual oppressors skip off with both their purses for
a little sun and fun.

Nationalism is a bourgeois ideology which developed
with the emergence of nations and the rise and develop-
ment of capitalism. Nationalism serves the bourgeoisie
in the sense that they are seeking a market for their
goods, and their national market is always primary as
capitalism develops. And nationalism serves to help that
bourgeoisie secure its national market. Joseph Stalin
writes, “The market is the first school in which the
bourgeoisie learns its nationalism.” (page 31, Marxism
and the National Question)

Black national oppression, based as it is on the slave
trade and the enslaving of African Americans, has
created an obvious and even “justifiable” ground for
Black nationalism. The fact that white supremacy has
been the most easily defined instrument in that na-
tional oppression creates a situation where Black na-
tionalism can flourish. But even so, the majority of
African Americans are not nationalists. In fact, part
of the struggle to strengthen the BLM must be in
creating a stronger national consciousness among the
African American people, i.e., an awareness of the Afro-
American Nation and of the political necessities of Black
survival and development.

The BLM, the national liberation struggle of Black
people in the U.S, must include the heightening of na-
tional consciousness, identity and self-respect. But these
are not the same as nationalism, an ideology, a world
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outlook, promoted by the bourgeoisie and petty bour-
geoisie that advocates the primacy, exclusiveness and
privilege of “their” nation.

The masses of the oppressed peoples want national
equality, democratic rights for their nationality equal
with all other nations. This is why in essence the Black
struggle, the struggle of the African American Nation
for Self-Determination is a national democratic strug-
gle, the struggle as an oppressed nation for liberation.

Nationalism, though, means exclusivism and isola-
tion. Any nationalism finally implies that those people
are better than all others. The Black struggle is for
equality, in essence, not “superiority.” We are the vic-
tims of a nationalism that preaches superiority and
inferiority. We have seen its obscene terror and oppres-
sion. We are not fighting so that we can put these
on somebody else.

And further. Bourgeois nationalism ultimately does
not serve the real interests of the masses of that na-
tionality. As ironic as this sounds, nationalism does
not ultimately serve the nation. This is true and has
been proven correct time and again. Bourgeois nation-
alism after a certain point isolates the oppressed masses
from their mass allies and delivers them into the hands
of the exploiters and reactionaries of their own nation-
ality. In today’s world, imperialism must be destroyed
to destroy national oppression and certainly this couldn’t
be more true than here in the heartland of the U.S.
superpower.

Zionism should teach us at this moment more for-
cibly than anything else, how even the most “justifiable”
nationalism, taken to its logical conclusion, can end
up justifying the slaughter of almost anybody else out-
side the nation. Certainly, the slaughter of six million
Jews by Nazi fascism (rule by the most nationalistic
sector of finance capital) made Zionism seem attractive
and reasonable to many people who had never taken
it seriously before. Now we see the Israelis, themselves
turned into fascists, slaughtering the Lebanese and
Palestinian peoples, justifying it with Israeli nationalism.

Within the BLM, the nationalist sector is small,
but admittedly very vocal and active. There has also
emerged from out of that sector some of the fiercest
fighters against Black national oppression. (The fact
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Los Angeles and Atlanta, where Black activists had
to go up against Black political infrastructures with
many of the same characteristics of neo-colonialism in
the third world.

Unfortunately, since that incendiary crossover of
many of the most active and informed members of the
BLM into the M-L movement, that movement generally
has bogged down and been victimized by a general
move to the right of US. society. The anti-revisionist
M-L movement is a young movement, but it has had:
to survive the shallow, often idealistic enthusiasm of
the mid-70s and its virulent “left” and right oppor-
tunism, just as it has to survive the wave of disillusion
and right opportunism that now beset it. The large
number of petty bourgeois cadres in the U.S. Marxist-
Leninist movement help account for some part of these
extremes and political vacillation.

But what is obvious is that the M-L. movement has
not given leadership to the mass movement in the U.S.
as it must if a genuine M-L communist party is to
be built. Certainly this is true in the BLM. Too often,
not only is the M-L. movement not giving the overall
guidance and leadership that the mass movement needs,
it is tailing the various sectors of the mass movement
whether it is the Black Democrat sector or the Black
nationalist sector or the Black Christian sector.

In the same way that the old RU (Revolutionary
Union, now RCP) tailed the most reactionary sectors
of the white working class movement, screaming “smash
busing” along with the racists, we also have would-be
M-Ls tailing cultural nationalists or Christian nation-
alists, or elected officials or union leaders or “community
leaders” or “reverends” and legitimizing it by saying
that this is their mass work. The role of communists
is to represent the working class and to ensure working
class leadership in the mass movements. A communist
organization must lead by its stance, viewpoint and
action.

One example of what I would call “a militant tail”
is when the so-called M-Ls like the RCP and CWP
(Communist Workers Party, now called the New Demo-
cratic Movement — ed.) showed up at an NBUF (Na-
tional Black United Front) rally in Brooklyn called to
protest the murder of Luis Baez by police. These two
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oppressed peoples and socialism!

The principal task for advanced forces, revolutionaries
and class conscious workers in the U.S. is the creation
of a multinational revolutionary M-L communist party.
A party that can tie the various national, democratic
and workers movements together and give them collec-
tive leadership. In many cases, nationalist movements
among the various nationalities will oppose the crea-
tion of such a party. Communists working in the various
mass movements must fight for such a party and they
cannot do this without consistent criticism of and strug-
gle against nationalist forces within the mass move-
ment. Not only struggle against nationalism but against
every deviation from revolutionary theory and practice
— not in the spirit of Pharisees, critical but abstract,
but with the spirit of living Marxism-Leninism-Mao
TseTung Thought, criticism and struggle for the sake
of creating a higher level of unity. It is just this kind
of class struggle that makes the movement go forward!
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Nicaragua:
The church in
revolution,
revolution In
the church

John Stark

ccording to the Nicaraguan government, the
contras retain the ability to inflict pain and
suffering on the Nicaraguan people, but they
have been strategically frustrated. That is, they
have been denied their original aim of controlling a
significant portion of Nicaragua's territory and people
and, on that basis, proclaiming an alternative govern-
ment. The U.S. government is shifting its anti-Sandinista
campaign into the arena of “low-intensity warfare” where
economic, psychological, political and ideological weapons
will strike as hard as the contras’ bullets. The battle
for Nicaraguans’ understanding of their revolution —
and their loyalty to it — has thus become decisive.
This battle rages on many fronts. Most spectacularly,
it is propelled by fierce contradictions within the religious
life and structures of Nicaragua.

Why has the revolution split the Nicaraguan church?
What roles does this divided church play in the revolu-
tion and the counterrevolution today? How do the U.S.

John Stark is a U.S. trade unionist and labor writer.
Indispensable research for the article was done by Juana
Azurduy, a naturalized U.S. citizen born in Latin America,
who is a social worker and playwright. They traveled to
Nicaragua in November-December 1985.
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of July. Neighbors build community altars to
Mary, families personal ones; each night they
gather to pray, sing, exchange gifts and shout,
“What causes us so much mirth? Mary and
the Virgin Birth!”

Local Sandinista Defense Committees and
members of the Sandinista Youth are among
the most enthusiastic shrine-builders. At a Casa
de Gobierno creche, revolutionary comandantes,
including President Daniel Ortega, hand out
sugar cane, candy and toys. “As long as the
Sandinista revolution exists,’”’ says Minister of
the Interior Tomds Borge, responding to fears
raised by the Roman Catholic hierarchy, “there
will be Purisimas in Nicaragua.”

Overwhelmingly Roman Catholic, Nicaraguans are
more serious and less fanatical about religion than many
yanquis. They do not wear it on their sleeves or rave
about it like a thing apart, for it is woven into their
everyday lives. In Nicaragua the sacred and the pro-
fane, the religious and the cultural, penetrate one another
routinely — witness “La Purisima.”

Recognizing this, the Sandinista National Liberation
Front (FSLN) guarantees Nicaraguans the right to wor-
ship as they see fit and to organize for religious pur-
poses. It funds church schools run by the same evan-
gelical sects and Catholic hierarchy that seek its over-
throw. And it has greeted hoary festivals like “La
Purisima” with far more enthusiasm than the Somoza
dynasty ever did.

But the government’s support for religious freedom
has not softened the Roman Catholic bishops’ stony
hatred for the revolution. They know the revolution has
invaded their social domain, weakened their hold on
the masses and inspired the rise of a radical clergy
and laity. For all these reasons the bishops will never
forgive the Sandinistas.

The bishops’ rigid attitude stems from nearly 500
years of loyalty to the oppressors of the Nicaraguan
people. During that time the church hierarchy served
Spain against the colonial revolt, the large landowners
against the peasants, the big bourgeoisie against the
workers, the Somozas against most Nicaraguans, and
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the United States against Sandino and his revolutionary
heirs.

Relations between the hierarchy and the Sandinistas
temporarily brightened between 1978 and 1980, however,
when the Nicaragua Bishops’ Conference under now-
Cardinal Miguel Obando y Bravo joined the revolutionary
march of the Nicaraguan people and the FSLN.

That brief moment coincided with the rupture be-
tween Somoza and a sector of the bourgeoisie which
joined the liberation movement because it saw the old
regime was doomed and hoped to position itself to con-
trol the outcome. The bishops, tied to the bourgeoisie,
followed suit. They issued a pastoral letter in November
1979 which gave a stirring endorsement to the revolu-
tion and the triumphant Sandinistas.

That endorsement was quickly withdrawn. After 1980,
when most of the wavering bourgeoisie turned against
the FSLN, so did the bishops. The bourgeoisie repaid
them by suddenly becoming religious. On one Sunday
I saw scores of fancy cars outside Obando y Bravo's
Managua church, and this scene is repeated every week-
end. The cars’ owners are inside, devoutly praying the
revolution dead. The bourgeoisie does not like the revolu-
tion’s large and growing sector of “people’s property”
or the state-owned fisheries, farms and factories. They
do not like the workers’ councils that help plan produc-
tion in private and public enterprises. They do not like
these hints of a socialist future.

The church hierarchy has followed the big bourgeoisie
out of the revolution because it always follows the bour-
geoisie everywhere. This time, moreover, it has been
flattered with an extraordinary assignment: demolishing
the reputation of the FSLN. Neither the bourgeoisie
nor its organ, La Prensa, nor its sponsor, the Reagan
administration, has the credibility for that task. But
all three believe, or at least hope, that Obando y Bravo
will discredit the Sandinistas among the masses.

Meanwhile, the church hierarchy has its own axes
to grind against the FSLN. For centuries the tradi-
tional church was sole dispenser of what we call “welfare”
— it fed and clothed the poorest poor out of charity
and to bind them to itself. The FSLN and the pro-
Sandinista religious and secular organizations have taken
over much of this work, threatening the church with
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us all to heaven!”

And the Sandinistas’ response? “We explain that
a dialogue of this type would negate the very existence
of the revolution,” says Borge. “We will enter into a
dialogue when the gentlemen of COSEP count all the
grains of sand in the ocean.” Borge recalls how the
first Somoza lured Sandino into ‘“negotiations” only
to murder him. The FSLN will not repeat that mistake.
It considers the contras a completely alien and artificial
element, unrepresentative of any sector of Nicaraguan
society.

On rare occasions, the Sandinista government has
moved with force against the church hierarchy. It has
expelled over a dozen foreign priests, closed down a
church journal, and censored sermons, La Prensa and
Radio Catélica when they incited draft resistance or
flouted other laws. In one recent case, it drafted several
young “seminarians” for military training. They weren't
pursuing religious careers at all, but had been dubbed
“junior seminarians” by their bishops to sabotage army
recruitment.

“We have no interest in attacking the bishops,” ex-
plains President Daniel Ortega, “but when representa-
tives of the church speak or act politically, they must
expect a political response.”

Three American election observers speak
with Episcopal Conference president Monsi-
gnor Pablo Vega in November 1984 after the
contras murder six children in Nueva Segovia.
They ask why the hierarchy does not condemn
the contras for killing thousands of Nicaraguan
workers and peasants.

‘A bomb planted in the soul is graver than
the death of seven thousand Nicaraguans,”
replies the Bishop of Juigalpa.

Will the church ask the U.S. government
to stop meddling in Nicaragua? the three
Americans persist.

“That must also be asked of the Russians
and Cubans.”

But the Russians and Cubans haven'’t killed
seven thousand Nicaraguans, the Americans
say. How can you compare Cuban medical aid
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examine afresh our assumptions about religion, the Chris-
tian theology of liberation, and its relationship to social
class and the stages of a particular revolution. During
the pluralisticc mixed-economy stage of Nicaragua's
revolution, the radical clergy have fought shoulder to
shoulder with the Sandinistas. Will they continue to
do so if, and as, the revolution matures?
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U.S. foreign
policy and the
world today

Interview with Mae Ngai of
the League of Revolutionary
Struggle (M-L)

he Philippines, Haiti, the arms race, South

Africa — these are some of the issues that

Mae Ngai discusses in the following interview

conducted by editors of Forward. Her views
represent those of the League of Revolutionary Strug-
gle (Marxist-Leninist). The interview was conducted in
New York City at the end of February 1986.

What is your view of the Reagan administration’s for-
eign policy, especially in light of the events in the
Philippines and Haiti?

When Duvalier of Haiti and Marcos of the Philip-
pines learned that they had lost the backing of the
U.S,, they knew their dictatorships had come to an end.
The U.S. was heavily involved in engineering their
escapes. Now Reagan and many political forces are con-
gratulating themselves about how the U.S. has helped
the cause of democracy in the world.

But their memories are rather short. It was U.S.
support for these dictators that enabled them to reign
so brutally for so long. The US. changed its position
only after the people in Haiti and the Philippines had
made it virtually impossible for Duvalier and Marcos
to continue in power. What the U.S. was concerned about
was not democracy, but in preventing the situations
from becoming further “destabilized.”

But the way that the U.S. handled these crises
was more sophisticated than how it dealt with similar
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own analyses.

We have a study commission that is studying the
class nature of the Soviet Union. That commission’s
work is not yet completed, so at this time the League
has no formal position on the Soviet Union’s social
system. Nevertheless we are very critical of many of
the Soviet Union’s foreign and domestic policies.

We believe that the Soviet occupation of Afghanistan,
like its earlier invasion of Czechoslovakia, is an act
of overt aggression. We do not accept Soviet rationaliza-
tions for such actions. They say that their occupations
of Eastern Europe and Afghanistan are simply defen-
sive measures against Western imperialism and con-
stitute “internationalist aid” in furthering the revolutions
in those countries. But these claims are groundless.

First of all, the people of each country must make
their own revolution. No genuine people’s revolution is
“imported.” Secondly, even though U.S. imperialism med-
dles in Eastern Europe and in the Soviets’ border areas,
this does not justify invading a sovereign country. The
presence of the Soviet Union in those regions far out-
weighs that of the U.S.

The Polish people’s opposition to the Soviet Union
has indigenous and historical causes which cannot be
dealt with by pointing the finger at the US. and by
armed occupation and intimidation. Likewise, the Af-
ghanistan problem cannot be solved through an occupa-
tion by tens of thousands of Soviet troops.

The recent Soviet pitch to Marcos when the U.S.
was abandoning him is further evidence of the Soviets’
self-serving foreign policy. The Soviet Union quickly
announced its acceptance of the legitimacy of the Marcos
vote count and congratulated his “re-election.” They
also expressed sympathy for Marcos at the hands of
what they characterized as U.S. bullying. But their op-
portunistic ploy collapsed when Marcos had to flee the
Philippines.

Domestically the Soviet government maintains a
bloated and repressive bureaucracy. Minority nationalities
are restricted, and the democratic rights of the people
are severely limited. In our view, a country that is
socialist should not do these things, at least as we
understand socialism.

Certainly the socialist society we seek to build in
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the U.S. would not carry out invasions of other coun-
tries and deny democracy to the people.

What is your opinion of the political changes in the
Soviet Union?

The congress of the Communist Party of the Soviet
Union has just started so I can't comment on that,
but it appears that Mikhail Gorbachev wants to imple-
ment a number of important changes in Soviet economic
policies. He has begun to address some problems that
have plagued the Soviet Union, including alcoholism
among workers and lack of enthusiasm for work, slow
growth, low productivity, bureaucracy, corruption, and
a weak and unstable agricultural sector. The Soviet
leadership is considering experimenting with less cen-
tralization of decision-making and the use of more market
forces. It remains to be seen what the impact of these
steps will be.

In the foreign policy arena, Gorbachev has not yet
taken any drastic steps, although he has given a some-
what better appearance to Soviet foreign policy. For
example, Gorbachev dropped some hints that he may
be open to a political settlement in Afghanistan, and
I've already mentioned the arms proposals.

There is ferment in the Soviet Union, and we will
have to watch closely what will happen. We hope that
the Soviet Union will turn its attention to improving
the living conditions of its citizens, withdraw its troops
from Afghanistan, and adopt a different policy in South-
east Asia and Eastern Europe.

How does the League view the national liberation strug-
gles going on in the world today? Does the League
think the U.S. will directly intervene in Central America?

We support national liberation struggles against
U.S. imperialism because we have the same enemy, U.S.
monopoly capitalism.

Because U.S. imperialism recognizes its vital stake
in the third world, it intervenes in those struggles.
Spokesmen for U.S. imperialism have said that if revolu-
tion sweeps Central America, the repercussions will be
felt through Mexico all the way into the U.S. These
predictions are right to a certain extent.

We have to take Reagan’s threats to intervene directly
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We understand that for a short time in the 1960s
and 1970s China conducted extensive relations with
many Marxist-Leninist organizations that formed in
opposition to the line of the Communist Party of
the Soviet Union. These relations were part of the
split in the international communist movement. In the
United States, groups such as the Progressive Labor
Party, the Revolutionary Union/Revolutionary Com-
munist Party, and later the Communist Party (Marxist-
Leninist) were a part of this. The League and its pred-
ecessor organizations, however, were not.

We believe that the communists of each country
understand best the conditions of their own country.
Their revolutionary struggle succeeds or fails on the
basis of their own efforts and analysis. Communists
therefore should respect the efforts of Marxist-Leninists
in other countries and should not make sweeping
pronouncements about the practice of other Marxist-
Leninists. This is the attitude we take towards China
today.

The Chinese people are trying to construct social-
ism according to their conditions and have been experi-
menting with many economic reforms. Many of these
are new to the experience of socialist construction, and
it will take some time to evaluate them. Some things
are encouraging, such as the tremendous growth of the
economy and improvement in the living standards of
the people. Other aspects warrant some concern, such
as the growth of corruption and bourgeois thinking.
Overall, however, our opinion, based on study and first-
hand reports, is that the situation in China has im-
proved over the past several years.

With regard to its foreign policy, we believe China
is playing a positive role in the world. It supports na-
tional liberation struggles, such as those of the Pales-
tinians and South Africans. For example, during the
Israeli siege of Lebanon, China gave the Palestine Libera-
tion Organization (PLO) an extra million dollars in gold,
a considerable sum for a developing country as poor
as China. After the U.S. attacks on Nicaragua, China
stepped up by several fold its trade with Nicaragua.

China opposes U.S. interference in Central America
and elsewhere. It calls for the withdrawal of Soviet
forces from Afghanistan and Vietnamese troops from
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the U.S. and Soviet Union have created for Cuba. The
U.S’s unending hostility toward Cuba has led it to seek
aid from the Soviet Union, and the Soviet Union has
gained a lot from this relationship. We are critical of
the role of Cuban troops in Ethiopia who are objec-
tively supporting the Mengistu regime’s suppression of
the Eritrean people’s struggle. It is not in the interests
of the people of Cuba to send its young people to fight
and die in a foreign land against other oppressed peoples
fighting for liberation. Cuba’s one-crop economy and
lack of industrialization are also due in part to Soviet
pressure.

But we place much of the blame on the U.S. Under
U.S. economic, political and military pressure, Cuba suf-
fered severely and made the choice to seek aid from
the only source open to it — the Soviet Union. That
the Soviet Union had its own reasons for aid and ex-
acted a price for its aid is to be expected. The most
important thing for U.S. progressives to do is to de-
mand that the US. end its attacks on Cuba and nor-
malize relations.

What are the League’s views of the Middle East?

The Middle East is the most volatile region in the
world today. Civil war is destroying Lebanon. Israel
continues to terrorize the people of Lebanon and deny
the Palestinian people their homeland. War is still go-
ing on between Iran and Iraq.

People in the U.S. must condemn the U.S. govern-
ment’s policy of supporting Israeli aggression and ter-
rorism and opposing the Palestinian people. The denial
of a homeland for the Palestinian people is one of the
root causes of the turmoil in the Middle East.

U.S. imperialism wants to control the region and
deny the ability of the Arab people to control their
own lands, which is why the US. tries to keep the
area in upheaval. Because of the strategic location and
natural resources of the Middle East, all the indus-
trialized countries of the world, especially the two super-
powers, are actively involved in the area. With so many
different local forces and external powers involved, the
situation is complex and dangerous.

Relatively speaking, the U.S. is now in a weakened
position in the Middle East. The danger is that the
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U.S. will provoke conflicts or try to intervene in an
effort to rebuild its position.

What is the League’s view of terrorism?

We oppose terrorism. This past year a number of
horrible terrorist acts have taken place that took the
lives of many innocent people. Acts such as the hijack-
ing of airliners, the Achille Lauro, or the airport at-
tacks are contemptible, no matter what the avowed
purpose. Such acts have been universally condemned,
including by Yasser Arafat and the PLO, which makes
a distinction between actions against military targets
and innocent civilians.

In fact, several of these terrorist acts were aimed
at discrediting the PLO and its efforts to find a solu-
tion for the Palestinian question. The PLO has been
the target of terrorist acts by Israel, as with the bomb-
ing of its headquarters in Tunis. The PLO has also
been attacked by Arab splinter groups, such as that
of Abu Nidal, who is said to be responsible for the
assassination of a number of PLO officials.

While opposing terrorism by individuals or small
groups, we also oppose ‘“‘state terrorism,” such as that
conducted every day by Israel against Lebanon and
the Palestinians, or the U.S. against Nicaragua.

How do the League’s views on the international
situation differ with those of the Communist Party
USA (CPUSA), Line of March (LOM), and assorted
Trotskyists?

I can only speak generally about some of the dif-
ferences, but before I do I want to stress that the
League’s position is that all groups on the left, including
those you mentioned, should try to work together when
we can. At times we have unity, such as in opposing
U.S. intervention in Central America or in supporting
the struggle against apartheid in South Africa. The
left needs to be more united and less sectarian in its
practice.

Most groups on the left oppose U.S. imperialism’s
policies of militarism, intervention, subversion, anti-
communism and anti-revolution. We should be able to
work with one another around many issues and struggles.

Nevertheless, some major differences do exist. With
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regard to the CPUSA, we do not agree with their strong
support of the Soviet Union and whatever it does in
the world, from the invasion of Afghanistan to in-
terference in Poland. We believe the CPUSA should main-
tain a more independent line and oppose what clearly
are not socialist acts.

The Line of March is more extreme in its pro-
Sovietism. The LOM maintains that the Soviets should
be even more aggressive in spreading their influence
around the world. The LOM identifies the spread of
socialism with the expansion of the power of the Soviet
Union. The LOM calls for the increase of Soviet arma-
ments, identifying them with the strength of “socialism”
in the world.

Furthermore, the LOM belittles the importance and
strength of the struggles of the third world. The LOM
believes the third world cannot do much without rely-
ing on the Soviet Union and criticizes those who want
to pursue an independent and self-reliant path. We do
not agree with this view.

The LOM also believes it has a responsibility, even
duty, to develop a “correct line” for other struggles.
The LOM has done this for the Palestinian struggle,
the Middle East as a whole, El Salvador and elsewhere,
pointing to some forces as revolutionary forces and others
as incorrect. The LOM seems to have come up with
a class analysis of the domestic situation for just about
every major struggle in the world. This is quite a feat,
but one which is not based on reality and is sectarian
and splittist. Doing this from here in the U.S., the LOM
is guilty of a “left” form of great nation chauvinism,
ie., that they know what is best for the third world.

The LOM also has the view that support of the
Soviet Union should be an implicit, if not explicit, prin-
ciple of unity for the anti-interventionist struggles in
the US. and engages in sectarian maneuvers in order
to have a “smaller but purer” movement. This is clearly
wrong and we oppose it.

The League’s view is that we should respect the
struggles of the people of other countries and oppose
foreign, especially imperialist, interference in them. Our
responsibility is to make the revolution in the U.S,
not to decide who is more revolutionary than whom
in other countries. The left should strive to build the
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broadest possible movement to oppose U.S. interference,
aggression and intimidation of the third world, and op-
pose specific policies and threats as they arise.

There are many different Trotskyist groups, but they
share some views. The Trotskyists generally belittle the
national liberation movements under the guise of sup-
porting “workers’ revolutions.” They do not support
revolutions that are broadly national democratic in scope.
For example, the Trotskyist Spartacist League calls for
a “workers’ revolution” for South Africa and attacks
“non-proletarian” elements in the struggle. They deny
the revolutionary power of the anti-apartheid, democratic
movement now sweeping the country and actually at-
tack the national democratic struggle.

The Trotskyist groups take similar positions on
many of the struggles now taking place in the third
world. Because they attack the mainstream of the world
revolutionary struggle, they often play a destructive
role under “leftist” rhetoric. Because of their slogan-
mongering, the Trotskyists frequently make it difficult
to build a broad movement against U.S. imperialism.

What does the League view as the internationalist
tasks of the left and progressive forces in the U.S.
today?

The left and progressive forces in the U.S. have an
urgent responsibility to oppose the escalating danger
of U.S. intervention abroad and its insane nuclear arms
race with the Soviet Union. We need to build a broad
movement against intervention, for peace, and against
the threat of war.

We must take seriously the dangers of fascism and
war. The aggressive posture of U.S. imperialism abroad
affects us domestically. The strong social basis for Rea-
ganism in the U.S. has provided a powerful backbone
for Reagan’s aggressive foreign policy. In turn, Reagan
has used international developments to build up chau-
vinism and a right-wing climate in the U.S.

This does not mean that we should stop our efforts
to change policy, or that our efforts have been in vain,
since broad dissatisfaction with Reagan does exist and
the opposition to his policies can suddenly spread. The
student divestment movement is an example of this.
But it does mean that Reagan and the right are in
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Continuing discussion
on the history of
the CP(M-L)

In Forward issue #4, Carl Davidson, once a member of the Standing Commit-
tee of the Communist Party (Marxist-Leninist) (CPML), contributed his analysis
of the demise of that organization. Two other former members of the CPML have
responded to Davidson with their own perspective, contained in ‘‘Dogmatism,
Social-Democracy and the Destruction of the CPML,” which is printed below.

D, Wayne was a founding member of the October League (M-L) and a leading
member of the CPML auto commission. J.R. Hammond was elected to the CPML
Central Committee at the Second Party Congress and was a member of the steel
commission.

Davidson continued his assessment of the CPML and the current tasks of
Marxist-Leninists in a talk given in several cities in 1985. Parts of that speech
also follow.

emerge out of the '60s, an organization
which had developed fairly deep roots

i in the working class and in minority
Dog_matlsm’ communities. A clear understanding of
SOClal-democracy how it came to an untimely end should

help keep others from repeating its

and the destruction errors.

Davidson’s view of this struggle, how-

Of the CP ML ever, reflected a poor understanding of
what was primary and what was sec-

J.R. Hammond and ondary. We believe it was the inability
D. Wayne of the CPMLs leadership to understand

the mass line and the relationship be-

tween theory and practice that was at

In the January 1985 issue of For- the heart of the organization’s destruc-
ward, Carl Davidson developed some  tion. To understand how this inability
views on the struggles whichled to the led to a series of irresolvable strug-
disintegration of the Communist Party  gles it’s necessary to briefly review the
(Marxist-Leninist). The dust of that diss CPML’s development, its political line
solution having settled, we agree that  and its organizational structure. Rather
it’s time for Marxist-Leninists to sum  than doing an in-depth analysis of every
up the lessons. The CPML was one of  major event and document, we wish to
the largest communist organizations to  focus on what we view as the primary
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errors in theory and methodology.
The formation of the October League
(ML) in 1972 (the predecessor of the
CPML), and its subsequent growth as
a national organization served as a
rallying point for many Marxist-
Leninists who had developed in the
struggles of the '60s. We threw our-
selves into numerous areas of work,
many of which were new to us. It’s im-
portant to remember that we possessed
no roadmaps; we had only the general
guidelines of Marxism-Leninism.

Rich internal life

While our early organizational struc-
ture was fairly weak and loose, our in-
ternal political life was rich. Internal
bulletins were filled with the views and
summations of rank and file comrades,
and in the main, a thoroughly demo-
cratic approach of “seeking truth from
practice” prevailed. Yet from the begin-
ning there were problems with dogma-
tism, which led to ultra-leftism. Most
of our comrades, and virtually all of our
leadership, came to Marxism from in-
tellectual backgrounds. It was much
easier to define reality according to pre-
conceived (and often poorly understood)
theories, than to develop theories from
reality.

As our work expanded, the need for
organizational structure increased, and
a political center and Standing Com-
mittee were established. Our concepts
of Party organization were based al-
most entirely on a weak understanding
of the Bolshevik model, with little con-
sideration for the conditions here. So
it’s not surprising that more and more
of the organization’s political life and
resources were given over to the cen-
ter. By 1977, our early democratic ways
had disappeared. Political and organi-
zational structure became highly over-
centralized, our bulletins contained only
the views of the leadership, and com-
rades in the various areas of work were
often denied direct communication
with each other. Work was not summed
up by those doing it, but by comrades
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in the center who were far removed
from it. Differences of opinion became
equated with “bourgeois vs. proletarian
lines.”

For the most part this went unchal-
lenged. We knew our leadership was
dedicated (and they were), and our or-
ganization was growing and seemed to
be developing. It was in this context
that the Founding Congress of the
CPML was held in 1978.

CPML program

The CPMLs founding documents, the
Political Report and Program, showed
a good political understanding of the
general features of American capital-
ism. But the analysis of current condi-
tions was characterized by dogmatism
and idealism. We severely overestimated
the extent of capitalism’s decay and the
level of mass consciousness. The Polit-
ical Report found the following quote
from Stalin to be applicable: “The
masses of the people have not yet
reached the stage when they are ready
to storm the citadel of capitalism, but
the idea of storming it is maturing in
the minds of the masses.” Thus, forces
which should have been viewed as allies
were placed in the camp of our enemies.
Reformist trade union leaders, for ex-
ample, were viewed as the “most dan-
gerous,” and were to receive the “main
blow.” We set ourselves on an ultra-left
path of isolation from the real strug-
gles of the people.

By 1979, the comrades in the field
were beginning to understand and sum
up the serious problems in our work
which this analysis had led to. A rank
and file revolt on the political and or-
ganizational fronts was fomenting. Po-
litically, dogmatism and sectarianism
were being rejected. As a result our
mass work began to surge ahead in a
manner unknown since the earliest
days of the October League. This was
especially true in areas of concentra-
tion such as auto, steel and the Afro-
American work. In these areas com-
rades began to throw off the bureau-



cratic stranglehold, took control of the
work and established functioning net-
works and commissions. We were once
again beginning to play leading roles
in important struggles. For the first
time, CPML cadre were developing the-
ory from the actual conditions of the
American class struggle, rather than
following a dogmatic line based on
books and formulas.

Bureaucratic errors

Unfortunately, the leadership was
so mired in bureaucracy that they were
unable to consolidate these gains.
Rather than applying the mass line
and using this impetus to build func-
tioning democratic-centralism, they
attempted to squelch the struggles.

When the struggles grew too strong,

the leadership simply stayed on the
sidelines. It was under these conditions
that a major debate about the relevance
of Marxism-Leninism began to unfold
within the Standing Committee (SC).
Although the changing orientation at
the base sparked this debate, the SC’s
discussion was isolated from the real
struggles being waged by our cadre.

The report of Dan Burstein, The Call
editor, to the Central Committee in the
spring of 1979 was the opening salvo.
(The Call was the CPML's newspaper.)
This report was a rejection of Marxism-
Leninism on the part of Burstein and
the half of the SC which united with
him, They saw the failure of their own
dogmatism as the failure of Marxism-
Leninism. The other half of the SC, the
“left” faction under the leadership of
CPML Chairman Michael Klonsky, saw
this developing social-democratic ten-
dency as the main danger facing the
Party. Therefore, they viewed the de-
fense of the general principles of
Marxism-Leninism as their main task.
Were Burstein's views to reach the
ranks, the “left” feared these ideas
would tear the organization asunder.

‘““Left’’ vs. right
Both factions continued to ignore
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the major concerns of the cadre and
the real advances taking place in our
work. Instead they focused full at-
tention on their own viewpoints. Tb
make matters worse, they attempted
to hide the debate from the rank and
file! As late as the fall of 1980, many
comrades knew of the split in the SC
only through rumours.

As the leadership failed to respond
to the needs and advances of the or-
ganization, the question of internal de-
mocracy became a critical issue. The
confidence of the cadre was being
destroyed. These problems were inten-
sified by a serious tactical blunder of
the “left” faction. They believed that
allowing an open debate on the ques-
tions raised by the social-democratic
faction would lead to confusion and
vacillation. They concentrated their ef-
forts on preventing this from taking
place. This lack of confidence in the
rank and file was a slap in the face to
many comrades.

Instead of an organized debate, the
very questions they didn’'t want ad-
dressed were spread through rumours
and informal contacts. The “left’s” re-
sistance intensified and the struggle
grew more sharp and bitter. The right
used this to attack the concept of
democratic-centralism and gain sym-
pathy for their views. Organizational
paralysis and disintegration grew.

Need for debate

Rank and file comrades, particularly
those in the more advanced concen-
trations, were becoming increasingly
alarmed. An organized opposition to
the SC deadlock began to develop. This
included some non-SC members of the
Central Committee. As this force stood
with neither the “left” nor the right SC
factions, it became known as the “cen-
ter.” Containing a broad range of views,
it soon came to represent the majority
of the rank and file comrades. Its basis
of unity was the desire for an open de-
bate and a functional organization.

At this point it is important to draw



a major lesson from the unfolding
struggle. Once questions arise and are
seen as significant by a major section
of a Marxist-Leninist organization, they
must be confronted in an open and
timely manner. This is true even —
perhaps especially — if they question
the basic tenets of that organization’s
existence.

The “left” faction in the CPML saw
an open debate as a no-win situation.
They thought it the “wrong” debate,
in which cadre would become hopelessly
confused.

It may have been the wrong debate,
but it had to be addressed. We believe
that the majority of our cadre would
have rejected social-democracy. The
“left’s” fear of this debate exposed their
lack of confidence in CPML cadre. They
became trapped by the methods of com-
mandism upon which they had relied.

‘““Center’’ vs. “‘left’’

The center, on the other hand, saw
many confused comrades who, only a
few months before, had been staunch
Marxist-Leninists. It took the position
of no taboo subjects; it believed that
in an open and organized debate, the
rightist arguments could be defeated in
the course of correcting the organiza-
tion’s real problems. The “left” con-
fused the center’s support for democ-
racy with support for social-democracy,
and this confusion led them to increase
their opposition to democratic reforms.
These tactics added fuel to the fire and
opened the door wider for the rightist
attack.

For the center, the main thrust had
become the democratic reformation of
the internal organization. Many of the
questions over the direction of the mass
work had been resolved in our day-to-
day practice; we had been correcting
this work for almost two years. The in-
ability of the “left” to deal with the
issue of democracy, and the right’s
ability to seize this opening, played a
key role in disrupting the rectification.
It was, perhaps, the basic issue which
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separated the “left” and the center, and
the issue upon which the liquidationism
of the right made its greatest gains.

A different approach to unity had
emerged on the part of the “left” and
the center. The “left” believed it could
maintain unity only by preventing an
“incorrect” debate; the center viewed
this as arrogant bureaucratic maneuver-
ing. The center believed it could main-
tain unity through an open debate and
winning over wavering comrades; the
“left” viewed this as a cover for right-
ism. Perhaps imbedded in these views
are basic conceptions of the Party: a
view based on monolithic unity where
centralism is stressed, versus a view of
unity based on a voluntary association
where democracy is stressed. We believe
that during periods of bourgeois legal-
ity the second view is most appropriate.

With all these questions in the air it
began to appear that the SC deadlock
was going to doom the Party. For over
a year, the leadership had been unable
to call the Second Congress. In a last-
ditch attempt to save the organization
a number of Central Committee mem-
bers, including some on the SC, organ-
ized an Emergency Conference early in
1981.

New leadership emerges

At the Emergency Conference, the
entire Central Committee (CC) was
removed and a new leadership was
elected. This included a number of pre-
vious CC members. The removal of the
CC reflected anger and frustration over
the inability of the leadership to guide
the Party in rectification. But this move
also led to the further disruption of the
organization.

At the same time, there was hope
among many in the rank and file that
things could now move forward. Over
the next several months the Congress
was organized, with the mass work
summed up in Congress documents.
But in reality the CPML was already
in a process of growing disintegration.
Many saw the Congress as a final show-



down, rather than a time to pick up the
pieces and move ahead. By now the ma-
jority of the SC had resigned from the
organization and didn’'t even attend.
Although the center won most of the
votes on organizational and political
matters, it turned out to be an empty
victory. The remaining “left” and right
factions were getting ready to leave
the Party. The struggle had become
so bitter that all sides had used sec-
tarian and anti-democratic methods of
struggle. The new Central Committee
was largely inexperienced, consisting
mostly of cadre from secondary leader-
ship positions in the districts.

Dissolution sets in

Thus, a number of major problems
now confronted the CPML organiza-
tionally and politically. Neither the
“left” nor the right had any intention
of following democratic-centralism.
Both saw themselves as losers, and
rather than unite behind a new ma-
jority, both left the CPML over the next
four-month period. When the old SC
quit they simply walked away; there
was no orderly transition of power or
responsibility. The lines of communica-
tion between cities was largely dis-
rupted, and there was no one to help
break in new people with national
responsibilities.

Even more significantly, the Party no
longer had real meaning to its best
organizers. It had ceased to play a role
in guiding their work. Cadre were now
faced with the choice of pursuing their
mass work (which was going very well),
or putting time and effort into rebuild-
ing commissions, districts and units.
There was a general anti-organizational
reaction, a rightist disregard for collec-
tive effort and a disillusionment which
built upon its own energies. Entropy
had taken hold, and this situation led
fairly quickly to the CPMLs complete
unraveling. Although The Call was put
out for another year (with the help of
the Revolutionary Workers’ Headquar-
ters), the structure continued to spiral
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downward with more and more cadre
dropping away. Eventually only a few
districts were active on any meaningful
level; these took on the characteristics
of local collectives. In other cities a
handful of active people remained with
no organization. The demoralization
was as deep as our previous illusions
had been high.

Understand lessons

Many of our comrades remain bitter
over these events and the earlier strug-
gles which led to them. Yet most remain
active in the struggle for social change
and most retain a Marxist world view.
For their sake, as well as the sake of
those comrades who are emerging out
of the struggles of today, it is impor-
tant to understand this history.

We believe that the CPML was de-
stroyed because those responsible for
summing up the organization’s work,
for developing theory and strategy, had
been isolated from the Party’s front-line
struggles. This isolation led to errors
of both rightism and ultra-leftism, as
they attempted to fit our mass experi-
ence into preconceived formulas. The
right fought to discard the baby with
the bathwater; the “left” couldn’'t see
how filthy the bathwater had become.

If the scientific socialism of Marxism-
Leninism is ever to become a real force
in this country, more than mere lip serv-
ice will have to be paid to the concept
of democratic-centralism. Strategy and
theory must be based on the real world
and those who are fighting to change
it. The death of the CPML proves that
arrogance and self-delusion lead only to
defeat.



The CPML and the
tasks of
Marxist-Leninists
today

Carl Davidson

My topic is what happened to the
Communist Party Marxist-Leninist
(CPML), and the tasks of Marxist-
Leninists today.

I believe this topic is important to
discuss because the CPML represented,
in many ways, some of the best of a
generation of young people who came
to political consciousness in the mass
revolts of the 1960s.

The 1960s was a tremendously posi-
tive experience in our lives and the life
of the country. Millions of people rose
up in righteous rebellion against war,
racism and the suppression of democ-
racy. Thousands rallied to the cause of
revolution and socialism, and some of
these joined or organized communist
organizations.

The story of the CPML is also a story
of this generation. In this sense, it can-
not be understood and should not be
Judged outside the context of its time.

Our movement began in the 1960s,
at the height of the postwar prosperity.
The corporate liberal circles of the rul-
ing class were in charge. Many believed
that the future was full of promise for
major reforms and changes in our coun-
try and around the world.

But by 1977, when the CPML was
formed, the country had hit the hard
rocks of economic recession, the re-
treat of the liberals and the rise of the
conservative right. The left movement
had also been weakened by over ten
years of repression, including assassi-
nations and the organized disrup-
tions of the Red Squads and the FBI's
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COINTELPRO operations.

By this time, a fundamental redraw-
ing of our tactics, especially those de-
veloped during the upsurge experience
of the 1960s, was long overdue. In fact
developing an all-sided tactical program
is part and parcel of what it means to
build a revolutionary party.

But the CPML pushed ahead and
declared itself the party without hav-
ing accomplished this and other tasks.
It claimed the title of vanguard leader-
ship of the working class without hav-
ing won it in real life. This was wrong,
and the events that have taken place
since then have proved it to be wrong.

Still, having made this declaration,
we were faced with the need to make
it come true. In doing so, we painted
an unrealistic and idealistic scenario of
what we expected to happen in the next
few years.

Errors

The picture we put forward was that
there were tens of thousands of ad-
vanced workers “standing on the door-
step” of our party. We believed “prop-
aganda was decisive” in reaching out
to these forces — thus requiring work
around our newspaper and other litera-
ture to be the center of organizing fac-
tory cells.

To present ourselves as revolution-
aries, we believed we had to aim our
main blow at the reform forces, espe-
cially the more dynamic and militant
reform leaders in the unions. Through
various exposure campaigns, we hoped
to distinguish ourselves from them and
the CPUSA revisionists. In this way,
the advanced workers would see the
light and quickly join our ranks.

The plans we drew up on the basis
of this posture and scenario were, to
say the least, overly ambitious. We set
up an over-extended press, publishing
house and system of bookstores. We set
up our own mass organizations with us
in the leadership. We tried to build a
communist youth organization that we
hoped would soon be three or four times



the size of our party.

It was amazing that we accomplished
as much positive work as we did. Our
newspaper, The Call, came out weekly
for several years. It had a top circula-
tion of about 12,000.

Our members were involved in a wide
variety of mass struggles on the local
level. We began to secure some posi-
tions of leadership in the unions and
other organizations. In many ways, this
was a tribute to the persistence, good
sense and fighting spirit of the vast ma-
jority of our rank and file.

But despite this good work, we were
unable to meet our expectations and
goals. There were many disappoint-
ments and setbacks.

A crucial factor was that the cen-
tral leadership of the CPML repeatedly
failed to concretely solve the real prob-
lems arising in the actual work of
the local cadres. We became separated
from this work. While we in the center
worked long and hard on our newspaper
and publications, this became a substi-
tute for giving guidance to the mass
struggles. Being separated in this way
rendered our general pronouncements
about the work abstract and bereft of
real understanding.

Also crucial were failures in demo-
cratic centralism, in a dynamically func-
tioning internal life. This combined with
unfulfilled expectations produced a vac-
uum of real leadership. In frustration,
many would drift away to make their
contributions to the movement else-
where. Some became confused and bit-
ter, and others would be won over to
various incorrect views.

Ultraleftism and rightism

By the time of its second congress,
the CPML had ceased to function as
an effective national organization. Only
about 400 of nearly 1,000 members
remained. While some intellectuals left
because their ideas changed, many
workers and minority nationality com-
rades left as the liquidationist line
appeared.
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We did not see that making revolu-
tion would be a much longer and more
drawn-out process. In addition to wrong
assessments of the right, we also al-
most totally ignored the social demo-
crats. In this way, we failed in that
aspect of party building that requires
of anyone claiming to be the vanguard
that they put forward a strategic and
tactical alternative to social democracy
and revisionism that is both clear and
viable.

For the most part, these were “left”
errors. By this I mean they overesti-
mated the consciousness of the masses
and the possibilities in the objective
conditions. We tended to substitute our
subjective desires for what was actually
possible. We especially overestimated
ourselves and our capabilities.

In the beginning we had waged a
phony war against rightism. But while
doing so, we also grossly underesti-
mated the danger of the real right
within the movement, especially the
social democrats. These forces and ten-
dencies could not be declared out of
existence. They were reinforced by our
country’s status as an imperialist su-
perpower. Through the superprofits
plundered from the third world, the U.S.
ruling class was able to maintain na-
tional inequalities and certain conces-
sions to sectors of the U.S. working
class.

This underestimation proved fatal,
especially as our members became dis-
gusted with ultraleft errors. A faction
formed in our leadership that openly re-
jected ML and embraced social democ-
racy. Some in the faction had previously
been the most ardent of the ultralefts.

Weak concrete analysis

Although we flip-flopped from left to
right and vice versa, what was con-
sistent was that our line was not ade-
quately rooted in a concrete analysis.
In fact it was often arrived at without
investigation and by taking historical
texts as the starting point.

This instability was reinforced by the



class character of most of the CPML
leadership and most of the white sec-
tor of the new communist movement.
The intellectuals and the petty bour-
geoisie had a preponderance of influence
over those from working class origins.

A certain amount of this instability
was understandable, even inevitable.
There were many turbulent and confus-
ing events happening in the world
which made it difficult for some to hold
on to socialist goals.

But it would be a big mistake if we
think that what was happening in
our sector of the movement was some-
thing inevitable for the movement as
a whole. In particular, it was not true
for many communists who came from
the minority nationalities and the work-
ing class.

Some in the CPMLs leadership ar-
gued towards the end that our problems
and our collapse were inevitable be-
cause the basic premises upon which
we were founded were wrong. They
pointed to problems with socialism in
the Soviet Union, mistakes made by the
Chinese, setbacks in Southeast Asia
and problems in our own work. They
rolled this up into a theory — that so-
cialism and Marxism-Leninism were no
longer necessarily the wave of the fu-
ture, Perhaps all the things we thought
were true — such as the need for revolu-
tion, for the dictatorship of the prole-
tariat, for a disciplined vanguard party
— were not necessarily so. But these
new ideas turned out to be the same
old social-democratic dogmas that had
been around for decades.

I remember a long argument I had
with a writer on The Call who claimed
that one of the things that was so great
about our government was its inde-
pendent judiciary. I found myself in liai-
son meetings with supposed MLs who
claimed we had to develop a “demo-
cratic foreign policy” for the bourgeoi-
sie in order to unite with them.

At one liaison meeting we were told
that liquidationism wasn’t so bad —
one group claimed to have gone over
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to it and now subscribed to what they
called the “three levels of federation-
ism” — their organization was a federa-
tion of districts, the district was a
federation of units and the units were
a federation of individuals.
Ultimately these were disorganiz-
ing ideas. It was at bottom an anti-
revolutionary viewpoint that was rein-
forced daily by what the bourgeois
media and society was telling us — that
socialism was bankrupt and irrelevant.

Paralysis of the organization

This view, held within our leadership,
was what paralyzed our central head-
quarters and leading bodies. In retro-
spect, what we should have done was
to unfold a firm and clear struggle
against this line throughout the CPML.
Those of us in the center who opposed
this view should have fought it out. In-
stead we were diverted by a one-sided
fight against ultraleftism. If we had un-
folded this struggle and accompanied
it with self-criticism and corrections of
commandist styles of leadership, and
real rectification of our internal life, I
believe at least a sizable minority could
have been won over to affirm Marxism-
Leninism, the need for revolution, for
the dictatorship of the proletariat, and
the need to continue the CPML as a
Marxist-Leninist organization.

Ultimately, the inability of the left
grouping in our leadership to rally
the organization around Marxism-
Leninism was directly traceable to in-
correct methods of work and leadership
as well as different errors in line. In fact
the two are connected; it would have
been far easier to correct some of our
line errors if we had had a correctly
functioning organization.

Need for ‘““‘mass line”’

A good method of leadership is what
Marxist-Leninists call “practicing the
mass line.” This means taking the ex-
perience and ideas of the masses of
party members and the people we are
working with as the starting point for



developing our analysis, rather than
taking abstract doctrine or principles
as the starting point. From there, real
leadership is given by helping to sum-
marize this experience, to evaluate it in
view of other experience and the general
science of Marxism, then to take it back
to the masses in a more advanced and
concentrated form.

I do not blame our problems or set-
backs on any inherent bankruptcy of
Marxism or crisis in Marxism. If any-
thing was worthwhile in these past 20
years, it has been that we stood up for
Marxism-Leninism, for revolution and
the belief that it was both possible
and necessary, even here in the United
States.

Going back to that period in the late
’60s and early '70s, many of us turned
to Marxism-Leninism because, of all the
outlooks on the left, it gave us both a
vision of a new society and a means for
achieving it. In a general way, it indi-
cated how to approach organizing our-
selves and the masses, how to unite the
many to defeat the few, how to make
revolution here in the U.S.

One problem was that we had no
practical guides. We were new and in-
experienced; we had no ties to the old
Communist Party except for a few no-
table individuals. We were called the
new left and, later, the new commun-
ist movement, to distinguish us from
the old left or the old communist
movement.

What especially distinguished us in
those years was our fervent commit-
ment to the equality of nationalities,
to an end to national chauvinism, rac-
ism and imperialism. Some of us had
been through a baptism of fire in the
Black Belt of Mississippi and the civil
rights struggle. Inspired by the Black
Liberation Movement, we were appalled
by a CPUSA which called Malcolm X
a police agent and attacked militant
Black fighters as lumpen criminals.

Revoliutionary outiook
In seeing the need for revolution, we
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correctly pointed out the violent nature
of the capitalist state. Those of us who
worked in Chicago will never forget the
bloody night in December when the
police and FBI pumped their bullets
into the body of our friend and com-
rade, Black Panther leader Fred Hamp-
ton, as he lay sleeping in bed. Anyone
who believes in the peaceful transition
to socialism should first explain why
his murderers, whose names are public
knowledge, are walking the streets un-
punished to this day.

We learned from other costly defeats.
The CIA-inspired overthrow of Salva-
dor Allende, the democratically elected
Marxist president of Chile, taught us
two things: In order to make revolution
you needed the broad support of the
people. And second, that there could
be a peaceful transition was a foolish,
even criminal illusion promoted by the
CPUSA and other revisionists.

We knew that the bourgeoisie would
never give up without a vicious fight.
The assassinations of John Kennedy
and Martin Luther King attested to the
vicious nature of the bourgeoisie even
against some of their own more liberal
leaders or moderate forces among the
masses.

We believed in a disciplined party be-
cause we knew that the bourgeoisie was
organized. Given the wide-ranging ef-
forts of the FBI, CIA and other agen-
cies to disrupt and derail our move-
ment, we knew that if the working class
was not consciously, seriously and me-
ticulously organized, we would have no
hope of ever being able to bring capi-
talism down.

We believed in internationalism and
the fight against imperialist war. We
were inspired by the struggles of the
third world countries, especially by
the heroic struggle of the Vietnamese
people against U.S. imperialism. A firm
commitment to national liberation, to
the right of national independence
and sovereignty, to the right of self-
determination of all oppressed nations
— this led us to consistently oppose not



only US. aggression, but also the in-
ternational adventures of the Soviet
Union.

No regrets

I still believe in these views. I have
no regrets. This is how we distinguished
ourselves from opportunism and re-
formism and became, in the process, a
new communist movement. I believe
they are still applicable today. And the
weaknesses of the CPML, which led to
its end, still do not diminish the con-
tributions that it made.

One of the things I liked best about
the CPML was its militant, fighting
spirit. We used to say that the main
reason our party existed was to wage
class struggle — and we certainly did
a lot of it, even if we did not always
fight wisely and well

The dissolution of the CPML should
make us even more aware of a number
of things — the necessity to base com-
munist organizations in the working
class, to pay attention to the correct
functioning of democratic centralism, to
practice the mass line, to combat male
chauvinism, individualism, posturing,
arrogance and get-rich-quick schemes.

Need to move on

Our errors were our own. We can’t
blame Marx, Lenin, China or anyone
else. We can only own up to them, look
them square in the face, seek their roots
and move on.

After all, the new communist move-
ment did not end with the CPML.
While important, it was still only one
component. Many members of the
CPML and the groups preceding it have
gone on to make contributions in the
mass struggle and in the communist
and left movements. Other communist
organizations with their roots in the
’60s and '70s have continued and de-
veloped to the present.

The League of Revolutionary Strug-
gle is one of them. It has a particular
legacy, coming predominantly out of
the movements of the oppressed na-
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tionalities. This was the other major
sector of the new communist move-
ment, and the League, founded in 1978,
united several of the major communist
organizations coming out of it.

Coming from this background also
meant that a majority of its cadres were
from the working class. Combined with
a generally correct Marxist-Leninist
line, this has helped the League avoid
most of the errors which befell our sec-
tor of the movement. The League pru-
dently never declared itself “the party.”

When I joined the League a while
back, I was struck by some of the dif-
ferences in its functioning and meth-
ods of work. To tell you the truth, I
was somewhat surprised at the size,
breadth and depth of its work in many
areas. The League is one organization
that has not puffed itself up. In fact,
it is probably the only organization
on the left that suffers from a public
image which projects it as quite a bit
less than it actually is.

To be sure, the League has made
errors. But it has also been able to
sum these up in good time and to
correct them.

I was particularly struck by its at-
titude towards correcting errors in line.
When I first joined, some people in the
leadership of the League had just re-
signed — and were upholding a basi-
cally nationalist line. The report and
summary of what happened was essen-
tially a self-criticism from the leading
bodies. There was no effort to attribute
everything wrong to the departing peo-
ple. Instead there was a sincere effort
to sum up what was wrong in both the
line and practice of the League which
led to this kind of error developing and
the inability of the organization to save
these comrades.

The method of leadership in the
League is modest, down-to-earth and
focuses on solving the problems which
come up in the mass work of the cadres.

Methods of LRS leadership
I feel that this approach to leader-



ship is partly due to the preponderance
of women in the leadership. I don’t
know of any other ML organization
where the leading core was mainly
women — and women from the minority
nationalities at that.

I believe it has resulted in a reduc-
tion of needless posturing, arrogance
and commandism. Those of you who
had any contact with the CPML can
probably appreciate that, having seen
the male ego do its legendary thing any
number of times. It has also meant
greater sensitivity not only to the needs
of the mass work, but to the personal
and particular situations of individual
members as well.

I have been through one Congress of
the League. There was a period of dem-
ocratic discussion and debate within
the organization beforehand. At the
Congress itself, opposing views were
aired in a principled, respectful and
comradely fashion and were voted up
or down. In one case, what had started
as a minority position became a ma-
jority position and won out in this
process.

The League practices an internal
system of collective child care for its
cadres with young children. This along
with other policies regarding women
have helped women develop in the
League and assume positions of lead-
ership in great numbers. The same
down-to-earth approach that has helped
women has also made the League an
organization in which working class
comrades generally can develop and
play leading roles.

I say these things about the League
because when I joined I didn’t know
quite what to expect. I believe the
League is far from perfect and has a
ways to go in many areas, especially in
developing its theoretical work. But I
believe that in the League, there is the
basis to build a communist organiza-
tion which can grow and learn along
with the development of the mass
struggle.

The League is not the only com-
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munist organization in the U.S. today,
but I believe it has a unique contribu-
tion to make. It has a regular press
capable of presenting Marxist-Leninist
analysis in a timely fashion. It has
some relatively strong concentra-
tions in major sectors of the people’s
struggles — the oppressed nationality
movements, among youth, among lower
stratum workers. When this is com-
bined with a genuinely multinational
membership and a positive internal life,
I think that its future growth and suc-
cess is something which all of us who
believe in communism want to see.

While I have mentioned the CPMLs
strengths, I have especially stressed the
weaknesses so we can learn lessons for
the future. I feel it is important not to
gloss over these errors, but to look at
them honestly and objectively. After all,
this is the main reason for summing up
the past — to help chart the path for
the future.

We on the left have tremendous re-
sponsibilities in the rest of the 1980s
and beyond. The mass movement is
stepping up, but what direction it will
take is still an open question. The rul-
ing class is obviously concerned. It is
strengthening its ideological control as
well as other, more direct means, to put
a damper on the developing resistance.

The left must face this challenge —
and not let the mass movements down.
We need to deepen our ties with the
masses. We need to be involved in the
major struggles against the right and
provide the best leadership we can.
We need to keep our sights clearly on
the enemy, and avoid the bickering
and divisiveness which have plagued
the left movement for too long. If we
are both modest and optimistic, we can
be successful. With that perspective, we
can look forward to the future with
confidence.

Tasks today

My last point is connected to this
issue. What should be our main em-
phasis in party building and combating



liquidation and disorganization today?
Is it recruitment or regroupment? I
believe we must make every effort to
regroup the activists from the 1970s.
We must keep every door open.

But I also believe that we cannot
look backward primarily. The main
forces for today’s party-building activ-
ities must be the new generation of ac-
tivists, the young people in the fac-
tories, schools and communities who
are newly awakening and full of energy
and desire to change the world.

This is as it should be. Every suc-
cessful revolution has been made
mainly by the youth. When they took
power in Cuba, the average age of the
central committee was 26. Fidel was the
old man at 35. The Chinese people’s
army was essentially millions of teen-
agers, led by a party in its 30s. Chu
Teh was the oldest general, at the age
of 50. Or think about this — when
Lenin wrote One Step Forward, Two
Steps Back, a classic in organizing the
Bolsheviks, he was only 24 years old.

Our struggle requires incredible
amounts of discipline, experience and
organization. For those of us who have
this experience, it is a duty to bring
it to the new generation. This is how
we will win. We may not see socialism,
but those after us certainly will. We will
fight from one generation to the next.

If we can bring some experience, it
is the youth who bring audacity. And
revolutions are not made without
audacity. We made many mistakes in
the past, but you should not worry
about making mistakes. You can always
correct your mistakes. What you have
to avoid at all costs is the biggest
mistake of all, to do nothing out of fear
of losing. Then you have surrendered
before the fight has begun.
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