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Preface

This is the second volume of my study of International Maoism. It deals basically with Maoism in the “developed” countries. However, in the case of the European nations it varies a bit from this pattern, including all those nations which during the Cold War period were not controlled by Communist parties. It thus deals with such nations as Greece, Cyprus, and Portugal, which are not exactly “developed” in the economic sense. Nevertheless, historically and politically they have more in common with other European countries than they do with those of the so-called Third World, particularly during the period in which International Maoism has existed.
One “technical” comment is in order. This concerns orthography. Generally, I have used the old-fashioned spelling of Chinese proper and place names, since during most of the period covered by this book the Chinese themselves used that spelling, and it appeared in most of the published sources we use. However, where sources we quote use the new transliteration into English, we faithfully reprint that.
I have used two principal sources of information in working on this study. One is the Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, which the Hoover Institution published over a period of more than two decades. The other consists of documents of the Sozialistische Einheitpartei Deutschland (SED), the Communist Party of the former German Democratic Republic, which were originally not for general distribution but became available after the fall of the Berlin Wall.
I owe debts of gratitude in connection with each of these sources. On the one hand, I must thank the Hoover Institution for permitting me to quote more or less extensively from its volumes. On the other, I am obliged to Dr. Norbert Matloch for making available to me the East German Communist publications, and to Professor Max Guyel of the Rutgers Psychology Department and to a graduate student in that department, Michael Diefenbach, for helping me decipher the German in which the SED documents are written.
Professor Justus van der Kroef of the University of Bridgeport has been kind enough to make available to me a valuable article he wrote on the Maoists of Australia. Similarly, Professor Eric S. Einhorn of the University of Massachusetts in Amherst provided important leads concerning Scandinavian Maoists, and Mads Bruun Pedersen, a Danish historian of the Marxist movements in Scandinavia, was kind enough to provide me his own observations and several important documents of the Danish Maoists.
As he has done with several of my recent books, Eldon Parker has done a magnificent job of converting the original manuscript into camera-ready copy, for which he has my thanks. Also, as has been the case on several earlier occasions, I am obliged to Dr. James Sabin of the Greenwood Publishing Group for his interest in having this volume see the light of day. And I must thank Nina Sheldon for copyediting and Nicole Cournoyer for otherwise seeing this volume through to publication.
Finally, as always, I owe much to my wife Joan for putting up with me while I worked away on this volume, often when, clearly, she might have preferred that I be doing other things.



Introduction

International Maoism had its origins in the split that developed in the 1950s, after the death of Stalin, between the Soviet and Chinese Communist parties (and regimes). The schism was perhaps as near to being inevitable as anything in human affairs.
Given the nature of Marxist-Leninist ideology, particularly as it developed after the Bolshevik Revolution of November 1917, there could be only one center from which the “correct” interpretation of that ideology came. So long as the Soviet Union remained the only country governed by a Marxist-Leninist (Communist) party, it remained the place of origin of such an interpretation, and so long as he lived, Joseph Stalin continued to be the person whose interpretation was definitive.
Even the emergence of Communist regimes in most of the East European states immediately after World War II did not significantly change the situation. None of the parties in those countries controlled a nation of sufficient importance to form the basis for a major split in the International Communist Movement. This was borne out by the fact that the one schism that did take place in those years, that is, that of the Yugoslav party, did not give rise to any significant challenge to Stalin’s leadership of International Communism.
However, the advent of the Chinese Communist Party to power in 1948—1949 drastically changed this situation. China was a nation containing one quarter of the human race, and although the country remained poor and underdeveloped, it had the economic and military potential to become one of the world’s major powers. Sooner or later, it was all but inevitable that differences of opinion between the Chinese and Soviet parties would give rise to a challenge on the part of the Chinese leadership to the priority of the Soviet party leadership within the world Communist movement.
So long as Stalin lived, no such split took shape. Over many years, he had been accepted by the leaders of all the Communist (Stalinist) parties as the source of Marxist-Leninist wisdom and policy. Furthermore, although there are indications that Stalin did not particularly want the Chinese Communists to come to power, he was wise enough to extend them considerable economic and other aid once they had won the Chinese civil war.
However, the situation fundamentally changed with Stalin’s death. Thereafter, the Chinese Communists did not feel that his successors spoke with the authority they had recognized in Stalin. They had good reason to believe that their own principal leader, Mao Tse-tung, was the senior and most authoritative leader in the world Communist community. He had led his party to victory in a struggle spreading over more than two decades, and he was a “theorist” of consequence, traditionally a requirement for a major leader in International Communism. In addition, he governed the world’s most populous country.
Therefore, as disagreements emerged between Mao and his associates on the one hand and Nikita Krushchev and other post-Stalin leaders of the Soviet party and government on the other, the Chinese felt under no compulsion to accept the ideas and interpretations of events of the Soviet leaders as being inevitably correct.
Disagreements arose over a number of issues. One of the first was Krushchev’s famous “secret” speech to the twentieth Congress of the Soviet party early in 1956, in which he excoriated Stalin. The Chinese leadership felt that that speech was a major mistake, and undermined the Communist movement throughout the world. Shortly afterwards, the Chinese were very critical of the Soviet leaders’ handling of the uprising in Hungary against the Communist regime there, and the near revolt against the one in Poland.
Then, early in 1958, the Chinese launched the so-called Great Leap Forward. This was a clear break with the Soviet model of Marxist-Leninist economy and society which they had until then followed. It sought to reorganize the economy on the basis of “communes,” which they pictured as a “higher” form of society than that prevalent in the USSR and other “socialist” states. Khrushchev was reported to have regarded the Great Leap Forward as both ridiculous and disastrous.
There also developed basic differences of opinion concerning relations between the Marxist-Leninist-controlled countries of the world and the West. The Chinese rejected the so-called peaceful coexistence policy expounded by Khrushchev and dismissed his emphasis on the dangers of a nuclear war, advocating instead confrontation with the United States and the rest of the West.
Until 1960, these disagreements took place behind closed doors, so to speak. But in July of that year the Soviet government suddenly announced that it was canceling its economic aid program to China and was withdrawing all of the several thousand technicians who had been helping the Chinese economic development programs.
Thereafter, the conflict between the Chinese and Soviet parties (and governments) became increasingly open. An attempt to find common ground at a meeting of more than eighty Communist parties from around the world, held in Moscow in 1960, utterly failed. The Central Committees of the Communist parties of the Soviet Union and China began exchanging bitter public letters with one another. In the beginning, the Soviet party engaged in violent attacks on the Albanian party, the only party in power that supported the Chinese, and the Chinese attacked with equal vehemence the Yugoslav party toward which Khrushchev had made overtures, seeking to patch up the split that Stalin had provoked several years earlier. However, each side soon began openly disputing the positions taken by the other.
Finally, in 1963 the Chinese party decided to take the controversy to the world Communist movement in general. They welcomed the support of the handful of parties that had aligned themselves with the Chinese in the dispute, and undertook to encourage splits in the parties whose allegiance still lay with the Communist Party of the Soviet Union.
The present volume deals with that Chinese effort to split the world Communist movement, insofar as the parties in the developed countries—United States and Canada, Europe, Japan, Australia and New Zealand—are concerned. Although the most substantial parties to side with China were in the developing world—in the countries contiguous to China, in Latin America, and in some parts of Western Asia—Maoism was by no means confined to them. As we shall see, one of the first Maoist parties to be established was in the United States. For reasons of its own, the traditional New Zealand party joined the Maoist ranks from the beginning (the only former member party of the Comintern to do so), and there were schismatic Maoist parties established in virtually all of the West European countries. The Japanese party wavered in its allegiance for some time, and a three-way division finally occurred there.
Chinese support for schismatic Maoist Communist parties continued as long as Mao Tse-tung was alive. However, Mao was not only the leader of the Chinese Party, but also controlled the
Chinese government, and over time his evolving policies in the latter role had an unsettling effect on the Maoist parties outside of China. This was particularly the case with his development in the early 1970s of a rapprochement with the United States.
For a short while after Mao’s death, the Chinese party, under the leadership of Hua Kuo-feng, continued the policy of encouraging International Maoism. However, Hua’s showdown with the so-called Gang of Four (Mme. Mao and three colleagues), which brought about their imprisonment, caused further problems for the Maoist parties outside of China. Some of them split between groups still loyal to the Chinese party leadership and those who supported the Gang of Four.
A further complication was presented by the Albanian party. It had remained loyal to Mao so long as he lived, but was unwilling to support his successors. Before long, it even began, in retrospect, to be highly critical of Mao Tse-tung himself, thus promoting even more dissidence within the ranks of the Maoist parties.
The Albanians began their attacks on Mao by taking issue with the so-called Three Worlds Theory, contained in a document issued by the Chinese leadership soon after Mao’s death and attributed to him. According to it, the world was divided into three segments: the “first world,” consisting of the two “super-powers,” that is, the United States and the Soviet Union; the “second world,” consisting of the Western European nations and Japan; and the “third world,” made up of the developing countries, the leader of which was China.
From their repudiation of the Three Worlds Theory, the Albanian leadership extended their attacks on Mao to the whole body of his theory and practice. Some hitherto Maoist parties in other countries aligned themselves with the Albanians.
There thus came to be three identifiable tendencies among the parties making up International Maoism: those still loyal to the new ruling Chinese group, those supporting the Albanians, and those proclaiming themselves the “true Maoists,” who continued to preach the doctrine of the Mao of the “Great Proletarian Cultural Revolution” and declared their support for the Gang of Four.
However, with the ascent of Teng Hsiao-ping to power after 1978, the leadership of the Chinese Communist Party lost virtually all interest in International Maoism. Teng and his colleagues turned their attention principally to the economic development of their country, took large strides towards establishing a market economy, and had little further interest in the International Communist Movement, Maoist or otherwise.
Although by the 1990s International Maoism had not ceased to exist, it had come to be confined to a small group of small organizations, principally in Asia and South America, the most notable of which was the so-called Sendero Luminoso Communist Party of Peru. Among the developed countries, many of the Maoist parties had disappeared and others were much weakened.
A few of the surviving parties of the more “orthodox” variety had for the first time established what amounted to a Maoist International, the Revolutionary Internationalist Movement (RIM). The formation of the RIM tended to highlight one of the peculiarities of International Maoism; until then, no attempt to form a Maoist version of the Communist International had ever been made by Mao himself or by the Chinese party at any time. All relations between the Chinese party and those elsewhere which were Maoist were on a party by party basis, rather than taking the form of establishment of an international organization.
In sum, it can be said that International Maoism constituted, so long as Mao lived, the most consequential schismatic movement within International Communism since it came into existence in 1919, with the establishment of the Communist International. Although International Trotskyism has had a much longer existence, dating from 1929, and still is in existence at the end of the twentieth century, it has never had as many parties associated with it, nor has it had parties of the importance of some of those that rallied to the banner of Mao Tse-tung. International Maoism was the only schismatic tendency in the history of the Communist movement to have had the support of a major country. Its fate rested largely on whether or not that power, China, continued to maintain that support.[1]



Part Ⅰ: United States and Canada




Maoism in the United States and Canada

Maoism appeared in both the United States and Canada in the early 1960s, in the former case even before the Chinese Communists overtly sought to recruit counterparts in other countries. In both cases, the earliest Maoist groups were breakaways from the pro-Soviet Communist parties. Subsequently, recruits to Maoism came in large part from elements of the New Left of the 1960s.
As was the case in many other countries, the followers of “Mao Tse-tung Thought” in the United States and Canada lacked unity among themselves. Various competing groups appeared in both countries!—in Canada, in large degree because they originated in different parts of the country, in the United States because they emerged from New Left groups of different racial and ethnic origins. There were few attempts to establish unity among the competing Maoist sects.
With the alterations of Chinese Communist Party and government policy beginning in the early 1970s, new sources of schism arose among the Maoist groups in the United States and Canada. The Progressive Labor Party abandoned Maoism as early as 1972 because of the rapprochement of the Mao regime with the United States. Subsequently, groups in both countries took differing positions on the changing policies and personnel in China following the death of Mao Tse-tung. Some supported the successors of Mao, others backed the Gang of Four. Finally, there were groups in both nations that ended up allying themselves with the Albanians.
In neither country did any Maoist party present a really formidable challenge to the pro-Soviet Communist Party, or for that matter, to the principal Trotskyist groups. They predominantly appealed to radicalized youths, particularly on college campuses. The efforts of a few of them to establish a base in the labor movement proved largely fruitless.
During the 1960s, the Progressive Labor Party of the United States may be said to have had the “Chinese franchise,” and by the late 1970s the Communist Party (Marxist-Leninist) enjoyed the same endorsement from the People’s Republic for a short while. It is not clear that any Canadian group established any close connection with the Chinese Party and government.



The Progressive Labor Party

The Progressive Labor Party was the first significant Maoist party in the United States. Unlike most of its successors, it originated in a split in the Communist Party of the United States (CPUSA), and it held the “Chinese franchise” throughout most of the 1960s and until it broke with Mao and the Chinese Party over the Nixon-Mao rapprochement of 1971—1972. It was, perhaps, the first national Maoist group to break with the Chinese.

Establishment Of The Progressive Labor Party

In 1961, two secondary leaders of the Communist Party in New York state, Milt Rosen and Mort Scheer, took the lead in organizing a “left wing” within it. Both men had sought membership in the CP National Committee in 1959, but had not been chosen.[2] Rosen was originally from Buffalo, but by 1961 was a state organizer, working out of New York City.[3]
By 1961, Rosen and Scheer were urging transfer of the Communist Party national headquarters from New York to Chicago, and were suggesting that it might be necessary for the party to go “underground,” in view of government attacks on it. In October of that year, Ben Davis was sent from New York City to Buffalo to try to get Scheer to change his position. This mission failed, and by the end of 1961 both Rosen and Scheer had been expelled from the Communist Party.[4]
In January 1962, Rosen, Scheer and a number of their supporters met and established what they called the Progressive Labor Movement (PLM). They announced that the PLM was being organized “in response to unemployment, racism and the threat of war.”[5]
The CPUSA “theoretical” journal Political Affairs published a statement about the expulsion of Rosen, Scheer and their colleagues. It said that “attention, however, must be called to the fact that a small number of these neo liquidators have now passed over into open disruption and renegacy. In Buffalo, six of these members, after suffering defeat have resigned from the party. … Connected with these deserters is another handful of disrupters in New York headed by Milt Rosen, who have also renounced the party.”[6]
The PLM held its first convention on July 1, 1962, with 50 delegates attending from 11 states. That meeting elected a National Coordinating Committee, with Rosen as chairman of the organization, and Scheer as vice chairman. It also decided to launch a newspaper, Challenge, a theoretical journal, Marxist-Leninist Quarterly, and a magazine, Progressive Labor.[7]
Most of those who emerged as leaders of the PLM and were to continue for some years to head the organization, came out of the Communist Party. These included Bill Epton, who soon joined Mort Scheer as Vice Chairman and was head of the Harlem branch; Fred Jerome, son of V. J. Jerome, long-time editor of the CPUSA periodical Political Affairs; Jake Rosen (no relation to Milt Rosen), who had led the American delegation to the 1957 Moscow World Youth Festival and had also visited Cuba and China; and Walter Linder, who after getting an M.A. in history, had gone to work in a factory, in accordance with the CPUSA’s “industrial concentration” drive in the 1950s. The only exception to previous CPU SA membership was Levi Laub, who led a delegation of young people to visit Cuba in 1963, in defiance of the State Department’s ban on travel there.[8]
In May 1964, the National Coordinating Committee of the PLM issued a nine-point Statement of Principles. This document proclaimed, among other things, that “America’s working people will be guaranteed security, democracy, equality and peace only when our country is run on an entirely different basis than it is now; only when a socialist system replaces the current imperialist capitalist one. … To win control of the government, so as to be able to build a socialist society, United States workers may be forced to defend themselves. … American workers need an organization that is centralized in form so as to be effective, and democratic in content so as to properly reflect the needs of the people. … A political party based on these principles should be formed as soon as possible.”[9]
From its inception, the PLM sided with China in the developing Sino-Soviet dispute. A long statement by the PLM National Coordinating Committee entitled “Washington’s ‘Grand Design’ for World Domination,” apparently adopted late in 1963 or early 1964, claimed that the United States “while probing for and taking advantage of every opportunity to infiltrate and subvert China, as has been done in the Soviet Union and the Eastern Democracies, has recognized that the Marxist ideology and practice in that socialist country, as opposed to Khrushchev’s capitulation and the spurious ‘relaxation’ it has brought about in U.S.—USSR relations, is a genuinely revolutionary ideology which inspires, informs, rallies and supports the revolutionary forces throughout the world.”[10]
According to Phillip Abbott Luce (an early recruit to the PLM leadership who soon left the group and drifted far to the Right), in the Spring of 1964 the PLM leadership decided that “Every member of Progressive Labor must belong to a club and attend its weekly meetings, he must be a part of a weekly study group, he must sell the newspaper two hours a week, he must engage in ‘grass roots work among the masses’ … he must buy all the Party literature, pay dues, and contribute to a sustaining fund as well.”[11]
Aside from such routine party work, members of the PLM carried out several more publicity-worthy projects. Two activities of the PLM that gained most public attention during the nearly two and a half years before it was converted into the Progressive Labor Party (PLP) were the organization of two tour groups to Cuba in defiance of U.S. government dictate, and participation in the Harlem riot of the summer of 1964.
According to Luce, “The operations for the Cuban trips were like a mixture of Mission Impossible and Jonathan Winters. The results included thirteen federal indictments, two House Unamerican Activities Committee hearings, a number of recruits for Progressive Labor, considerable propaganda for the Cubans and a black eye for the State Department.”[12]
The American government put as many difficulties in the way of the PLM organized visitors to Cuba as possible. As a consequence, instead of flying from Canada to Cuba, as originally planned, they went via Paris and Czechoslovakia. According to Luce, who was one of the leaders of the 1963 trip, the Americans were treated with great enthusiasm by the Cubans, and during the two months the 1963 group were there, they traveled all over the island and spoke with the widest variety of people, including top figures in the Castro government.[13]
Virtually all of those who had organized and led the 1963 and 1964 trips to Cuba were indicted. However, the courts threw out the indictments, and no one was ever tried.[14]
Of PLM’s participation in the bloody riots in Harlem in the summer of 1964, Phillip Luce wrote, “Of course Progressive Labor did not start the Harlem riots—either through its proclaimed revolutionary zeal or its alleged radicalization of Harlem residents. PL did, however, seize upon an incident involving police and a young Harlem black, and used this incident to spur hard-core radical elements to action.”[15]
The apocalyptic view the PLM had of these riots, in which Bill Epton, the head of the PLM Harlem branch, took a leading part, was shown in an editorial in Challenge, the party newspaper. It said that “the rebellion, … will not end soon—in fact, indications are that it is spreading throughout the City. The vision of half a million—or a million—angry black men and women, supported by allies in the Puerto Rican and other working class communities, standing up to their oppressors, is haunting the ruling class.”[16]
Bill Epton was subsequently indicted and convicted of “criminal anarchy,” and spent some time in prison.[17]
The Progressive Labor Movement was formally converted into the Progressive Labor Party at a convention on April 15—18, 1965. There were reported to be delegates present from 12 states and the District of Columbia, representing 1,500 members. A National Committee of twenty was chosen, and Milton Rosen was named president of the party, with Mort Scheer and Bill Epton as vice presidents.[18]
The constitution of the new party proclaimed, “We resolve to build a revolutionary movement with the participation and support of millions of working men and women as well as those students, artists and intellectuals who will join with the working class to end the profit system. … With such a movement we will build a socialist U.S.A., with all power in the hands of the working people and their allies.”[19]

The PLP and Elections

The Progressive Labor Party engaged in a variety of activities. In spite of its fiery rhetoric and sometimes extremist behavior, during its first few years it participated sporadically in elections. As early as 1963, the PLM ran Bill Epton as a candidate for New York City Council.[20] Then, in 1965, he was the PLP candidate for New York State Senate, and after a very poor showing claimed that his name had been left off of many ballots.[21]
In 1966, although saying “we know that, in the long, run electoral campaigns and elections are not going to resolve the problems of our people,” the PLP nonetheless endorsed candidates for U.S. Congress in one district each in Queens, Brooklyn and Manhattan in New York City, as well as three such nominees in New Jersey “who have manifested themselves totally opposed to the war in Vietnam.” They also had their own candidate, Wendy Nakashima, as nominee for the New York State Assembly.[22]
In 1968, the PLP people worked inside the Peace and Freedom Party of California, saying, “Only independent political action will make PFP a viable movement and Party.” They participated in what they called “the working class caucus” in that party.[23] The Peace and Freedom Party was a legally recognized rival of the Democrats and Republicans in California, in which a diversity of far-left groups operated.
In 1969, the PLP supported one “independent” candidate for the New York City Council, Barbara Lawrence.[24]
However, by 1971, the PLP was opposed to electoral participation, particularly in the forthcoming 1972 general election. They raised the slogan “Evil, Yes! Lesser, No! Don’t Vote. … Organize!”[25]

The PLP and Students for a Democratic Society

Particularly in its early years, the PLP was most heavily involved in the student movement, most particularly with the Students for a Democratic Society (SDS). The SDS was the successor of the Student League for Industrial Democracy, an organization generally associated with the Socialist Party, and particularly with Norman Thomas. However, in the 1960s, it had largely severed these connections and by the middle of the decade had become by far the largest student radical organization, expressing a somewhat vague belief in “participatory democracy.”
In its PLM phase, the PLP had organized its own student movement, the May Second Movement. This originated as a committee to plan an anti-Vietnam War meeting in New York on May 2, 1964. Although the committee at first had some representatives of the Trotskyites and independent radicals, it was soon taken over by the PLM people and after the May 2, 1964 meeting was converted into a permanent organization. Of the 13 members of its National Coordinating Committee, 11 belonged to Progressive Labor.[26] The group came to be known as M2M, an obvious copying of Castro’s July 26 Movement, frequently referred to as 2J6. According to Harvey Klehr, M2M was the first student group to oppose the military draft.[27]
However, it was the SDS, not M2M, which was growing most rapidly in the raid- 1960s. As a consequence, as the PLPers wrote in a sketch of their party’s history, “In the winter of 1965—1966, we won the majority of the M2M members to dissolving that organization and joining SDS. We realized that most of the students who were joining SDS to actively oppose the war did not have an anti-imperialist outlook, and to learn from them at the same time, we had to be where they were—in SDS.”[28]
Within the SDS, the PLPers were distinctive for at least two reasons. One of these was their opposition to the so-called “youth culture” advocated by many of the leaders and rank and filers of SDS—that is, drug use, sexual promiscuity, and other forms of “personal liberation.” The other was their advocacy of a “worker-student alliance.”
In personal behavior, the PLPers became virtually puritanical. Phillip Luce wrote about this. “The leaders became so paranoid over the issue of their ‘public image’ that they told members to shave their mustaches, wear coats and ties, forget the cowboy boots, be careful whom they were seen with, stay away from people who take dope, date only certain girls, attend classes regularly, and watch their language in public.”[29]
The PLP effort to orient SDS toward the working class centered at first on a Student Labor Action Project (SLAP). According to the PLP newspaper Challenge, at the time, “SLAP argued that SDS must organize masses of students who can be reached because Imperialism screws them. They must be won to clear, anti-imperialist politics and a pro-working class outlook. We must try to ally students with working people in the struggle. Fights around ‘purely’ student demands must be made pro—not anti-working class. Student and worker demands should be linked (e.g., oppose flunkout; demand more working class—especially Black—admissions; oppose expansion by eviction in working class communities, all in the same fight.)”[30]
The denouement of PLP penetration of SDS was sketched by Harvey Klehr. He wrote that “Its ‘old-left’ style contrasted sharply with the cultural radicalism of many in SDS, but its Leninist discipline and coherent doctrine enabled it to recruit numerous students. … At SDS’s tumultuous 1969 convention, when it appeared that PLP might win control of the organization, a split took place, leading to its splintering into the Weathermen, the Revolutionary Youth Movement and the PLP-controlled SDS.”[31]
For several years after the 1969 SDS convention, the PLP kept alive what it called the SDS. Typical of the line of reasoning of the PLP-controlled SDS was an article entitled “Crush the Bosses’ Colleges,” which appeared in Challenge in September 1970. It said, “More and more students are beginning to realize that the colleges and their administrators aren’t any good to anyone but the big bosses and politicians who run this country and are responsible for the war and racism which most students hate. And many students have learned that the problem isn’t faulty individuals, but the system of capitalism.”
The article concluded that “The essence of the college is to serve the capitalists who own and control them. As long as the bosses control the colleges with their cops, court injunctions, and guns, workers and students cannot gain control of the schools. And just like all other capitalist institutions, the bourgeois colleges must be smashed by a revolution.”[32]

The PLP and Organized Labor

From its inception, the Progressive Labor Party had yearned to gain a foothold in organized labor. One of its earliest frustrated efforts to do so took place in 1963, when it sent a delegation to Hazard, Kentucky, for long a center of conflict between the miners’ union and the mine owners. The delegation brought with it arms and a printing press, and proceeded to set up a “revolutionary newspaper” in Hazard. However, the local miners soon sent them on their way.[33]
Then, as an official document of the PLP itself said many years later, “From ‘65 and the establishment of PLP to around ‘68 we attempted to move members to work and into the unions, mostly to try to establish a base within the working class at the point of production and secondarily to get some stability. Since most of our members were students or ex-students, these were the people who ‘entered’ the working class to carry out the line. … We were going to try to build a rank-and-file movement, caucuses, a Left-Center Coalition, learn trade union and strike tactics and organize struggle so ‘Marxist-Leninist’ conclusions could come out of the struggle.”
However, as this party document noted, “As we began to see that putting students in the ‘front lines’ wouldn’t work and that they either left the Party or they buried themselves at work (and left the Party behind), we pulled many of them out of the industrial working class and put them in situations more related to their backgrounds, some still in unions, others in situations where they could more naturally win their peers to a pro-working class stance. This period, from ’69 to ’71 was characterized by the more mass putting forward of the Party, especially through the mass sale of C-D. Members were encouraged to sell the paper in front of their plants, to tell workers about the Party at the beginning. Sales of the monthly C-D reached 100,000 in the summer of 1970.”[34] (C-D is Challenge-Desafio, the PLP bilingual newspaper.)

The PLP and the Vietnam War

The PLP was one of the first groups to organize protests against U.S. participation in the Vietnam War. However, as the massive war protests grew in the late 1960s, the Progressive Labor Party played little role in them.
Milorad Popov noted in 1971 that “Having failed to gain any significant influence in the movement of opposition to U.S. policy in Southeast Asia, whose demonstrations resulted in a certain degree of collaboration between extreme-left groups of differing orientation, the PLP continued, as in previous years, to portray most participants in ‘anti-war’ activity as direct or indirect ‘collaborators’. The party’s own policy over issues such as the U.S. military intervention in Cambodia was to focus its attention on what it perceived as the underlying working class problems arising from such an action. Thus in the demonstrations in Washington that were organized in response to the Cambodian events, its participation was limited to a rally in front of the Labor Department building, where PLP speakers demanded that no campus workers be laid off during the strikes which were in progress on a number of college campuses.”[35]
On at least one occasion, members of the PLP and its SDS group sought to gain entrance by force at a meeting of the Student Mobilization Committee to End the War in Vietnam. They were turned back by a “defense” guard hastily mobilized for the meeting. The PLP and SDS had each been given credentials for one such delegate, but claimed the right to bring as many people as they wished.[36]
Certainly one reason for the PLP’s failure to influence the anti-war movement after 1968 was their vehement attacks on the North Vietnamese agreement to enter into formal negotiations about ending the war. Typical of the PLP position was an article entitled “Viet Deal: Setback for Revolutionaries,” published in Challenge in November 1968, which stated, “By abandoning their correct position of U.S. Get Out of Vietnam War, the North Vietnamese are simply reduced to haggling over the terms of their surrender.”

Schisms within the PLP

There was a certain degree of dissidence and factionalism in the PLP during the years that it was a Maoist organization. At various times, leaders were expelled and vilified. The first important defection took place in 1965, even before the conversion of the PLM into the PLP. Others occurred in 1969 and 1970.
The first major figure in the Progressive Labor leadership to defect was Phillip Abbott Luce. He had helped organize and participated in the parry’s 1963 trip to Cuba, and upon joining the party had quickly become editor of Progressive Labor. When called before the House Unamerican Activities Committee, he defied them, and was subsequently indicted for his role in the Cuban trips. However, early in 1965 he decided to resign from the PLM.
When the PLM announced the “expulsion” of Luce, it blamed his defection on fears of imprisonment. It wrote that “Luce first tried to escape from his fears of imprisonment by smoking marijuana. When this didn’t work, he turned to heroin. This led him to steal money and eventually bare (sic) false witness against his former friends in order to support his habit.”[37]
More serious were the expulsions of 1969—1970. In November 1969, the PLP decided to “reorganize” its leadership. As a consequence, Jared Israel, PLP Boston organizer; Jake Rosen, New York City Organizer; and William Epton, Vice Chairman of the PLP and head of its Harlem branch, were removed from the eight-member National Committee. They were subsequently expelled from the party. Later, Juan and Helena Farinas, editors of Desafio, were expelled also, and Charles Rosen was forced to resign. So was Steve Martinot, one of the leading figures in the Party since its inception. The Farinas’ successor as editor of Desafio, Jay Agostini, submitted his resignation from that post in mid-1970 and was promptly expelled from the Party.
There is no evidence available concerning the points of disagreement that most of these people had with the rest of the PLP leadership. However, it is known that Epton had serious criticisms of the Party’s position on Black Nationalism.[38]

PLP Support for China

Until 1971, the Progressive Labor Party strongly supported the Chinese in their quarrel with the CPSU and the Soviet regime. A typical expression of this support appeared in “Road to Revolution—II,” a document adopted by the National Committee of the PLP in December 1966. The burden of this 26-page document was an attack on “revisionism” within International Communism. Most sections attacked the Soviet Union, including one subtitled, “The Soviet Revisionists Have Already Restored Capitalism in the Soviet Union,” and another entitled “Soviet ‘Aid’ Is a Trojan Horse Used by Imperialism.”
Another part of the National Committee’s document proclaimed that “Success for China’s Cultural Revolution Is a Defeat for Imperialism.” It said that “The Chinese communists are making a thorough-going effort to transform the thinking and develop the ideology of hundreds of millions of people. Under the leadership of the Communist Party of China, led by Mao Tse-tung, the Chinese people are demonstrating that people determine the course of history.”[39]
The document also claimed that “the current struggle against modern revisionism led by the Communist Party of China, has raised Marxist thought to new heights. The thought of Mao Tse-tung is proving invaluable to revolutionaries all over the world. In this debate revisionism is being challenged to a degree that it was never challenged before. A far more fundamental approach is being taken by millions, not just a few. And backing up this titanic struggle is the powerful Chinese Communist Party which gives the revolutionary government a courageous example.”[40]
On various occasions the PLP sent messages of support to the Chinese leadership. Thus, at the time of border conflicts between Chinese and Soviet troops in 1969, the PLP wrote a letter to Mao Tse-tung and Lin Pao [sic] that began, The Progressive Labor Party (PLP) vigorously condemns Soviet aggression against China. U.S.-Soviet collusion is trying to encircle and smash Socialist China.”[41]
A year and a half later, on the occasion of the twenty-first anniversary of the establishment of the People’s Republic of China, the PLP again wrote Mao and Lin Piao (this time spelled correctly). It noted that “The great Bolshevik Revolution of 1917 and the Chinese people’s revolution are the two historic milestones in the struggle to smash imperialist exploitation and oppression and to establish a new world of socialism. Marxist-Leninists throughout the world and in the U.S. study the thoughts of the great leaders of these revolutions, V. I. Lenin and Mao Tse-tung, to grasp their revolutionary essence in order to guide and develop further the world revolution.”[42]

The PLP Break with the Chinese

In spite of their eulogies for “Mao Tse-tung Thought,” the Progressive Labor Party broke with the source of that “thought” over President Richard Nixon’s trip to China early in 1972 and the rapprochement between the Chinese regime and the United States that it reflected. The PLP’s denunciations of the Chinese leaders become as strident as those they were accustomed to direct toward the leaders of the Soviet party and state.
Topical of the PLP’s repudiation of Mao and the Chinese leadership was an article entitled “Progressive Labor Party says: Nixon-Mao Plot Hurts U.S. & Chinese Workers,” which appeared in March 1972. It said that “A few short years ago, Mao, Chou & Co. were correctly saying that Nixon was ‘worse than Hitler,’ while U.S. bosses called Mao a ‘tyrant.’ Now they are falling into each other’s arms.”
The article continued, “The Chinese opportunists have given Nixon a grandiose welcome as a gauge of the ‘good faith’ they now intend to show toward U.S. imperialism. … They would justify their present actions in this way: ‘The U.S. and Soviet imperialists are our biggest enemies, along with Japan. The Soviets are the worst, because they have an enormous border with us, and because their economic and political power is growing rapidly. U.S. imperialism is weakening internationally in relation to its chief competitors, especially Japan. We have a good opportunity to split the enemy camp by allying with our secondary enemy, the U.S., against our main enemies, the Soviets and Japanese.’”
But PLP didn’t accept this reasoning. It wrote that “In terms of ‘pure’ logic, this argument has a lot going for it—but in class terms, it makes sense only from the point of view of power politics and nationalism—in other words, from a boss’s point of view. Historically, this type of maneuvering has never brought anything but defeat to the working class.”
The PLP drew a parallel between the Mao-Nixon rapprochement and Chinese Communist policy during World War II. The article said that “In China during the 1940s, the same policy the Chinese Communist Party is now applying to U.S. imperialism was applied by Mao to the nationalist bosses led by Chiang Kai-shek. The reasoning; since Japanese imperialists were the ‘main enemy,’ Chiang could be an ally against them. This policy was called New Democracy. It led to deals with ‘patriotic’ landlords, businessmen and bankers and to the creation of a new ‘red’ ruling class that called itself ‘socialist’ but that led the Chinese workers and peasants right back to the mire of capitalist oppression soon after the revolution. Millions in China fought to get rid of this ‘red’ ruling class during the Great Proletarian Cultural Revolution.”
The article continued, “China’s ‘red’ bosses are still in power and are making a deal with U.S. bosses. This is a defeat for workers, oppressed people and revolutionaries around the world. Nothing can come from such a deal except more profits for the bosses and more exploitation for the people. … Workers in the U.S., China and everywhere need revolution. No deal between bosses, no betrayal, no temporary defeat can stop the international working class from fighting for and winning socialism.”[43]
Clearly, from 1972 on, the Progressive Labor Party can no longer be counted as part of International Maoism. After that date, they no longer constitute a part of that schism in the world Communist movement.




U.S. Maoists Originating in the New Left of the 1960s

After the repudiation of Maoism by the Progressive Labor Party, Maoism in the United States was represented by a group of parties which had their origin principally in the New Left of the 1960s. They emerged from the splintering of the Students for a Democratic Society (SDS), as well as from the Black Nationalists, the anti-Vietnam War movement, and other groups that had constituted the New Left. However, these self-proclaimed Maoists fought extensively among themselves and tended to take different sides as Chinese policies evolved and changed during the 1970s.

Origins of the Revolutionary Communist Party

The most important and long-lasting of the Maoist groups that emerged from the New Left was the Revolutionary Communist Party (RCP), formally established in 1975. Its origins were principally in the SDS, although it also drew some of its membership and leadership from the ethnically and racially oriented groups that appeared during the late 1960s and early 1970s.
The predecessor of the RCP was the Revolutionary Union (RU). Bill Kingel and Joanne Psihountas have described the origins of the RU. They wrote that “Many from the Black Panther Party to the League of Revolutionary Black Workers in Detroit to many in the Students for a Democratic Society (SDS) were influenced by and in varying degrees based themselves on Marxism-Leninism, Mao Tse-tung Thought. Some were forming local revolutionary groupings and trying to establish ties with the workers’ struggles. It was in this situation that the Revolutionary Union was formed in the San Francisco Bay Area in 1968.” This group was “Made up principally of young activists from the period’s mass struggles, plus a few older comrades who had left the revisionist C.P. ”[44] By 1970, according to these same authors, “The organization had begun to sink roots in the working class, was no longer confined to the Bay Area, and had some significant influence within the revolutionary movement as a whole.”[45]
Within the SDS, the RU people had opposed the domination of that organization by the Progressive Labor Party (PLP). When the SDS split into three separate factions, that is, the PLP-dominated group, which continued for some time to use the SDS name, the Revolutionary Youth Movement II (RYM II), and the so-called Weathermen (which soon turned to individual violence and terrorism), the Revolutionary Union group stood apart from all of these.[46]

Factional Fights within the Revolutionary Union

During its seven years of existence, the Revolutionary Union experienced several severe factional fights. The earliest of these took place in 1969 and pitted a group led by Marv Treiger against the majority of the group. Treiger labelled the RU ‘economist’ because it took part in the day-to-day struggles of the workers, and attacked it as ‘national chauvinist’ because it did not base the strategy for Black liberation on the struggle of the Afro-American nation for self-determination (the right to secession) in the Black Belt area of the South.” It also condemned the RU leadership for refusing to condemn the Weathermen as “enemies of the people.”[47]
More serious was the struggle in 1970—1971 between a faction led by Bruce Franklin, a young Stanford University professor, and the majority leadership captained by Bob Avakian. Franklin’s opponents summed up his position thus: “that the Black communities (and those of other oppressed nationalities) were … potential revolutionary base areas which were under police occupation and fascism and were engaged in the initial stage of a protracted armed revolutionary war. The task of communists was to raise the level of this war of attrition against the imperialist enemy and to spread it. For opposing this, the RU was labelled, ‘revisionist, national chauvinist and social pacifist.’”[48]
The Avakian group “pointed out that not only would such a line lead away from the real pressing tasks of communists, but that it would lead to the destruction of the RU. … The line that the oppressed Black nation would lead the revolution was fought, pointing out that the main and leading force would be the industrial proletariat. Black workers are part of the single U.S. proletariat, while the national struggles were a key apart of the United front.”[49]
The last factional struggle within the Revolutionary Union took place in 1974. The RU had in May of that year officially proclaimed its intention to form a political party, a move that one group among the leadership, led by D. H. Wright, felt was premature. However, a sharp ideological difference lay behind Wright’s claim. His opponents later claimed that “The line of struggle initially took shape over the question of revolutionary nationalism and the slogan ‘Black Workers Take the Lead’ in the mass movement and over whether Black and other Third World’ communists had a special leading place within the RU and in the Party that was yet to be formed. At the heart of the struggle were very important questions: The character of the national struggle in the U.S., whether there was a single multinational proletariat in the U.S. with a single common world outlook expressing its interest. Whether the multi-national proletariat could (and would through the leadership of its vanguard) lead the fight against all oppression, including the struggle against national oppression, and how the ideology of nationalism is not the same as proletarian ideology, but a form of bourgeois ideology.”[50]
In the meanwhile, the RU had joined in 1972 in forming a Liaison Committee with the Black Workers Congress, the Puerto Rican Revolutionary Workers Organization, better known as the Young Lords, and Iwor-Kun, an organization of Asian Americans. The avowed aim of this committee was to launch a new revolutionary party.
However, disagreements developed between the majority of the RU and the other groups in the Liaison Committee. These somewhat paralleled the differences within the RU itself, between the Wright group and the majority led by Bob Avakian. The Black Workers Union, for instance, argued that each ethnic group within the new party should concentrate on working particularly among people of its own ethnic background. As a consequence of these disagreements, the Liaison Committee finally disbanded.

Formation of the Revolutionary Communist Party

The majority of the Revolutionary Union, together with some elements from the other groups that had originally formed the Liaison Committee, went ahead with the idea of formally establishing a party. In June 1974, the RU put forward the bases on which it thought the new party would be established.
The first basic principle proposed by the RU was that “the Party be based on Marxism-Leninism, Mao Tse-tung Thought.”
The second was that “The central task of the Party once it is formed is to build the revolutionary workers movement and the proletariat’s leadership in the united front.”
Insofar as the question of the role of the Blacks in the revolution was concerned, the RU proposed that “The genuine communist Party recognizes that the oppressor nation must not impose a forcible solution to the question of separation … the multinational proletariat and the minority peoples’ struggle against national oppression and for liberation.”[51]
Finally, the RU suggested that “the Party operate on the basis of democratic centralism.”[52]
In preparation for founding the new party, the RU “set about the task of contacting and struggling with various forces in Marxist-Leninist collectives and groups and advanced forces in mass organizations moving toward Marxism-Leninism", although without a great deal of success. As Kingel and Psihountas put it, The RU even made some attempts to meet and struggle with the October League in hopes that there was a chance that their revisionist lines had not been consolidated yet into a thoroughly revisionist world outlook.”[53]
The one group that did join the Revolutionary Union in organizing the Revolutionary Communist Party was one headed by Mickey Jarvis, consisting largely of ex-SDS members, and with its strength largely on the East Coast.[54]
The RCP was finally founded “in the latter part of 1975.” The founding congress “forged one Party with one line. This was concentrated in its Main Political Report and especially the Party Programme and Constitution.”[55]
Bob Avakian, who was elected Chairman of the Central Committee of the new RCP, said in his closing speech to the convention, that “It was in the course of struggle that, in order to discover the cause of the evils they were fighting against and the means to end them, and in order to deepen, broaden and advance this fight, these forces took up the revolutionary science of the working class, Marxism-Leninism, Mao Tse-tung Thought.”[56] He likewise said that “the formation of the Revolutionary Communist Party marks the second time the Party of the working class has been formed in this country (the CP was founded in 1919). And this will be the last time! The Revolutionary Communist Party must not and will not go revisionist.”[57]

Break of the RCP with Post-Mao Chinese Regime

After Mao Tse-tung’s death and the purge of the Gang of Four by Hua Kuo-feng in October 1976, the Revolutionary Communist Party broke with the post-Mao Chinese leaders. Until Mao’s death, there was no evidence of a break of the RCP with the Chinese regime. On the occasion of the death of Chou En-lai, earlier in 1976, the RCP had said that “In this moment of solemn reflection, we strengthen our resolve to unite the universal practice of Marxism-Leninism, Mao Tse-tung Thought with the concrete practice of United States revolution in solidarity with the revolutionary struggle of the peoples of the world.”[58]
However, after Mao’s death, the RCP argued that under his successors, “the historical mission, the final aim, of the working class—to wipe out all class distinctions and all oppression and establish communism—was smashed as the principle and replaced by ‘something practical’: the so-called modernization of China by the year 2000.” The RCP professed to see “the disappearance of all the ‘idealistic talk’ about the masses of Chinese people, increasingly armed with Marxism-Leninism, as the real heroes and makers of history, waging class struggle, revolutionizing society and on that basis developing socialist production, shattering convention, achieving the impossible … the masses basically disappear from the pages of the Peking Review, except as pawns and slaves to produce, produce, produce until China has caught up to the level of the advanced capitalist countries— all according to the master plans of some revisionist ‘geniuses.’”[59] The repudiation of Mao’s successors brought a major internal crisis and split in the Revolutionary Communist Party. A faction led by Mickey Jarvis supported the ouster of the Gang of Four and opposed the RCP’s taking a position condemning that development. Jarvis’s opponents also accused him and his group of assuming a “reformist” position on issues in the United States.[60]
The issues in this schism were debated in two plenary sessions of the Central Committee of the RCP at the end of 1976 and in mid-1977. The split in the party actually took place in January 1978. Jarvis and his group established what they called The Revolutionary Workers Headquarters.[61] Harvey Klehr estimated that about one third of the RCP membership left with this split.[62]
After the split with the Chinese and the schism in the RCP itself, the party adopted in 1980 a revised Program and Constitution. A pamphlet printing these new documents noted that “the Central Committee approved the final version,”[63] apparently without its being submitted to a national convention of the party.
The RCP continued its strong opposition to the post-Mao Chinese leadership. This was demonstrated upon the occasion of the visit of Teng Hsiao-ping to the United States in 1978. Of this, Harvey Klehr has written that “It mounted loud and violent demonstrations against him“. On January 29, 78 RCP’ers were arrested at an unruly rally while Deng was at the White House.
More than a dozen were convicted of various felony charges, including Bob Avakian who labelled Deng “a puking dog who deserves worse than death … Even though the charges against him were eventually dropped Avakian … remained in France, leading the Party from there.”[64]
Following the split of the party in 1978, the RCP developed what might be labelled a “cult of personality” around Bob Avakian. He was frequently referred to as “Chairman Bob Avakian, “ apparently copying the Chinese custom with regard to Mao Tse-tung. Avakian’s picture appeared frequently in the party’s publications—as in the pamphlet containing the party’s new Program and Constitution, to which we have referred. When asked about this, other figures in the party defended this attitude towards Avakian on the basis that “he had always been right,” as in consistently insisting on the proletariat as the leading force in the revolution, and in taking the lead in supporting the Gang of Four against Mao’s successors.[65]
The Revolutionary Communist Party remained largely an organization of students, professionals and other “petty bourgeois” elements. However, it had some very modest success in working in the organized labor movement. In 1977 it organized a National United Workers Organization, and claimed to have “collectives” in steel, auto and garment unions. In late 1977, activities of its members in the West Virginia coal fields, where there was a rash of wildcat strikes, were the subject of a two-column article in the New York Times.[66] However, there is little indication that the RCP was ever able to develop a notable influence within the labor movement.

The RCP and the Revolutionary Internationalist Movement

Perhaps the most significant activity of the Revolutionary Communist Party of the United States was its effort to bring into existence a Maoist Communist International. As we have already noted, Mao Tse-tung and the Chinese party had made no such attempt, remaining satisfied with conducting individual party-to-party relations with those parties in other countries that accepted Mao’s doctrines and leadership.
One can only speculate on the reasons for Mao’s failure to unite his followers around the world into a new international organization. Perhaps one of them was the fact that there were in a number of countries several competing groups claiming loyalty to Maoism, and that the interests of Mao and the Chinese party could be better served if they did not have to make hard and fast decisions concerning the orthodoxy of each of these, as would presumably have been required if the attempt were made to bring all of them into a single international organization. Perhaps it was also more convenient to have Mao and the Chinese party remain the only source of orthodox Maoism, rather than transferring all or part of that function to an international body in which, to a greater or less degree, leaders of other parties would share that function.
In any case, with the splintering of International Maoism after the death of its source, the Revolutionary Communist Party of the United States sought to undertake the unification of those parties and groups that remained loyal to the “orthodox Maoism” of the Great Cultural Revolution and the Gang of Four. The RCP first joined with its namesake in Chile in issuing a call for an international conference of such parties, which apparently took place in 1981. The second meeting, three years later, resulted in the formation of the Revolutionary Internationalist Movement (RIM).[67]
Membership in the RIM varied from one year to another, depending on the disappearance of some of its original members, and addition of new ones. Most member groups were located in developing countries.
It is to be presumed that the RCP of the United States continued to play a major role in the RIM, even though its official headquarters were in London. However, the secretiveness of the organization, which never published a full list of members of its executive committee, makes it difficult for an outsider to know exactly what part the RCP, or any other member group, played in the organization.

The Communist Party (Marxist-Leninist)

Another Maoist group to emerge from the New Left of the 1960s was the Communist Party (Marxist-Leninist). It had its origins in the Revolutionary Youth Movement II faction of the SDS, and was led by Michael Klonsky. He and his followers formed the October League (OL), and following the Chinese lead, adopted several positions that were different from those of most of the far Left groups in the United States. They opposed the movement for homosexual liberation.[68] Also, in late 1974 and 1975 they came out in support of the Shah’s regime in Iran. In defending this position, the OL said that their critics were wrong on two counts: First, they “did not see the importance of the attempts by the Shah to exercise independence from the U.S. imperialism. The second is to underestimate the danger of Soviet social imperialism. Both are examples of substituting subjective ideals for objective reality.”[69]
The Oh had some influence in established civil rights groups, particularly in the South. These included the Southern Christian Leadership Council led by Hosea Williams, and the Southern Conference Educational Fund, which had been largely under control of the pro-Moscow Communist Party of the United States.[70]
The October League established a youth group, the Communist Youth Organization. Near the end of 1975 it organized a “National Fight Back Conference” in Chicago which it claimed was attended by 1,000 people and which had the slogan, “unite against the two superpowers.” Present at the meeting were representatives of the Congress of African People, the August 29th Movement (largely made up of Chicanos) and the Marxist-Leninist Organizing Committee of San Francisco.[71]
In June 1977, the October League was converted into the Communist Party (Marxist-Leninist) (CPM-L). Michael Klonsky was chairman of the new party and Eileen Klehr was its vice chairman. The CPM-L, having endorsed the purge of the Gang of Four, received the “Chinese franchise” in the United States. In July 1977, Klonsky and Klehr visited Peking and were officially received by Hua Kuo-feng. According to Harvey Klehr, these two were “prominently displayed by the Chinese.”[72] In June 1978, another leader of the party, Harry Haywood, a one-time leader of the CPUSA, “met with Chinese leaders.” In 1978, too, the editor of the CPM-L paper The Call visited Cambodia, and upon his return, had an article on the Op Ed page of the New York Times denying that the Pol Pot regime had been involved in any kind of genocide.[73]
The CPM-L’s complete endorsement of the post-Mao leadership in China was evident at the time of the Chinese Party’s Eleventh Congress in August 1977. At that time, the CPM-L periodical The Call carried a front page article, “Victory and Unity at Eleventh Congress, China’s New Leap Forward.” It said that “the eleventh party congress is clearly a major development in the Chinese revolution and its decisions will be warmly supported by people all over the world. The utter repudiation of the ‘gang of four’ and the defeat of their efforts to make a counter-revolution in China are victories which belong to the revolutionary movement internally, because the cause of socialism has been advanced and the danger of capitalist restoration has been checked.”[74]
The CPM-L strongly attacked the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan. The January 7, 1980 issue of its party paper commented that “the strategic Russian plan for global domination … was brought closer to fruition when Soviet troops marched into Kabul.” The CPM-L even attacked “The continuing compromise and vacillation of the U.S. imperialists in response to Soviet expansionism,” which was “evident in what Carter could have, but did not do, following the invasion.” It called for the Carter administration to “give direct aid to the Afghan rebels,” end its “ban on sales of sophisticated arms to China for that nation’s self-defense,” and impose a “total embargo of all strategic materials trade with the USSR.”[75]
The CPM-L also used the “Mariel” mass exodus from Cuba early in 1980 to attack the Soviet Union and its allies. It “viewed the mass departures from Cuba as further confirmation of the counter-revolutionary nature of the Soviet Union. By ‘mortgaging the Cuban revolution to Moscow,’ it charges, Castro was guilty of a ‘monumental betrayal’ Cubans were leaving their country, explained the party’s weekly, The Call … because the revolution had been betrayed.”[76]
After severe internal struggles, the CPM-L disappeared by the mid-1980s.[77]

Other Maoist Groups

There were several other groups, particularly originating with ethnically or racially based segments of the New Left that appeared in the 1970s which proclaimed themselves Maoists. Some of these supported the post-Mao regime in China and others proclaimed their adhesion to the Gang of Four. None of these received any kind of official recognition from the Chinese party or regime.
Among those which supported the post-Mao Chinese leadership was the Revolutionary Communist League (Marxist-Leninist-Mao Tse-tung Thought). It was led by Amiri Baraka (the former Leroy Jones) and came out of the African Liberation Support Committee, organized in 1972 as a student group to support the liberation struggles in Africa.[78] From this there emerged under Baraka’s leadership the Congress of African People, which put particular stress on Black cultural nationalism. However, in February 1976 this group was converted into the Revolutionary Communist League (M-L-M).[79]
The conversion of the Baraka group to Maoism was quite sudden. One leader of the Revolutionary Communist Party recalled attending a meeting at which the Baraka people spoke out strongly against the Maoist allegiance of the RCP; but when the meeting was resumed a week later, the Baraka representative suddenly proclaimed allegiance to Marxism-Leninism-Mao Tse-tung Thought and asked the RCP representative for advice on what to read on the subject of Maoism.[80]
The Revolutionary Communist League (M-L-M) proclaimed that Mao Tse-tung Thought was “the acme of Marxism-Leninism in the present era,” to be used in “struggles in all countries against imperialism, Soviet Social Imperialism, Modern Revisionism and all reaction.”[81]
It also said that “we recognize the 3 strategic tasks which must be accomplished if we are to make proletarian revolution in the U.S.A.: 1) Building a Vanguard Marxist-Leninist Party; 2) Building the United Front; 3) Armed Struggle.”[82]
Early in 1980, the Revolutionary Communist League (M-L-M) merged into the League of Revolutionary Struggle (M-L) or LRS (M-L). That group had been set up in September 1978 by a merger of the August Twenty-ninth Movement, of Chicano origin, and the I Wor Kuen, an “Asian national movement.” The LRS (M-L) had proclaimed that the central task of the League is party building. The League will do its utmost to contribute to developing the conditions for the formation of a single, unified communist party in the U.S.”[83]
The LRS (M-L) absorbed several other radical racial or ethnic groups. These included the Seize the Time Collective, consisting of Chicano and Black elements in the San Francisco area, and the East Wind Collective, mainly made up of Japanese Americans in and around Los Angeles.[84]
At the time of the merger of the Revolutionary Communist League (M-L-M) and the LRS (M-L), their Central Committees issued a joint statement to the effect that “Our unity signals a big advance in this struggle for Marxist-Leninist unity and for a single, unified, vanguard communist party. It represents a strengthening of the communist forces and a blow against revisionism, trotskyism, and opportunism.”[85]
The LRS (M-L) strongly supported the post-Mao Chinese leadership. An editorial in its paper said that “In her domestic policies, China successfully concluded the campaign against the gang of four’ and shifted its attention to focus on building China into a modern, powerful socialist country by the end of the century. This great task is being closely watched and supported by progressive and revolutionary people around the world.”[86]
The League of Revolutionary Struggle (M-L) adopted some of the positions of the Communist Party of the United States during the Third Period of the early 1930s. Thus, it called for “self-determination” not only for Blacks, but also for Chicanos.[87]
Another group supporting the post-Mao leadership in China was the Marxist-Leninist League. It was established early in 1980 by a merger between the League for Proletarian Revolution (M-L), based mainly in New York, and the Colorado Organization for Revolutionary Struggle. Upon its establishment, the group proclaimed, “We are committed to the struggle for the overthrow of the U.S. bourgeoisie, the establishment of the dictatorship of the Proletariat and the building of socialism in the U.S. opposition to both superpowers, support for the national liberation struggles of the Third World, upholding of the Three Worlds Theory are some of our guiding principles.”[88]
A group that took a stand in support of the Gang of Four was the Communist Workers Party (CWP). It, too, emerged from groups that had originally been organized along racial or ethnic lines.
An official statement of origins of the CWP, which had originally been called the Workers Viewpoint Organization, stated, “We started out in 1974 as a small study group, and grew rapidly over the next 2 years as the advanced elements from the national and student movements united with our correct line in opposition to various shades of opportunist lines around at the time. … We have entrenched ourselves in basic industries and are the leadership of the Black Liberation Movement, as seen in our historic African Liberation Days.”[89]
An unfriendly source noted that “the Workers Viewpoint Organization (WVO), once a small predominantly Asian-American sect … expanded its influence through a series of fusions in 1976—1977, with local Maoist collectives and, more importantly, with the black Boston-based February First Movement.”[90]
The WVO became the Communist Workers Party in 1979. The official statement of the party, previously cited, noted, “Yes, we support the so-called ‘Gang of Four’ who were condemned after the coup by Hua and Teng, and have written several articles in our newspaper about the concrete steps they are taking towards restoring capitalism in China. This is a great loss to all revolutionaries around the world, and who are now without their ‘Northern Star.’”[91]
The CWP was notable particularly for its apocalyptic view of the imminence of revolution. Thus, its periodical Workers Viewpoint stated, “If we only look at the appearance of things we may think that life seems to be going on routinely as before for most of our neighbors and fellow workers. If you really think that way, then you are being fooled by the appearance and not grasp the essence—that today the U.S. people are disgusted with capitalism and all its lying politicians, that they can’t live in the old way any longer, and that the bourgeoisie can’t rule in the old way either. A most excellent, yet dangerous opportunity is around the comer— a spontaneous revolutionary situation is approaching.”[92]
In November 1979, the CWP gained national attention when a meeting it organized in Greensboro, North Carolina with the slogan “Death to the Ku Klux Klan” was attacked by KKK members, as a result of which several CWP members were killed. Where those who conducted this attack were tried for murder, they were absolved by the jury.
Particularly in its early years, the WVOCWP was also notably for its resort to violence. Thus, the 1980 election campaign, “On hundred fifty CWP’ers tried to storm a Democratic fundraising, event at the New York Plaza Hotel, injuring six police. That nigh there were four attempted firebombs; at each site CWP slogan were found. … In 1976, as Workers Viewpoint Organization, the group broke up rival communist groups’ meetings, throwing chairs on stage and attacking enemies with baseball bats and hammers. … A Southern Regional Party Bulletin urged member: to break the bond of legality and advised that each member should be ‘self-sufficient’; it suggested military training and drilling with guns.”[93]
The CWP disappeared in the late 1980s, after it had supported Jesse Jackson’s bid for the Democratic Party nomination for the presidency.[94]
Finally, note should be taken of the Workers World Part? (WWP), which for some time was attracted to Maoism, but became disillusioned in the 1970s. The WWP had originated as a split in the Trotskyite Socialist Workers Party in 1959. With the Sino-Soviet split, it largely abandoned Trotskyism and supported the Chinese. One of its leaders, Key Martin, explained in 1976 that “We are Leninists, are careful to study the works of all the great revolutionary leaders of our era. … It was our party which in this country first raised and defended the polemics of the Chinese comrades criticizing the revisionism of the Soviet Party in the sixties. We also immediately understood and explained the revolutionary significance of the Great Proletarian Cultural Revolution as it began and unfolded, not several years after the fact as with many others. … We do not, however, necessarily agree with every aspect of China’s present foreign policy and certainly disagree with their … theory of ‘social imperialism’ which they have propounded in recent years.”[95]
With the death of Mao, the WWP strongly opposed the post-Mao Chinese leadership. Sam Marcy, the party’s principal leader, wrote that “A great mistake was made in the Communist movement … in assessing the significance of the ouster of Chiang Ching, Chang Chun-chiao, Wang Hung-wen and Yao Wen-yuan. … The view … was that a small group of ultra-left Maoists was turned out and that a new, more reasonable grouping … was taking over. … But this was a mistaken view.”
Marcy went on, “The coming to power of Teng and Hua represented the victory of the New Right. … The New Right … has moved from diplomat maneuvering to action. … It has moved headlong towards a Sino-U.S. alliance. The New Right is propelled to do so by its assault on the progressive social achievements of the Chinese Revolution.”[96]

The “Albanians”

With the splintering of International Maoism after the death of Mao, two groups in the United States took the side of the Albanians. These were the Communist Party USA (Marxist-Leninist) or CPUSA (M-L) and the Central Organization of U.S. Marxist-Leninists.
The CPUSA (M-L) traced its origins to a small split in the pro-Moscow Communist Party of the USA in 1958, establishing the Provisional Organizing Committee for the Reconstruction of a Marxist-Leninist Party. In 1965, the majority of that group proclaimed the establishment of the Communist Party USA (Marxist-Leninist). It held its second convention in 1969. With the break of the Albanians with the Chinese, the CPUSA (M-L) proclaimed its support of the former. At its Fifth Plenum, held in May 1980, the party proclaimed that “The immediate concern for all those who cherish freedom, peace and democracy is to unite to fight against fascism and imperialist world war.” The party supported the Vietnamese invasion of Cambodia in 1979.[97]
The other pro-Albanian group had its origins in the New Left of the 1960s, specifically in the Cleveland Draft Resistance Union, set up early in 1967 and made up principally of Blacks. In 1968 it became the Cleveland Workers Action Committee, which proclaimed its support of Maoism.
The Workers Action Committee took part in May 1979 in a meeting in Regina, Canada, which was called “The First Conference of North American Marxist-Leninists,” which established the American Communist Workers Movement (Marxist-Leninist) or ACWM. That meeting “denounced both U.S. imperialism and Soviet revisionism and set forth the tasks of the American proletariat as building its own party, defeating opportunism, overthrowing its ‘own’ bourgeoisie and establishing the dictatorship of the proletariat.”[98]
The ACWM soon took the name Central Organization of U.S. Marxist-Leninists. It proclaimed its allegiance to Albania. Thus, in an article entitled “Socialist Albania—A Country Free of Exploitation of Man by Man,” its periodical proclaimed that Today, the People’s Socialist Republic of Albania is the red fortress of socialism in the world. … In what lies the great significance of this small socialist country in the middle of Europe?… The eyes of the working class and the oppressed people of all countries see in socialist Albania their future, the model of the new society which they too are struggling to achieve. … Most significantly, the Albanian working class and people are building their new society, their free, prosperous and happy life without the capitalist exploiters or any other parasites, who live off the blood and sweat of the working people.”[99]
On January 1, 1980, the COUSML became the Marxist-Leninist Party of the USA. The Workers’ Advocate proclaimed that “In the midst of the work of the Founding Congress, at 11:50 P.M. on December 31, 1979, the Central Organization of U.S. Marxist-Leninists (COUSML), the militant nucleus of the party whose work prepared the conditions for the Founding Congress, was dissolved. At 12:01 a.m. on January 1st, followed by jubilant celebration, the birth of the Marxist-Leninist Party of the U.S. (MLP-USA) was proclaimed.[100]
The MLP-USA established fraternal relations with pro Albanian groups in other countries, including Brazil, Colombia, Ecuador, France, Iran and New Zealand.[101] The MLP-USA survived into the 1990s.

Conclusion

Most of the Maoist groups of the United States in the 1970s emerged from the New Left of the previous decade. Rejecting the inchoate, semi-anarchist proclivities of much of the New Left, they endorsed Maoism and the Chinese regime as their guide and inspiration. However, there was little effort to unite these disparate groups proclaiming allegiance to Maoism, and with the various shifts in Chinese “line” and personnel, the different Maoist groups reacted quite differently, some endorsing the new Chinese leadership, others proclaiming solidarity with the Gang of Four and still others joining the Albanian dissidence in International Maoism.




Canadian Maoism

Canadian Maoism appeared almost as soon as the Chinese Communist Party began to seek to split away their own followers from the traditional Communist parties to form specifically pro-Chinese groups. Subsequently, however, Canadian Maoism gave rise to at least four different groups, each of which tended to have what support it achieved from a different part of Canada. As the Chinese party and government changed their policies in the 1970s, the Canadian Maoist organizations veered off in different directions as a response to the zig-zags of the Chinese.

Progressive Workers Movement

The oldest of the Canadian Maoist groups was the Progressive Workers Movement (PWM). It was founded late in 1964 under the leadership of Jack Scott, who had recently been expelled from the Canadian Communist Party for his pro-Peking proclivities. Its principal center of operations was in the western province of British Columbia. According to the Canadian Trotskyist periodical Workers Vanguard, the PWM experienced “a brief interlude of rapid growth, mostly through regroupment of older left-wing elements from the decaying B.C. [British Columbia] Communist Party and from the CCF-NDP [Cooperative Commonwealth Federation-New Democratic Party],” but then “entered a period of attrition and decline.”
The new Maoist party “attacked the Communist party leadership for its liberal-reformist politics and its crass Canadian nationalist line. PWM attacked the CP record of supporting the wartime ‘no strike pledge’ and its call for a ‘Liberal-labor coalition’ in support of Mackenzie King in 1944. They blamed these class-collaborationist politics on the American Communist Party leader of that period, Earl Browder.”
The PWM was avowedly Stalinist as well as Maoist. At its first public meeting in December 1964, it featured a large portrait of Stalin.
The Progressive Workers Movement strongly attacked all other elements on the Canadian Left. It “dismissed title New Democratic Party as a capitalist party,” and “called upon all ‘genuine’ socialists to leave the NDP and join the PWM.” It also violently attacked the principal Trotskyist group of the period, the League for Socialist Action.
Pursuing its anti-NDP line, the PWM entered a candidate in the 1965 federal election against a local Vancouver NDP parliamentary nominee. The PWM put up Jerry Le Bourdais, president of the local affiliate of the Oil Workers International Union and a member of the Vancouver Labor Council executive committee. The PWM nominee received 300 votes in contrast to the several thousand received by the NDP candidate.
The Progressive Workers Movement also attacked the Canadian Labor Congress and its provincial group in British Columbia on the grounds that they were affiliates of the AFL-CIO, railing instead for purely Canadian unions. The results of the campaign were disastrous for the PWM. “Ultraleftism led to the isolation of some of its best trade unionists, most notably Jerry Le Bourdais. During his term as an executive member of the Vancouver Labor Council, Le Bourdais and the PWM had a caucus of almost a dozen VLC delegates.” But by 1970, it was said that “Nothing now remains of the PWM presence in the unions on the local level or at the VLC.” The remaining PWM unionists joined with Liberal Party workers and others to form the Committee for the Canadian Unions.
The PWM gained control of the local Canada-China Friendship Association. According to Ron Haywood, “The association was converted by the Maoists into a propagandists mouthpiece for the thought of Mao Tsetung. One had no business in the CCFA unless the thought of Mao was foremost in his mind and he supported the cultural revolution.”
The PWM followed the evolving antipathy of the Chinese for Fidel Castro. In February 1968, the PWM’s paper, Progressive Worker, argued that the Cuban regime was “essentially a bourgeois-democratic revolution masquerading as socialism.” It was headed by “petty-bourgeois leaders,” who sought only “a patching of the capitalist system.”
Finally, the Progressive Workers Movement separated itself from the broader movement of protest against the Vietnam War. It claimed that that movement was controlled by “counterrevolutionaries.”[102]
There is no information available concerning how long the PWM survived into the 1970s.

The Canadian Party of Labor

The Progressive Workers Movement, although centered in British Columbia, did have some branches in the rest of Canada. One of these was in Toronto, and it was its breaking away from the PWM that gave rise to the second Canadian Maoist organization. This was the Canadian Party of Labor (CPL).
The splitaway of the CPL was over a disagreement concerning Vietnam and the war there. The Toronto group in November 1968 adopted a position which was then being propagated by the Progressive Labor Party, which then held the “Chinese franchise” in the United States. They argued that the North Vietnamese and the NLF in South Vietnam had become “revisionist,” because they had agreed to enter peace talks with the Americans and the Republic of Vietnam in Paris. The Vancouver-based PWM would not accept this position and so the Toronto group broke away to form the CPL. Shortly afterwards, when a Vietcong (NLF) delegation visited Canada, the CPL strongly attacked them for the NLF’s taking part in the Paris talks.
The CPL shared the PWM’s antipathy for the United States-based international unions that were joined in the Canadian Labor of Congress. They labeled these organizations “Yankee loyalists” and “agents of U.S. policies.” In a strike in a Continental Can plant in Toronto in February 1969, the CPL temporarily gained leadership of a strike called by a small union that had broken away from the International Union of Operating Engineers, and they blocked efforts to get the International Pulp and Sulphite Union to aid the walkout, which was subsequently lost.
The CPL had some following among students on the local campuses in Ontario. They followed the policy of getting these students involved in local workers’ strikes. According to one hostile (Trotskyite) source, “In the trade-union arena, CPL had a consistent strategy of organizing picket-line mobilization for selected strikes, preferably small strikes which they have a chance of taking over. Although CPL nominally supports unions, its activities actually undermine, rather than complement the existing unions.”[103]
In the late 1960s and early 1970s, the separatist movement gained much support in Quebec. There arose the Parti Quebecois urging independence for the province. To its left, there also appeared a terrorist group, the Front de Liberation de Quebec (FLQ).
Late in 1970, the FLQ kidnapped two politicians, Cross and Laporte, presumably to put pressure on the Canadian government to allow the separation of Quebec. The Canadian Party of Labor opposed the FLQ.
The CPL issued a statement of its position in which it asked, “Has the ruling class been weakened by the Cross and Laporte kidnappings? Have we workers moved ahead in our struggle against the rotten boss system and for socialism as a result? NOT A BIT! … FLQ actions have never had anything to do with working-class struggle. While workers have been fighting year after year, and needing better organization and class unity more than ever (that is needing a real communist party which knows how to lead our fight), the FLQ has spent its time planting bombs in letter-boxes, factories, statues and stock exchanges. Today they abduct diplomats. Tomorrow it will be political assassination or skyjacking. And what do we workers have to do with all this? Nothing.”
The CPL presented working-class unity as the solution to the separatist problem. Its statement said that “All of us, workers of both nations, have the same foot on our necks: the bosses’ state. To get rid of it we need to unite in a single fighting organization. … We need unity. The bosses and the FLQ led us into isolation. Unite with the French-speaking workers, fight anti-Quebec racism and nationalism, the bosses’ double-edged knife! French and English-speaking workers fighting together can win!”[104]
The Canadian Party of Labor, which had been closely associated with the U.S. Progressive Labor Party, joined the PLP in breaking with the Chinese after President Nixon’s trip to Peking in 1972.[105] They clearly continued to regard one another as sister organizations as late as 1978, although by that time they were engaged in a polemic over the issue of self-determination for Quebec. In that discussion, the CPL was supporting the concept, and the PLP was opposing it.[106]

The Canadian Communist Party (Marxist-Leninist)

By 1970, the largest Maoist group in Canada was the Canadian Communist Movement (Marxist-Leninist) or CCM. In Quebec it was known as Les Intellectuels et Ouvriers Patriotes du Quebec (Marxistes-Leninistes), and it was said to be “the only cross-Canada Maoist organization,” but “it has no great strength in any one area.” It had organized a number of front organizations among students, Afro-Asian youths, and in other fields.
The CCM had its origins in the Canadian Internationalists (Marxist Leninist Youth and Student Movement). A Trotskyist source reported in 1970 that “although the activity of the leaders of the Internationalists spans a number of years, it is only over the past two years, since they shifted their major forces from Vancouver to Montreal, that they have become a significant force. Their only relation to other Maoist currents has been the loose working relationship which they had until recently with the Vancouver-based Progressive Workers Movement.”
This same source said that “The CCM sees Canada, and the world generally, as being in an immediate revolutionary situation. The task for them is not mass actions around popular and defensively formulated demands which are designed to raise consciousness, but super-militant confrontations and violence by a small group to propel the awaiting revolutionary masses out onto the streets behind the bright red banner of ‘Marxism-Leninism-Mao Tsetung Thought’ and the Canadian Communist Movement.”[107]
In 1970, the CCM became the Communist Party of Canada (Marxist-Leninist) or CPC (M-L). Ivan Avakumovic noted at the time that the membership consists mostly of young persons and includes a fair number of recent immigrants from the United States, the West Indies, and the Indian subcontinent. Leaders include Hardial Bains, chairman of the Norman Bethune Institute, and Robert A. Cruse, national secretary of the CPC (M-L). Bains was an immigrant from India.
Unlike Maoist groups in some countries, the CPC (M-L) participated fairly regularly in elections. In 1972 it ran 52 candidates in federal elections in a campaign in which it demanded “elimination of U.S. imperialist domination of Canada and Quebec” and “ascendancy of the working class as the ruling class.” Avakumovic noted that the party’s nominees received 9,000 votes as opposed to the 7,000 for the pro-Soviet party. He added, “All the Maoist candidates lost their deposits and polled fewer votes than members of the CPC when both presented candidates in the same riding.”[108]
The CPC (M-L) held a congress in March 1973, with 57 delegates and alternates from 17 local groups. Fraternal delegates from Maoist groups in Ireland, Great Britain, and the United States were also present. A new Central Committee of 21 members was elected, and it was decided to move the party headquarters from Toronto to Montreal.
By that time, the party was publishing two periodicals. One was Mass Line, a theoretical organ. The other was People’s Canada Daily Newsy edited by Hardinal Bain, the party chairman, and consisting mainly of news items from the New China News Agency.[109]
The Communist Party of Canada (Marxist-Leninist) ran candidates in 101 constituencies in the 1974 federal election, receiving a total of 16,281 votes, or 0.17 percent of the total. Peter Regenstreif wrote that “Compared with the CPC, they were especially visible in the province of Quebec, where they were nominated in 38 of the 74 constituencies while the CPC was nominated in only 14.”[110]
When the Albanians broke with the Chinese, the Communist Party of Canada (Marxist-Leninist) sided with the Albanians. Although it continued to publish People’s Canada Daily News, the material in that publication by 1978 came mainly from broadcasts of Radio Tirana, instead of from the New China News Agency.[111]
In 1980 the membership of the CPC (M-L) was estimated as being somewhere between 500 and 2,000. Its national headquarters was still in Montreal, but “It also has a headquarters in Toronto and maintains contact points in 23 other Canadian cities.” In May 1979 it held a “consultative conference” in Toronto, attended by 1,500 people, including a delegation from the Albanian Party of Labor.
The party also participated in the 1979 federal election, using the name Marxist-Leninist Party of Canada, to differentiate it clearly from the pro-Soviet Communist Party of Canada, putting up 139 candidates compared with 69 for the pro-Soviet Party. Its nominees got 1,386 votes, more than the pro-Soviet party, although no CPC (M-L) candidate got more than 200 votes. “Its election campaign was conducted under the slogan ‘Make the Rich Pay!’ and its program, more militant than that of the CPC, included the abolition of Parliament and the establishment of a centralist workers’ and small farmers’ government. It would also grant self-determination to Quebec and ‘expropriate monopoly capital and imperialist property without any compensation.’”[112]
In 1980, the CPC (M-L) also fielded candidates in the federal election. They received 14,717 votes for the 30 nominees. It was noted by Alan Whitehorn that this was “the most of any Marxist-Leninist party and a slight increase over its previous showing,” and amounted to 0.13 percent of the total vote.[113]
The party condemned “U.S. imperialism” and both Soviet and Chinese “social imperialism.” In August 1979, Bain led a delegation of the CPC (M-L) that visited Albania.[114] He again visited Albania, this time for three months, in the summer of 1980. On the other hand, an Albanian delegation attended a rally in 1980 celebrating the tenth anniversary of the founding of the CPC (M-L).[115]

The Workers Communist Party (Marxist-Leninist) Of Canada

As the CPC (M-L) joined the Albanian camp, those Maoists who still remained loyal to the Chinese party and government formed their own organization. In August 1977 the New China News Agency announced that the Central Committee (CC) of the Canadian Communist League (Marxist-Leninist) had sent a message to the CC of the Chinese party, “expressing warm congratulations on the historic decisions taken during its third plenary session.” The agency also noted that the periodical of the League, Forge, had commented, “This plenary session of the Central Committee, the first to be held since Chairman Mao’s death holds great historic importance for the party and the Chinese people. It is with great joy that we hail these historic resolutions of the Central Committee of the CCP by welcoming these resolutions. With tremendous enthusiasm the Chinese people showed that the party and its wise leader Hua Kuo-feng have the confidence and steadfast support of the masses.”[116]
At a congress held in Quebec in September 1979, the Canadian Communist League was transformed into the Workers Communist Party (Marxist-Leninist) of Canada. That congress elected a new Central Committee, which chose Roger Rashi as Chairman of the organization and Ian Anderson, Vice Chairman.
David Davies noted that “The WCP has contact points in thirteen cities across Canada, and distributes publications through Norman Bethune bookstores in Montreal, Toronto and Vancouver. It is currently conducting a fund-raising campaign and claims to have attained more than three quarters of its stated goal of Canadian $100,000. Its domestic orientation emphasizes combining a working class movement with oppressed nationalities in Canada, and it is active in recruiting native Black and French-speaking Canadians”.
Davies also noted that “The WCP upholds the three worlds theory, condemns Soviet influence in Vietnam, and strongly supports the beleaguered Pol Pot forces in Kampuchea as an obstacle to Soviet imperialism in Southeast Asia. At the end of December 1978, Roger Rashi led a delegation … to Phhnom Penh.”[117] In late 1979, a delegation of the party also visited China.
Although the WCP “opposes electoral politics in general,” it did run 30 candidates in the 1980 federal election. At that time its membership was estimated at 1,500 and its paper, Forge, had a circulation of 12,000.
Alan Whitehorn commented, concerning the Workers Communist Party (Marxist-Leninist) attitude on Canada’s international posture in 1980, that “The imperialist superpowers are portrayed as the greatest dangers to world peace. American imperialism is deemed the most dangerous threat to Canada, whereas the USSR is considered more bellicose. … The party calls for Canada’s withdrawal from NATO and North American defense system and a world united front against imperialist hegemonism. In such a front the Third World is to be the main force.”[118]

The Marxist-Leninist Organization of Canada in Struggle

Finally, note must be taken of the Marxist-Leninist Organization of Canada In Struggle! This group, which was largely centered in Quebec and led by Charles Gignon, was reported to have “hundreds of organized members and organized sympathizers.”
We have no information as when this group—which never went so far as to declare itself a “party"—was established. However, in the aftermath of the death of Mao, it declared its opposition to his successors. Reportedly, “For a number of years In Struggle! consistently supported revolutionary struggle against imperialism and took an advanced position in the struggle against the three worlds theory’ which would effectively outlaw revolution in countries like Canada. … In Struggle! correctly stressed the international character of the proletarian revolution and called for the struggle to create a new international.”
This group sought to find bridges between Maoism and the Albanian dissidence. Although they said that Hoxha’s theories were “a positive contribution in the struggle against revisionism,” they sought “to disassociate themselves with his reactionary conclusions (Mao was never a Marxist-Leninist, ad nauseam).”
Apparently because of internal dissension, the Marxist-Leninist Organization of Canada In Struggle! declared its own dissolution late in 1982 or early 1983.[119]

Conclusion

Canadian Maoism almost from its inception split into several rival groups. These “parties” took different positions in the face of Chinese internal developments and changes of foreign policy. One group joined the Progressive Labor Party in abandoning the Chinese party and government after President Nixon’s first trip to China. Another joined the Albanian camp when the Albanians broke with the post-Mao leadership in China.
Unlike Maoists in many countries, Canadian Maoists frequently participated in elections. Their vote was very marginal in all of the cases in which Maoists went to the hustings. Also, their influence was almost imperceptible in the organized labor movement, although of somewhat more consequences among students.




Part Ⅱ: Europe




Maoism in Non-Communist Europe

Maoist parties appeared in the 1960s and 1970s in virtually all of the countries of Europe that were not under Communist control. Some of these originated as the result of dissidence in the pro-Moscow parties, others were the product of the New Left upsurge of the period.
In almost all of the European countries in which Maoism appeared, it comprised two or more different—and competing—groups. They assumed a great variety of names. Since parties affiliated with the Communist International had existed in virtually all of the European countries, the Maoist parties sought to picture themselves as direct descendants of those organizations, which had existed in the times of Lenin and Stalin. In cases—as in the Federal Republic of Germany and Switzerland—where the original party had changed its name, one of the Maoist groups assumed the original name of the party of the Comintern period.
The degree of contact between the European Maoist parties and the Chinese party varied a great deal from one case to the other. Clearly, the party headed by Jacques Grippa in Belgium held the “Chinese franchise” in its early years, although it subsequently lost it. Several others sent missions to China and had their activities given at least some degree of attention in the Chinese press. At least in the case of Germany, the Chinese appear to have withheld their full endorsement of any group in a fruitless attempt to get all those proclaiming loyalty to Mao Tse-tung Thought united in a single organization.
The evolution of Chinese policy, first with Mao Tse-tung’s move for the rapprochement with the United States, and then with the internal struggle within the Chinese party following the death of Mao, caused serious problems for the European Maoists. Although some parties remained loyal to the leadership of the Chinese Party through all of its changes of position, others did not. A few joined Albania in its denunciation of the Chinese, following Mao’s death. In at least one case, Spain, there appeared a party which, like the Revolutionary Communist Party of the United States, declared its continuing loyalty to the late Mao Tse-tung, but repudiated both the successors to Mao and the Albanians.
Clearly, by 1980, Maoism was in decline in Europe. A few of the parties had already gone out of existence. Those which had not were clearly so divided—not only within the various countries, but in their attitudes toward the memory of Mao Tse-tung and the people who took over the leadership in China after Mao’s passing—that they in no way constituted any longer (if they had ever done so) parts of a coherent international movement.



Austrian Maoism

Virtually since their establishment soon after World War I, the Austrian Communists have constituted a fringe group in their country’s left-wing politics, which has been overwhelming dominated by the Social Democrats. As long as Soviet troops controlled a substantial part of the country after World War II, the Communists enjoyed certain prestige and a good deal of patronage from the Soviets, but they never surpassed 5 percent in the post-World War II elections.
After the signing of the State Treaty of 1955 and the withdrawal of foreign troops, the Austrian Communist Party (KPO) suffered the first in a series of splits—in 1956, over the issue of the Soviet invasion of Hungary.[120] Subsequently, it suffered a number of other schisms, including a serious one after the Soviet invasion of Czechoslovakia, which resulted in the suppression of the party’s youth organization and the expulsion of its most famous leader, Ernst Fischer.[121]
The Maoist split in the Austrian Communist ranks was thus one of several schisms in a party, which was itself of minimal significance in national politics.

The Marxist-Leninist Party Of Austria

A pro-Chinese current appeared in the Austrian Communist Party in 1963, and its leaders were expelled from the party.3 In May 1966, the Maoists established the country’s first party of that tendency, the Marxist-Leninist Party of Austria (M-LPO). Its First Secretary was Franz Stroble and it was estimated to have about 500 members. Its periodical was Rote Fahne.
During the late 1960s and early 1970s the Marxist-Leninist Parry of Austria was loyal to the opposition of the Chinese, although we have no indication of whether or not it held the Chinese “franchise.” Dennis L. Bark wrote in 1973 that “The M-LPO believed that the KPO believed that the KPO did not understand the essence of Leninist policy of peaceful coexistence … which the Chinese Communist Party always recognizes, follows and defends, and that capitulationist and counterrevolutionary falsification of this policy which the Khrushchev-Brezhnev clique pursued and continues to pursue.”[122]
In following their pro-Chinese policy, the M-LPO defended the visit of President Richard Nixon to China early in 1972.[123]
In that period, the M-LPO was also very sympathetic to the Albanian party and regime. In July 1973, Franz Stoble visited Albania, at the invitation of the Albanian Party of Labor.
The M-LPO was not itself immune from splits. In 1968, a faction broke away to form the Union of Revolutionary Workers of Austria-Marxist Leninist. Its principal activity seems to have been to publish a monthly periodical, Fur die Volksmacht.[124]


The Communist League Of Austria (KB)

By the latter half of the 1970s, the M-LPO was superseded by the Communist League of Austria (KB) as the principal Maoist organization in Austria. It was established in 1976.[125] It published a daily newspaper, Klassenkampf, and a monthly Kommunist After the fall of the Chinese Gang of Four it sent a message to the Chinese Party attacking the Gang and extolling Chairman Hua Kuo-feng.[126]
The KB held its first National Congress in January 1978. Walter Lindner was elected secretary of the Central Committee. The Congress passed a resolution saying that the party “should struggle against the attempt of the two superpowers to place Austria under their economic, political or military control.” In September 1978 it signed a joint statement with the Worker-Peasant Party of Turkey in defense of Kampuchea, which the statement said “is being attacked by Vietnamese leaders at the instigation of the social-imperialists.”[127]
In January 1979, the KB “staged demonstrations against Soviet social-imperialism in Graz, Linz, Salzburg, Inssbruck and Klagenfiirt and held a mass rally in Vienna followed by a protest inarch to the Soviet embassy.”[128] In the following year the party organized demonstrations in support of foreign workers in Austria, particularly Turkish workers in Voralberg.
In 1980, the KB suffered a major split. Walter Lindner, the Secretary of the Central Committee, summoned an “Extraordinary National Delegates Conference,” attended by delegates from Vienna, Graz and Salzburg. This meeting adopted a statement to the effect that “Immediately before the extraordinary conference it had come to a split in the Central Committee and consequently to a usurpation of the entire central technical apparatus through the right-wing factions of the Central Committee and its supporters. The split of the group, the separation from the revisionist and liquidationist forces, was the only way to preserve the KB as the construction of a revolutionary party of the working class.”
However, the anti-Lindner element maintained their own organization. They issued a statement on March 8, 1980 denouncing the Lindner group as “revisionists” and “opportunists.” They summoned their own “first extraordinary National Delegates Convention.”
Both groups continued to call themselves the KB. But Frederick G. Engelmann noted that the anti- Lindner “orthodox” group, “seems to have succeeded in remaining the legitimate organization of Marxism-Leninism in Austria.”[129] We have no indication as to which side had the support of the Chinese, or even if the Chinese took interest in what was happening to the KB of Austria.




Belgian Maoism

Although the first European Maoist party was established in Belgium, under the leadership of several traditional leaders of the Communist Party, Maoism never became a very significant force in Belgian left-wing politics. The original Maoist party, which was largely concentrated in the French-speaking part of the country, was soon wracked with bitter factionalism, and split into competing groups. A new Maoist party that appeared in the Flemish-speaking part of the country in the 1970s did not succeed in getting official recognition from the Chinese.

The Communist Party of Belgium (Marxist-Leninist)

The Communist Party of Belgium (Marxist-Leninist) or PCBML, “was established by dissident members of the Communist Party of Belgium (PCB) in 1963 under the leadership of Jacques Grippa, a secondary but important figure in the PCB. It was quickly accepted by the Chinese and “was recognized at the time of its foundation as the largest and most important Maoist organization in Europe outside of Albania.”[130] Its strength was centered in the French-speaking Borinage mining area.
The PCBMLP controlled the Belgium-China Association and established a youth group, the Marxist-Leninist Communist Youth of Belgium.[131] Its weekly organ Clarté not only carried much information on China, but also was for some time a major source of information on Maoist parties in other parts of the world.
The PCBML carried on extensive campaigns during the 1960s against the United States’ policy in Vietnam. It also participated in elections, at least in 1965, when it received 23,903 votes, or 0.5 percent of the total.[132]
However, the PCBML soon became the scene of serious internal factional fighting and in 1967 suffered serious defections. The U.S. Trotskyist publication World Outlook described what happened at that time, stating, “Last June the Grippa group suffered a debilitating split when most of the Walloon members left, charging Grippa with being a partisan of Liu Shao-chi in China. In October, another blowup occurred. Five members of the Central Committee, including Henri Glineur, former senator and one of the 1921 founders of the Belgian Communist Party, adopted a document entitled ‘Open Up Fire on the General Headquarters of the Pseudo Revolutionaries Hidden in the BCP.’ They expelled Grippa and two of his associates. The rump remaining loyal to Grippa replied tit for tat, expelling their opponents.”[133]
Apparently, the Great Proletarian Cultural Revolution played a significant role in this split in the Belgian Maoist ranks. Not only did Gruppa’s opponents accuse him of supporting the anti-Maoists elements in that process, but it was also noted that Grippa’s “name and that of the party are no longer mentioned in the publications of the New China news agency, having vanished from the pages of the Maoist press in China several months ago.”[134]
A U.S. State Department source commented that as a result of these splits, the CPBLM “seems to be on the verge of being reduced to a miniscule sect. … The sectarian Grippa party has no seats in the Belgian Parliament and is more vocal than visible on the Belgian political scene. … The Grippists mimic the Chinese on ideological questions. This militancy has had little appeal to the Belgian electorate, even within traditional areas of communist strength.”[135] By 1973, this same source commented that the PCBML was “a mere shadow of its former self.”[136]
However, in spite of these internal problems, the PCBML did continue to exist, and continued to be recognized by the Chinese. By the 1970s it was under the leadership of first secretary Fernand Lefebvre.
The PCBML held its Second Congress in January 1977. At that time, Lefebvre stressed that the Party’s task “was a political struggle to lead the popular masses in a united front against the hegemonism of the two superpowers, of which ‘Soviet social-imperialism’ is the most dangerous.”[137]
Events in China following the death of Mao Tse-tung apparently did not undermine the loyalty of the PCBML to the Chinese party and regime. Lefebvre led delegations to China in April 1977 and August 1978.[138]
In December 1978, the PCBML merged with another small Maoist group, Communist Struggle (Lutte Communiste-Leniniste).
However, the new group, whose periodical was La Voix Communiste, continued to call itself the Communist Party of Belgium (Marxist-Leninist) and continued to follow strictly the general line of Chinese policy. This was shown in its attack on the country’s other Maoist organization, the Party of Labor of Belgium, for participating in a December 1979 protest demonstration against the placing of new U.S. nuclear missiles in Europe.[139]
It was estimated that in 1978 the PCBML had “several hundred” members and that “it maintains an effective propaganda apparatus.”[140] However, by 1980, it was said that the party had “only a few dozen members.”[141]

All Power to the Workers—Party of Labor of Belgium

The second Maoist group to appear in Belgium, and one of greater significance than the PCBML, arose from the student unrest of the late 1960s. It was All Power to the Workers (AMADA), and was established in the 1970s by Flemish former students at the Catholic University of Louvain.[142] It sought support among the Flemish-speaking workers, and established some base among those of Antwerp, particularly among the dockers. It published two weeklies, Alle Machaan de Arbeiders in Flemish and Tout le Pouvenir sux Ouvriers in French.[143]
Unlike the PCBML in the 1970s, the AMADA participated in elections. In April 1977, it received about 24,000 votes, or 0.7 percent of the total,[144] and six months later in elections for the European parliament its vote rose modestly to 45,000, or 0.8 percent.
Apparently its relatively good performance at the polls encouraged AMADA to convert itself into a regular political party. This it did at a congress in November 1979, with 208 delegates in attendance. The Congress adopted a program and statutes running to 79 pages and including 183 articles. The new party was called the Party of Labor of Belgium (Parti du Travail de Belique/ Partij van de Arbeid van Belgie).
The new party proclaimed its objective to be to struggle “for the social and democratic rights, to maintain the employment and social conquests, against the capital and the bourgeoisie who protect it, and for the unity of all the workers of Flanders, Brussels and Wallonia.” The new party declared its opposition “to the imperialism of the superpowers, particularly the Soviet Union, where expansionism is the most recent and most complete.”
M. Martens, described as the “ideologue” of the new party announced, “We are against adventurism and violence, but the working class must use the same violence which is used against it to suppress it. When all other means have been exhausted, and there only remains violence, it will use it without hesitation.”[145]
Although the AMADA was described in 1978 as “disciplined, Maoist-Stalinist organization,”[146] it did not receive official recognition from the Chinese. This continued to be true even though in 1979 several of its leaders made trips to China.[147] By 1981, the PTB/PDVAB had still not been accepted by the Chinese party as a Belgian counterpart.[148]

Other Belgian Maoist Groups

The East German Communist Party, the SED, noted in 1977 the existence of three other small Maoist groups in Belgium. These were Lutte Communiste (M-L), which published the periodical Lutte Communiste; the Union des Communistes Marxistes-Leninistes de Belgique, which was founded in 1974 and had local followers in the French-speaking area and in Brussels; and the Groupe Pour le Socialisme, about which no further details were noted.[149] We have no further information about these organizations.




Maoism in Cyprus

The pro-Moscow Communists, the Progressive Party of the Working People of Cyprus, usually known by its Greek initials, AKEL, played an important role in the politics of Cyprus. It was one of the country’s major parties, before and after the country received its independence from Great Britain in 1955. It consistently followed the peaceful road to power, and although none of its members entered the government of President Makarios, its parliament members generally cooperated with the Makarios government.[150]
However, in 1974 a small Maoist group broke with the AKEL to form the Communist Party of Cyprus, under the leadership of Andreas Makrides. This small party was said by the East German Communists to have 30 to 40 members in 1980, most of them students.[151]



French Maoism

For nearly half a century following World War II, the French Communist Party was one of the world’s largest and strongest non-governing Communist parties. It also remained thoroughly Stalinist. Although becoming mildly critical of the Soviet Union after the 1968 invasion of Czechoslovakia and toying with the idea of “Eurocommunism” for a short while in the mid-1970s, it never gave up the rigid discipline of “democratic centralism,” with the result that from the early 1960s on, there were recurrent expulsions of those differing with the party line. There was certainly no room within the Communist Party of France (PCF) for any significant pro-Maoist tendency to develop any serious challenge to the basically pro-Soviet orientation of the PCF.

The Origins of French Maoism

However, a pro-Chinese tendency within the French Communist ranks did exist in the early 1960s. The French magazine L’Express in April 1965 carried an article describing this development.
L’Express said that those leading the “pro-Peking” group “are unknown to the general public. They include a mechanic of Charentes, M. Andre Baronet; a miner, M. Paul Coste; a sailor, M. Vincent Marchetti; a farmer of Bouchessur-Rhone, M. George Gauthier; a Social Security employee, Mme. Paulette Lacabe; a taxi inspector who led the maquis in Jura, M. Jacques Jurquet; two teachers, M. Marcel Coate and Francois Marty.”
The article went on to say that “all had responsibilities in the French Communist Party; and most in the leadership of the Federations. Some governed municipalities, like M. Paul Coste in Saint-Savournin and M. Lucia in Aubagne. None, except those in the Peace Movement had national positions in the Party or in the para-Communist organizations. However, one can place among the pro-Chinese sympathizers the former Corsican deputy Arthur Giovoni, discreetly removed from the Central Committee.”
When the Maoist sympathizers published some Chinese material including a document entitled “Long Live Leninism,” the party leadership went into action. Maurice Thorez, then PCF secretary general, established an “index” of forbidden publications and “in the Central Committee, M. Raymond Guyot denounced this yellow peril and the efforts made with the support of renegades and Trotskyists.’” L’Express reported that in spite of these actions, “the pro-Chinese gained ground among the intellectuals and in a left opposition’ fraction of the Union of Communist Students.”
As a consequence, “A chain of expulsions took place. But it was in the ‘Franco-Chinese Friendship Association’ controlled by the C.P. that there came the largest explosion. Behind M. Marcel Coste, regional secretary in Marseille, a part of the association broke away. It was, then, from Marseille that the Pekinese’ spread out. Parallel to this, however, in other Communist opposition milieux there appeared defenders of the Chinese theses, with or without the support of the Chinese and Albanian comrades.”[152]
When the pro-Chinese dissidence began to take organizational form in the mid-1960s, it was characterized by the emergence of several rival Maoist groups. This dissidence within the movement was to persist for the next fifteen years. Only one of the various Maoist organizations had any lasting association with the Chinese Communist Party.

The Marxist-Leninist Communist Party of France

The first national Maoist organization in France was the Federation of Marxist-Leninist Circles in France (Federation des Cercles Marxistes-Leninistes en France), which was established in July 1964. It held its first congress in June 1966, reportedly attended by 150 delegates, the average age of whom was 30 years. That meeting changed the name of the group to the French Communist Movement, Marxist-Leninist (MCF-ML), chose a 25-member central committee, 12 members of a political bureau and a four-person secretariat. These last four were Raymond Casas, Jacques Jurquet, Francois Marty and Marc Tiberat. The Congress also chose Regis Bergeron as editor of L’Humanite Nouvelle, the Movement’s monthly paper, which in October was converted into a weekly.
A manifesto issued by the congress claimed, among other things, that “modern revisionism had ruined the PCF.” Although professing to see some positive aspects in President De Gaulle’s ongoing quarrel with the United States, it said that the French president’s position had not brought anything positive because De Gaulle was still “aligned with the monopolists.”
The first Maoist congress in France declared solidarity with the Chinese party and those of Albania, Indonesia, North Vietnam, and the Communist Party of Belgium, Marxist-Leninist. It characterized Mao Tse-tung as being the “Lenin of our time.” Two months later, a delegation of the Movement visited China and was received by Kang Sheng, a Chinese Politburo member in charge of the party’s international relations. Upon the return of the delegation, the Central Committee of the MCF-ML strongly endorsed the Cultural Revolution, which was just getting under way, declaring it to be a “great leap forward in all spheres” and that it would “consolidate the dictatorship of the proletariat.”[153]
The Peking Review devoted half a page to the French Maoist congress. Among other things, it noted that “While exposing the revisionists of the French Communist Party, the congress pointed out that today the French working class needs a politically conscious and militant vanguard to show it the road. The Congress affirmed the determination to build a ‘new type Party’ as required by the great Lenin, a Party of the Bolshevik type basing its action on the immortal theory of Marxism and Leninism and the thought of Comrade Mao Tse-tung, the great teacher of world revolution.”[154]
Only a few months after the founding of the PCMLF there took place the student-worker uprising of May 1968, which almost overthrew the regime of President Charles De Gaulle. Like all of the other far Left groups, the PCMLF played some role in these events. Subsequently, Jacques Jurquet maintained that “It is not the Marxist-Leninists who initiated the student revolt. On the other hand, their role in the launching of the strikes with factory occupations was assuredly not negligible.” When barricades were raised on the night of May 10, party members were involved in this and the PCMLF claimed that “Some twenty of our party’s comrades were wounded, two of them seriously.” As a consequence of its participation in the May events, the Parti Comuniste Marxiste Leniniste de France was one of several organizations that were officially outlawed by a June 12, 1968 decree of the De Gaulle government.[155]
Although officially outlawed, this Maoist group continued to function more or less clandestinely. Although its periodical L’Humanite Nouvelle was suppressed, it quickly appeared as the weekly L’Humanite Rouge, and Jacques Jurquet, Ramon Casa and Francois Marty were publicly associated with the new paper.
During the post-1968 period, the PCMLP group was calling for the establishment of a new “revolutionary trade union movement.” It also continued to strongly attack the PCF and its trade union group, the Confederation Generate du Travail (CGT) as well as carrying on polemics with another Maoist group centering on the publication La Cause du Peuple. In December 1969, Jacques Jurquet headed a delegation that visited China.[156]
The PCMLF suffered serious internal dissension during 1970. Its paper commented that “Division—a weapon long wished on us by our enemies—has penetrated everywhere in our ranks, even to the level of our principal spokesmen.” Its “political and financial status” was reported by L’Humanite Rouge to be “very serious,” particularly due to the loss of student readers. The Trotsyite paper Rouge claimed that there were five or six factions within the PCMLF and that some of the party’s members has joined competing Maoist groups. However, the party clearly continued to enjoy the “Chinese franchise” and its publication was cited from time to time by Chinese newspapers and news services.[157]
In 1973, Jacques Jurquet, in the name of the PCMLF, called for abstention in that year’s election, and denounced other far-Left groups that participated in the electoral contest, particularly the Trotskyists’ Communist League. However, Milorad Popav reported that “Most of the PCMLF’s activity … was of international orientation. … The PCMLF’s alignment with Chinese policy was total. The party’s Politburo interpreted President Pompidou’s visit to China as ‘a great contribution to the Chinese people in the world struggle against the double Soviet-American Hegemony.’”[158]
By 1977, the PCMLF had modified its antielectoral attitude. Although denouncing the Union of the Left (PCF and Socialists) as one of the “two political solutions of the bourgeoisie,” it announced that in forthcoming elections it was running five candidates for parliament in the Paris region.[159]
In 1979, plans were announced for the merger of the PCMLF and another Maoist group, Parti Communiste Revolutionnaire-Marxiste-Leniniste. This followed a joint campaign of the two organizations in the 1978 parliamentary elections. The merger was to come by steps. First, their two newspapers were to be merged and then a unification congress would result in a new party.[160]
However, these plans were frustrated by a new factional fight within the PCMLF late in 1979. According to the Paris newspaper Le Monde, this dissidence arose as a result of the legalization of the party in August 1978, after nearly a decade of more or less clandestine operations. “This clandestinity had the result that the members of the PCML (fifteen hundred last Spring) were only recently aware of how close to non-existence, numerically and politically, their organization was. The PCML, still led by M. Jacques Jurquet, former member of the PCF, owed its survival to dues and subscriptions from the militants, and the support of China, which had taken a thousand subscriptions to L’Humanite Rouge, the newspaper of the organization (this figure has fallen recently to one hundred one).”
The dissidence of 1970 centered on Brittany, where the principal party leaders resigned, and a subsequent regional conference resulted in a split in the organization there. The splitters attacked the leadership of Jurquet and denounced his “dogmatism, authoritarianism and sectarianism.” The Breton conference of the organization—split between those who abandoned the party and those who wanted to continue the fight against Jurquet within its ranks, agreed “almost unanimously” to use the regional funds that were supposed to go to the national organization “to form a fund for nine former paid party officials who had resigned or been dismissed by the central organization and were without re sources.”[161]
The PCML remained loyal to China through all of the changes in leadership and policy of the Chinese party during the 1970s. In December 1976, Jacques Jurquet, as leader of a PCMLF delegation to China noted that “the great victory of the Chinese people” [an apparent reference to the fall of the Gang of Four] “guarantees that, under the leadership of the Chinese Communist Party headed by Chairman Hua, China remains and will always remain Red.”[162]
In 1979, at the time of the hostilities between China and Vietnam, Jacques Jurquet wrote an article in Le Monde that he concluded by saying, “Marxist Leninists try to judge on the basis of real facts. … In that sense, the blow to stop the Vietnamese-Soviet expansionist moves is an outstanding contribution to the resistance of the peoples of the world to the hegemonic efforts of the leaders of the USSR. The military action of China can only push off the specter of world war and reinforce the preservation of peace.”[163]
However, in 1980, Nicholas Tandler and Jean Louis Panne noted the formation of a new Maoist party, the Parti Communiste Ouvrier de France, which “is pro-Albanian and was formed after a split in the PCML in the Strasbourg region.”[164] The party organ was La Forge.
At about the same time there was some indication of a group loyal to the Mao Tse-tung of the Great Cultural Revolution and the Gang of Four. An entity called Pour Internationale Proletarienne signed a “Joint Communique” of thirteen parties and groups from twelve different countries calling for establishment of an international organization of that tendency.[165] However, when such an organization took form as the Revolutionary Internationalist Movement (RIM), its publication gave no indication that its ranks included a French affiliate.[166]

The Marxist-Leninist Center of France

The second Maoist group to be established in France in the 1960s was the Marxist Leninist Center of France (Centre Marxiste-Leniniste de France—CMLF), organized under the leadership of Claude Beaulieu, who had been expelled from the PCF in 1963. In January 1964 he established a monthly Bulletin d’information Marxiste-Leniniste. Subsequently, Beaulieu, as president of the Clichy Committee of the Franco-Chinese Friendship Association, attended the 1964 May Day celebration in Tirana, Albania, where he met Jacques Grippa, head of the Belgian Maoist party.
Beaulieu’s tendency took organizational form in March 1965, when “various groups in the Paris region” established the Marxist-Leninist Center of France. In June 1967, the group changed the name of its publication to Tribune Rouge, of which Beaulieu was political director. Other identified leaders of the CMLF were A. Dupuy and P. Prado. In April 1968, he Monde estimated that the CMLF had about 100 members.
Relations between the CMLF and the PCMLF were anything but friendly. When the French Communist Movement, Marxist-Leninist announced that it was transforming itself into the PCMLF, Tribune Rouge strongly attacked the “Bergeron-Jacquet clique” and the PCMLF replied in kind, charging that the Centre were PCF agents.[167]
The CMLF opposed the Chinese Cultural Revolution, aligning itself with Liu Shao-chi. In 1970 it was reported to “be isolated internationally—except for a possible degree of support from the pro-Chinese Communist Party of Belgium.” It was said that it “plays an insignificant role domestically,” and “does not appear to have been involved in the May events, and was not banned by the government in June.”[168] No further information is available about the CMLF after 1970.

Gauche Proletarienne-Parti Communiste Revolutionnaire

The third element in French Maoism “originated among … students at the elite ENS (Ecole Normal Superieure) in Paris, who from 1964 had initiated a study of Marxism under the direction of professor Louis Althusser.” This group formed the nucleus for the formation in December 1966 of the Union of Communist Youth, Marxist-Leninist (UJC, M-L).[169]
The founding of the UJC, M-L was noted in the then Maoist newspaper Challenge of New York City. It claimed that “Most of the founding members were formerly members and leaders of the French Communist Party-dominated youth organization.”[170]
Testimony differs concerning the attitude of the UJC, M-L during the uprisings of May 1968. One source says that “During the May events the brunt of the UJCML’s policy and activities were directed towards the working class, and the group’s militants appear to have been active in the factories.”[171] On the other hand, the Trotskyist publication Intercontinental Press claimed that “Denouncing the ‘adventurism’ of the JCR (Jeunesse Communiste Revolutionnaire … ) and the March 22 Movement, which it said ‘were sending students in to be butchered’ the UJCML repudiated confrontations with the forces of order and did not participate in the night of the barricades, May 10.”[172]
In any case, the behavior of the UJC, M-L in the May events led to its being formally banned by the De Gaulle government on June 12, 1968. It was reported soon afterwards that this banning order “does not seem to have changed the UJCML’s modus operandi unduly, since even when it was legal the group operated in a semi-clandestine manner, as exemplified by its policy of not publishing names of its leadership.”[173]
After the May events there was “severe self-criticism” within the organization, and in September 1968 it “split into multiple tendencies. A part of its cells joined the L’Humanite Rouge circles.” Others became part of the so-called “Mao-spontaneis” groups. But the majority of the old leadership reorganized in October 1968 as Gauche Proletarienne (Proletarian Left).[174] The name of its fortnightly periodical Servir le Peuple was changed to La Cause du Peuple.[175]
The leadership of the Proletarian Left was assumed by Alain Geismar, one-time secretary general of the National Union of University Teachers. The group “rejected all forms of electoral participation, advocating instead violent disruption in the attainment of their goals.”[176]
The Proletarian Left took a frankly insurrectionist line. Henri Weber, writing in the Trotskyist publication Intercontinental Press, discussed their position, saying: “The line developed by Gauche Proletarienne can be summed up easily. It is based on one implicit postulate. Since May 1968 France has been passing through a revolutionary situation. The revolutionary crisis of May did not go all the way because of the betrayals of the social fascists. But the general strike opened up a revolutionary situation which is continuing. Today the people are systematically utilizing revolutionary violence to impose their will or to break the repression.”[177]
In 1970, the Pompidou government cracked down on the Proletarian Left. In April, the editors of its paper, Jean-Pierre Le Dantec and Michel Le Bris, were arrested and a warrant was issued for Alan Geismar. At a meeting on May 25 to protest the trial of the two editors, which had the backing of almost all far Left groups, Jean-Paul Sartre presided, and subsequently Sartre assumed the post of editor of La Cause du Peuple. The publisher and bookstore proprietor Francois Maspero was indicted for stocking La Cause du Peuple in his bookstore.[178]
Le Dantec and Le Bris were sentenced to one year and eight months in jail and Geismar, who was arrested on June 25, was sentenced to eighteen months in prison for inciting to riot. A month later, Geismar was also convicted of continuing the activities of the illegal Gauche Proletarienne and given two more years sentence.[179]
The government suppressed La Cause du Peuple, whereupon the GP began publishing L’Idiot International, and then in January 1971 a new monthly, J’Accuse, described as having “the same spirit as La Cause du Peuple, being oriented towards workers, but was better edited.” J’Accuse was “under the patronage of Jean-Paul Sartre, Jean-Luc Godard and Simone de Beauvoir.” When the editors of La Cause du Peuple were released in January 1971, that paper appeared once again, and a few months later it absorbed J’Accuse, but Jean-Paul Sartre continued to be the editor.
In June 1971, the government cracked down again on the GP, as well as some Trotskyite organizations and publications. Sartre was jailed for libel.[180]
Groups and individuals belonging to Gauche Proletarienne undoubtedly also belonged to groups that carried out a variety of violent acts in the early 1970s. The most spectacular of these was the kidnapping of Robert Nogrette, an assistant personnel director of the Renault auto factory near Paris, carried out by what called itself the New Popular Resistance, in March 1972. This took place four days after the funeral of a worker, Rene-Pierre Overney, who apparently belonged to the GP, since Alan Geismar was the principal speaker at the funeral. Virtually all other far Left groups condemned the kidnapping, and Nogrette was released after two days.[181]
The Gauche Proletarienne also used the name Parti Communiste Revolutionnaire,[182] and it was under this name that it was known by the late 1970s. By that time, it had abandoned practicing violence, although presumably still officially advocating it.
As we have noted, it had by 1978 begun to participate in electoral activity, running joint candidates with the PCMLF that year. Efforts in the following year to merge it with the PCMLF did not finally bear fruit.

The Mao Spontaneist Groups

One final group of French Maoists must also be mentioned. These were referred to as “Mao-spontaneists” or sometimes just “Les Maos.” Most were offshoots of the Union of Communist Youth, Marxist-Leninist, and at least some maintained at least tenuous ties with its successor, Gauche Proletarienne. But they had an aversion to central direction and leadership that bordered on a kind of romantic anarchism.
One of the few attempts to give some central leadership to these people was the group called Long Live the Revolution (Vive la Revolution—VLR). Its short career was described by Kay McKeough. She said that it “was formed in July 1969 by dissident ex-UFCML members. It functioned in Paris, particularly at universities, under the leadership of Roland Castro. With the slogan, ‘To Change Life’ VLR attracted various Maoists groups, all advocates of ‘spontaneity’ and believers in immediate revolution. A fortnightly publication, Tout, summarized VLR views: ‘What do we want? Everything.’ In the fall of 1970 VLR reoriented itself and chose a non-directed, loose structure. In April 1971 it dissolved: We are no longer going to proclaim the revolution, we are going to make it. … We are beginning to take ourselves seriously.’ Tout last appeared in July. ‘Autonomous units of struggle’ have been set up in local communities.”[183]
The New York Times found “Les Maos” of interest enough to carry a substantial article about them by Keith Botsford in its Magazine in September 1972. Botsford had interviewed a substantial number of these Maoist-spontaneists.
One of those he interviewed told Botsford about their methods of organization. That informant said that “We meet a lot in small groups, in which everyone carries it out. Until everyone agrees, there is no decision. And if there are some in the end who don’t agree, then they’re not Mao. Of course, there are people who coordinate all the small groups … as with any relatively small and dedicated group, there are some who are more active, more capable, more militant. These rise spontaneously from below.”[184]
Botsford commented that “Sometimes you come away from talking to the Mao with the impression that you’re been living their own hallucination. If 1968 made a fundamental alteration in the revolutionary ‘climate’ in France, why and how does France keep rolling on, immutable, full of Pompidou and ceremony, the France of the Common Market and the good life, superficially so unchanged? Part of the answer lies in the converse of the proposition that if you scratch a Maoist, you find a Maoist; or scratch another Frenchman, left, right or center, and he wants no part of the Mao, on any terms. To the official left, the Mao is Public Enemy Number One.”[185]
Botsford concluded, “Ultimately, the success or failure of the Mao in France will depend on their ability to create a network of small groups, in industry, among the impoverished rural workers, in key areas of control such as communications and the press-groups that can, when the signal is given, cause a breakdown in the routine operation of one of the world’s most rigidly centralized states.”[186]
Clearly, “les Mao” did not have the ability to establish on a lasting basis the kind of organization that Botsford described.

Conclusion

As in many other countries, there began to develop in France in the early 1960s elements in or near the Communist Party that sympathized with the Chinese in their quarrel with the Soviet Communists. By the middle of the decade this pro-Chinese tendency had begun to take organizational form. Only one of the resulting groups, the Parti Communiste Marxiste-Leniniste de France, was able to establish lasting contacts with the Chinese party and government. It remained loyal to the Chinese throughout the zigzags of Chinese policy during the 1970s, only a small group breaking away to organize a pro-Albanian party.
Three other recognizable Maoist groups appeared in France. The Marxist-Leninist Center of France ended up opposing the Great Cultural Revolution and supporting Liu Shao-chi, after which it gave little further evidence of existence. The Proletarian Left—Parti Communiste Revolutionnaire continued to support the Chinese, but apparently never enjoyed close relations with them, perhaps because of its toying for some time with putschist kinds of activity. Finally, there were the real putschists, who seemed to mix a potion of Maoist theory with near anarchist aversion to organization and centralization, and which, once the euphoria of the student-worker revolt of May 1968 wore off, largely disappeared from the scene.




Maoism in the German Federal Republic

Because of what was happening in Soviet-occupied parts of Germany and subsequently in the so-called German Democratic Republic, Communism of any variety was not very popular in the German Federal Republic. In 1956, the pro-Soviet Communist Party of Germany (Kommunistische Partei Deutschland—KPD) was outlawed by the Federal government, but some years later, in 1968, it was again legalized as the Deutsche Kommunistische Partei (DKP). After 1953, it did not receive enough votes to elect any members of the West German parliament, the Bundestag.[187]
By the time the DKP was legalized, there had developed a considerable number of parties and groups to the Left of the pro-Soviet party. Several of these were of Maoist inclination. The oldest of these was established by dissident members of the pro-Soviet party; most of the others grew out of the New Left movement of the late 1960s and the early 1970s.
Although at least two of the Maoist groups sent delegations to China, none seems to have obtained the clear “Chinese franchise,” and the Chinese Communist party seems to have worked unsuccessfully to try to unite the parties that pledged support to its ideology, program and policies, to form a single organization.[188]
The Christian Democratic Union sought in the late 1970s to have the most important Maoist groups outlawed. However, this did not take place.[189]

The Communist Party of Germany-Marxist-Leninist

The oldest of the German Maoist groups was the Communist Party of Germany-Marxist Leninist (KPD-ML). A United States State Department source said of its formation that “Pro-Chinese dissidents in the KPD broke with the party in 1967 and attempted to form a rival organization. … In late October 1968—just before the DKP held its first conference in Offenbach—the new Marxist-Leninist Communist Party of Germany (KPD-ML) was finally unveiled. The actual and potential strength of this new organization is impossible to estimate at this time … it may appeal to some of the dissident student radicals for whom the traditional communist organizations are too stodgy and conservative.”[190]
The KPD-ML was led by a former leader of the pro-Soviet KPD, Ernst Aust, whom one Trotskyist source labeled “an old experienced Stalinist.”[191] It was established at a congress on December 21, 1968. It soon denounced the revived pro-Soviet party, the DKP, on the ground that “its founding was due to agreements and collusions with the reactionary and bourgeois system.” It established a Red Guard youth group.
In its early years, the KPD-ML apparently suffered considerable internal dissension. In 1973 Stephen Possony reported the existence of at least four schismatic groups of the KPD-ML. These were the KPD-ML-Bolschewiki, the KPD-ML Neue Einheit (New Unity), the KPD-ML Revolutionarer Weg, and the Kommunistischer Arbeiterbund KAP-ML.[192]
Although in the beginning the KPD-ML had its principal base in Hamburg, by the middle 1970s its membership was principally in “a few cities in North Rhine-Westphalia.” In 1975, its membership was estimated at about 700. By that time, it was publishing a newspaper Roter Morgen and a theoretical journal, Der Weg der Partei. Its youth group, Rote Garde, claimed to be publishing eleven periodicals for young workers, seven for secondary school and university students, and four for “soldiers in various garrisons.”
The KPD-ML also had a front group, Rote Hilfe Deutschlands, which was established at a conference in Dortmund in January 1975 that was attended by 50 delegates from 25 communities.
The KPD-ML openly advocated a violent revolution. It was reported that “Young workers and students are encouraged to join the Bundeswehr in order to learn how to handle weapons and to destroy the armed forces from within.”[193] It is interesting to note that at a time when other Maoist groups were endorsing the West Germany army (Bundeswehr) as a protection of the country against possible invasion by the USSR, the KPD-ML paper said that such an attitude “would mean capitulation to U.S. imperialism, support to West German imperialism, and abandonment of the proletarian revolution.”[194]
In spite of its official endorsement of the violent road to power, the KPD-ML took part in elections, both in the general political field and within factories. In North Rhine-Westphalia Land elections in May 1975 it got 1,735 votes for its candidates.[195]
In 1979, the KPD-ML formed part of the Popular Front Against Reaction, Fascism and War, an electoral coalition of various far-Left groups. In subsequent federal elections, the Front received 9,344 votes.[196]
In trade union elections at the Howaldt Werke factory in Kiel in 1975, its Red List got almost 25 percent of the votes.[197] In 1978, the party had candidates on the lists of the Revolutionary Trade Union Opposition in shop steward elections in the Federal republic and West Berlin.[198]
Eric Waldman reported that early in 1976 the KPD-ML claimed “that it had formed an underground section in the GDR [German Democratic Republic], whose task it is to lead the working class to ‘overthrow with force the bourgeois dictatorship in the GDR.’… Also the KPD-ML intends to enlighten the population in the GDR Vhere fascism has been established.’”[199] A couple of years later, the party claimed that “A miniature edition of Roter Morgen is mailed into the GDR.”
With changes in China after the death of Mao Tse-tung and the split of the Albanians with Mao’s successors, the KPD-ML joined the Albanians. As early as July 1978, Ernst Aust visited Albania, where he “condemned the hostile acts of the Chinese leadership and assured Enver Hoxha of the party’s solidarity and friendship.”[200]
Two years later, Eric Waldman reported that “The Communist Party of Germany-Marxist-Leninist (KPD-ML), disenchanted with China, turned completely towards Albania. In April [1980] its chairman, Ernst Aust, was received by Enver Hoxha, first secretary of the Albanian Party of Labor. Both leaders emphasized the common struggle against imperialism, social imperialism, modern revisionism.”[201]
In the mid-1980s, the KPD-ML, which by that time was calling itself merely German Communist Party (KPD), merged with the country’s principal Trotskyist organization, the International Marxist Group (GIM), to form the United Socialist Party (Verinigte Sozialististsche Partei—VSP). The principal leader of the VSP was Horst-Dieter Koch, and its headquarters was established in Cologne. The bi-weekly publication Sozialististsche Zeitung replaced the KPD’s Roter Morgen and the GIM’s Was Tun. The VSP established a youth group, the Autonomous Socialist Youth Group (ASIG).
Wayne Thompson noted that “Members of the KPD who opposed the merger that resulted in the VSP reconfirmed their adherence to the old party statutes and program. Calling themselves the ‘correct’ KPD, they maintain headquarters in West Berlin. A separate Workers League for the Reconstruction of the KPD claims about 300 members, maintains a Communist University League in Bavaria, and publishes two editions of Kommurdstische Arbeiterzeitung”[202]

The First Maoist Kommunistische Partei Deutschland (KPD)

The second significant Maoist party to be organized in West Germany was the Kommurdstische Partei Deutschland (KPD). It is not to be confused with the original pro-Soviet KPD, which was outlawed in the 1950s, and (except perhaps in its own view) it was in no sense a continuation of that party which, in theory at least, continued to exist in West Germany as a clandestine organization—although after the formation of the DKP that probably was no longer the case.
The Maoist KPD had its origins in the establishment of the KPD Aufbauorganisation, that is, Organization to Rebuild the KPD (KPD-AO), by New Left students in 1970. In July 1971, the KPD-AO changed its name to KPD.[203]
The KPD gained some notoriety in April 1973, when it “occupied” and vandalized the Bonn city hall. In that same year it moved its headquarters to Dortmund and had an estimated membership of about 300. Among its recognized leaders were Christian Semler and Jurgen Horlemann. It had the Communist Student Union and the Communist High School Students Union under its control and was reported to have “some influence” in the League Against Imperialism. It was also seeking to establish a Revolutionary Trade Union.[204]
By 1974, the KPD was recognized as the “most significant” Maoist party. It claimed 5,000 members and another 5,000 sympathizers. The average age of its membership was 25. Some 25 percent of the members were women. Aside from its Central Committee, Politburo and Permanent Committee, it had at least four regional committees, city committees in Nuremberg, Frankfurt, Bremen, and West Berlin, and a “network of Trade Union Opposition Groups … in factories and in the DGB.” Its weekly periodical, Rote Fahne, published about 25,000 copies, and its Rote Presse Korrespondenz, 4,000.
The KPD held its first congress in Cologne in June 1973. There were 153 delegates, of whom 34 percent were said to have been workers in large factories, 16 percent office workers, 31 percent “working intelligentsia,” the rest students and pensioners.
The KPD ran 20 candidates in the Land elections in Hesse in October 1973. These received 4,152 votes, or 0.1 percent of the total. On the same day, it got 6,719 votes in Bavaria Land elections, which was also approximately 0.1 percent.[205]
In October 1976 elections, the KPD received 22,714 votes, again 0.1 percent of the total. Eric Waldman reported that “The KPD also participated in Land and municipal elections and submitted candidates in 70 factory elections of shop stewards. KPD candidates were elected in 30 industrial firms.[206]
In 1976, Eric Waldman sketched the subsidiary and front organizations of the KPD. He said that “The Communist Youth League … is the youth organization of the KPD. … It considered itself as the ‘fighting organization of the working youth and the reserve of the party.’ … The KPD-affiliated student organization, the Communist Student League … is highly active in many universities. The Communist High School Student League … has its own central organ, the Sckulkamp. KPD-controlled ‘mass organizations’ include the Rote Hilfe, the product of the merger of several Rote Hilfe groups. … Another is the League Against Imperialism … which celebrated its fourth anniversary on 14 July 1975. It has headquarters in Cologne, with units in several Lander, and an official organ. … The Association of Socialist Artists … was founded at Whitsuntide 1975. … The VSK [Vereingigung Sozialistischer Kulturschaffender] has local groups in at least 12 cities.”[207]
Presumably following what it thought to be in the best interests of the Chinese, the KPD in 1975 not only endorsed the maintenance of U.S. troops in Europe but even the arming of West German troops with atomic weapons. Concerning the latter, Rote Fahne, the KPD paper, wrote that “Nuclear weapons in the hands of the West European states are weapons of justice when they serve to defend freedom and independence against the superpowers.”
As for U.S. troops staying in Western Europe, Rote Fahne said that “Today the situation is such that European countries do not have sufficient defense forces of their own to counter successfully a military attack by Soviet social imperialism, the major enemy of the European peoples and states. … The struggle against U.S. troops in our country serves only Soviet social imperialism.”[208]
By 1976, the KPD was apparently in decline. Its membership dropped from 900 to 700 in that year, and it was reported that it could only mobilize “up to 5,500 sympathizers for its various actions, or half of the number of the previous year.” Its Second Congress held in July 1976 adopted a policy of alliances with other groups.[209]
At its Third Congress in March 1980, the KPD decided to dissolve itself, by a two-thirds vote. Eric Waldman noted, The KPD left behind debts amounting to several hundred thousand DM, 250,000 DM alone as the result of legal obligations arising from the party’s spectacular occupation of Bonn’s city hall (10 April 1973) to protest the visit of the then president of South Vietnam.”[210]
Apparently the KPD remained loyal to the Chinese as long as it continued to exist. In 1978 the party Chairman, Christian Semler, headed a delegation that went to China. At the time that Vietnam moved troops in to overthrow the Pol Pot regime (supported by the Chinese) in Cambodia, the KPD announced that it “supports Cambodia in its struggle against foreign domination (i.e., Vietnam) and maintains contact with Maoist parties in Turkey and Belgium.”[211]

The Communist League of West Germany

The third significant Maoist party in West Germany and the most important one after the disappearance of the KPD, was the Communist League of West Germany (Kommunistischer Bund Westdeutschlands—KBW). It was founded at a conference in Bremen in June 1973, which was said to have merged 25 different smaller groups, most of them offshoots of the New Left SDS of the late 1960s. Its principal periodical was Kommunistische Volkszeitung.[212]
In March 1975, the KBW held its Second Conference in Ludwigshafen with 98 delegates in attendance, said to represent 1,700 members in 46 local groups. It was reported that “Representatives from 76 communist groups from all parts of the FRG [Federal Republic of Germany] attended as guests.” The conference elected a new 15-member central committee, which chose a five member “permanent committee.”
In 1975, the KBW succeeded in electing one of its members to the city council in Heidelberg. Also, on September 21, it was a major factor in organizing a demonstration of 20,000 people in Bonn against a law prohibiting abortion.[213]
In 1975—1976, when all of the Maoist groups were putting forth their attitudes toward the West German army, the Bundeswehr, and participation in NATO, the KBW denounced “as betrayal of the working class” the position of the KPD in favor of maintenance of American troops in West Germany. It was reported that “The KBW supports universal military training because it ensures that the workers will learn how to handle weapons and thereby obtain the capability to free themselves from capitalist suppression. The slogan about ‘turning the guns around’ in case of war expresses the attitude of the KBW.”[214]
In 1979, Eric Waldman reported that “One of the main efforts of the KBW is the struggle against the Bundeswehr. … The anti-military activity is based on the ‘Directives for Military Problems’ and consists of two phases. The first is the creation of conspiratorial units within the military and other security organs of the FRG. … The second phase is disruption by KBW groups of military activities when the military is employed on behalf of the ‘bourgeois.’”[215]
In 1977, the KBW took part in some local elections. It received about 0.1 percent of the total vote in Hesse. In that same year, in March, in a demonstration in Grohunde against building a nuclear power plant, “a few hundred members of the KBW transformed a peaceful demonstration of about 15,000 persons into a fierce struggle with the police.”
By 1977, the KBW was by far the largest of the German Maoist parties. It was credited with about 3,500 members “and twice as many sympathizers.” One report on the party at that time noted that “The new organizational structure divided the party into three regions and forty district units. Hans Gerhard Schmierer is secretary of the Central Committee. In 1977 the KBW bought a large building in Frankfurt for more than $1 million to serve as its new headquarters and training center. It also bought an expensive computer communication system to keep in close touch with its field organizations.”[216]
Some information is available on the sources of funding for the KBW at the apex of its influence. Some of it (about 3.4 million DM) came from membership dues, which were about $40 a month. Another 1 million DM came from “gifts from ‘mass organizations’” and an additional 2 million from the sale of the party’s literature. It was reported that “The members pay a high percentage of their income to the party and are requested to transfer their savings, inheritances etc., to the KBW treasury.”[217]
At this time, the KBW had a Communist University Group (KHG) and a Communist Youth League (KJB), which were reported to have in all about 1,500 members. Its periodical Kommunistische Volkseitung was said to have a circulation of 35,000 copies, and the party was also publishing a monthly theoretical organ, Kommunismus und Klassenkampf.[218]
In 1978, the KBW participated in Land elections in Hamburg, Lower Saxony and Hesse, from all of which it got about 0.1 percent of the vote.
The KBW fell victim to the changes in China after the death of Mao Tse-tung. It was reported that “After the arrest of the Gang of Four by the new Chinese communist regime, about one-third of the approximately two thousand members left the party. … The defection of party leaders and the struggle of two wings for control of the organization and its over 10 million DM capital investment are the causes of the continuing internal crisis.”[219]
In 1980, Eric Waldman reported that “as a result of membership losses the KBW appears to have assumed again the character of a cadre group.” Its difficulties were reflected by substantial declines in its votes in several Land elections in 1979. Also, Waldman reported that “Substantial membership losses in its auxiliary organizations forced the KBW to combine them in a new mass organization: the ‘Association of Revolutionary People’s Education—Soldiers and Reservists’ comprising the former Soldiers’ and Reservists’ committees, the Society for the Support of the People’s Struggle, and the Committees Against Paragraph 218 (anti-abortion law).”[220]
By the mid-1980s, the KBW had gone out of existence. However, a group that had broken away from it, the Bund Westdeutscher Kommunisten (BWK), was still functioning. It was reported by Wayne C. Thompson in 1988 to have “approximately 400 members organized in groups in seven lands.” It published a bi-weekly periodical, Politische Berichte, with a circulation of about 1,300, and a pamphlet-review, Nachrichtenhefte, with a printing of about 1,000 copies. The BWK was the dominant member of Peoples Front with its headquarters in Cologne, which “is an instrument for an alliance of leftist-extremists.”[221]

Other Maoist Groups

In addition to the three principal West German Maoist parties, several other pro-Chinese groups have been noted from time to time. We have already recounted the various organizations that arose from the splits in the KPD-ML in the early days, none which seems to have survived for any length of time.
More long-lived was the Communist Workers League of Germany (Kommunistischer Arbeiterbund Deutschlands—KAPD). It was publishing a central organ, Rote Fahne, which in 1971 was converted from a monthly to a weekly,[222] had a youth organization, the Revolutionary Youth League of Germany (Revolutionarer Jugenverband Deutschlands), which in February 1975 began to publish its own magazine, Stachel.[223] Two years later, the KAPD was still publishing its paper every two weeks, and its youth group had changed the name of its periodical to Bebell.
Another Maoist group mentioned by Eric Waldman in 1980 was the Communist League (Kommunistischer Bund—KB). About it, Waldman wrote that “despite organizational and financial problems, it was attempting to expand its influence beyond its strongholds in Hamburg and Lower Saxony.”[224]
In 1988 it was reported to have “considerable influence within the Green-Alternative List,” and to be publishing a paper Arbeiterkampf. A faction that had broken with the KB in 1979 had actually joined the Greens, “with many of its members rising to top positions in the Greens’ federal and land organizations.”[225]

Conclusion

In spite of the proliferation of Maoist groups in West Germany after 1968, none of them appears to have gained the official “Chinese franchise.” Eric Waldman reported in 1977 that “In spite of Peking’s pleasure for the Maoist parties and organizations to combine, they usually insist upon their separate identity and maintain a rather hostile relationship toward one another.” Waldman added that “All of the Maoist parties demand from their members complete subordination, iron discipline and considerable material sacrifices. Members may on command change their places of residence and employment regardless of financial disadvantages. Members in academic professions are known to contribute frequently up to 1,000 marks monthly to the party coffers.”[226]
West German Maoism suffered considerably from the zigzags of Chinese party and government policy. We have noted that the KPD-ML, the oldest of the groups, ended up joining the Albanian camp. The KBW, on the other hand, was split wide open by the purge of the Gang of Four and consequently went into sharp decline. The decision of the KPD in 1980 to go out of existence may well also have been related to the difficulty of keeping up with the changes in Chinese policy, as well as, perhaps, to the lack of further interest on the part of the Chinese in patronizing further Maoist parties in other countries.




Maoism in Great Britain

The Communist Party of Great Britain (CPGB) largely dominated the Far Left in British politics during the six decades following its establishment in 1920. Although a Trotskyite dissidence appeared in the 1930s and persisted thereafter, it never succeeded—except during World War II—in offering a serious challenge to the CPGB.[227]
The Communist Party of Great Britain reached the apogee of its influence immediately following World War II. In the 1945 general elections, it seated two members of parliament instead of a single m.p., which had been its representation during most of the interwar and World War II years. Its influence was also considerable in the trade union movement.
In 1950 the CPGB lost its House of Commons seats and was never able to regain them. It was the scene of considerable internal controversy and struggle, particularly after Nikita Krushchev’s speech to the Twentieth Congress of the CPSU early in 1956 and the Soviet invasion of Hungary later that year, and after the Soviet invasion of Czechoslovakia in 1968.
During the 1970s and 1980s, the CPGB became one of the most clearly “Eurocommunist parties in Europe. This orientation led to a significant defection in 1985, when a substantial group of secondary leaders broke away to form the Communist Party of Britain, which proclaimed itself ‘Leninist’ but eschewed allegiance to Stalinism.”[228]
In the meantime, the CPGB had been affected, although only modestly, by the split in International Communism between the supporters of the Soviet and Chinese parties.
The first Maoist split in the Communist Party of Great Britain took place late in 1963, with the formation of the Committee to Defeat Revisionism, For Communist Unity. Although apparently enjoying relatively substantial financial support, this group soon split, and apparently ceased to be of any significance in far-Left British politics. Then a new Maoist group, the Communist Party of Britain (Marxist-Leninist), appeared in 1968, and it and several other pro-Chinese groups continued to exist through the next decade.

The Committee to Defeat Revisionism, For Communist Unity

The first British Maoist group, the Committee to Defeat Revi­sionism, For Communist Unity, was established in November 1963. An official statement of the group said that it was set up “by Communists who had come to recognize, in the course of struggle against the policies of the Communist Party of Great Britain, that to transform this Party from within… was an impossibility. This committee is now organizing a public campaign to expose revisionism, and win the militant industrial workers and intellectuals to understand that a genuine Communist Party must be established before advance can be made against monopoly-capital in Britain. We shall, before long, achieve this goal.”[229]
The Committee appeared at its inception to have relatively considerable financial resources. In the months following its establishment, it began to issue a periodical, Vanguard, edited by Arthur Evans,[230] and also put out about half a dozen pamphlets, setting forth its position on various issues.
The Committee to Defeat Revisionism centered much of its fire on the leadership of the CPGB. In one of its pamphlets, Michael McCreexy said that “comrades who recognized and protested at the open appearance of Social Democratic theory and practice in the C.P.G.B., were unable to check the degeneration of the Party into a radical appendage of the Social-Democratic Labour Party. By 1951 a new and outright revisionist programme, the British Road to Socialism, had been adopted. In this peaceful, legal tran­sition to socialism was declared a real possibility in imperialist Britain, and an imperialist attitude openly adopted towards the peoples of the British Empire. Both the socialist revolution and proletarian internationalism were kicked out of the window.”[231]
The new British Maoist group also proclaimed its loyalty to the legacy of Joseph Stalin. One of its leaders, A. H. Evans, wrote that “Khrushchov [sic] has stressed to the point of dangerous stupidity certain failings in the personality of Stalin, failings that were true. Nevertheless. … Stalin’s failings were more than counter-balanced by his share in routing the kulaks, by his insistence on heavy industry. In order to accomplish these two primary aims it was essential to smash internal opposition, to struggle fiercely for Party Unity. … The iron will of Stalin, his grasp of essential theory, had much to do with routing the enemy. To play these historical facts down, belittle them, to take the body of the man who so largely shaped them, to cast his body as that of a dog, secretly, in dead-of-night, into a wall—even the Kremlin Wall—is to do an ill-service to the struggle for World Socialism and the ultimate brotherhood of man.”[232]
In most of its publications the Committee to Defeat Revisionism expressed the group’s support of Mao and the Chinese Communists against their Soviet opponents. Thus, Michael McCreeiy wrote in one of the Committee’s pamphlets dated November 1963, that “The defence of Marxism-Leninism is being led, internationally by Mao Tse-tung and the Communist Party of China.”[233]
In another pamphlet, Arthur Evans wrote that “Having enriched the theory and practice of Marxism in these two directions, curbing god-worship and putting the angels to a richer life through more varied work, the Chinese leadership resurrected Lenin’s State and Revolution, studied it in the light of their own experiences, and decided that Lenin was, as usual, nearer to ultimate truth than any contemporary.”[234]
Evans argued that “Stalin gave to the Chinese communists a certain amount of excellent advice and some advice which was not so excellent. The Chinese took the excellent advice, thanked Comrade Stalin for the bad advice and went on their own way. Not a bad way of doing things.”
Evans then sketched the origins of the Sino-Soviet split. He wrote that “The split in the movement can be traced directly to Khrushchov’s attack on Stalin in 1956. Following this initial at­tack, Khrushchov has progressively developed a special line of his own regarding the policy of peaceful coexistence as outlined by Lenin. … The Chinese leaders assert that Khrushchov’s policy of peaceful co-existence is a laying-down of arms, an outright betrayal of colonial and semi-colonial peoples now moving into action in Asia, Africa and Latin America.”[235]
In another pamphlet, Evans wrote that “Here in Britain, the fog of deliberate obscurity clouds the real issues between your comrades and N. Khrushchov. Our main avenue comes via Peking, from those same comrades who have so wisely led their peoples to victory after victory over all enemies. Those Chinese comrades who took practical steps back in 1949, before the civil war was over, to destroy the cult of the individual.”[236]
The leaders of the Committee to Defeat Revisionism clearly thought themselves part of a wider international movement. In attacking the CPGB, Michael McCreery wrote that “Suppression of factual information which would enable members of the Communist Party to gain a clear picture of the real issues within the international Communist movement, now that the revisionists have taken to public slander of Communist parties which stand by the basic truths of Marxism-Leninism, and the basic interests of the working class, is persistent and deliberate. There has been no mention of important statements defending Marxism-Leninism made in recent months by the Communist Parties of Vietnam, New Zealand, Indonesia, Korea, Albania, Brazil, and many other countries, and only a few extracts from statements by the Communist Party of China, selected in an attempt to distort the true standpoint of this fraternal Party.”[237]
However, there is no indication as to whether the Committee to Defeat Revisionism had any direct contacts with the Chinese Party.
In September 1964, there was a split in the Committee to Defeat Revisionism, for Communist Unity. The London Sunday Telegraph reported that “Members of the pro-Chinese breakaway group which left the British Communist Party last November have fallen out among themselves.” Two leading figures in the group, Arthur Evans, editor of Vanguard, and R. A. Jones, features editor of the paper, quit the Committee. These two, who were reported to have “left” the Committee, without any indication of whether they had resigned or been expelled, were denounced by Michael McCreery, described as “the old Etonian son of Gen. Sir Richard McCreery, who is secretary of the Committee,” as being guilty of “left sectarianism,” in “ignoring the stages through which revolution must develop.”[238]
Michael McCreery died in 1965. His group thereafter splintered into several competing organizations. One of these was the Action Committee for Marxist-Leninist Unity, headed by Michael Baker, which published a periodical, Hammer or Anvil. At the end of 1967 it joined with the Marxist-Leninist Organization of Britain to form the Revolutionary Communist League of Great Britain, which endorsed Liu Shao-qui at the time of the Cultural Revolution.[239] Other elements from the McCreery group established the Workers Party of Scotland and the Working People’s Party of England.[240]

The Communist Party of Britain (Marxist-Leninist)

Even after the establishment of The Committee to Defeat Revisionism, there continued to be pro-Chinese elements within the leadership of the CPGB. In the party’s 1965 congress, twenty such people were expelled from the party’s ranks. Two years later, in April 1967, another group, led by Reg Birch and three other members of the editorial committee of a pro-Peking publication, Marxist, were also expelled from the CPGB.[241]
Finally, in April 1968, Birch and others who had been expelled held a congress in which they established the Communist Party of Britain (Marxist-Leninist). It claimed a membership of 400 at its inception.[242] Reports on its membership did not vary significantly in the following decade.
The CPB (M-L) published a fortnightly paper The Worker. However, the main importance of the party was derived from its major leader and spokesman, Reg Birch. He was a long-time member of the Executive Committee of one of the country’s largest national unions, the Amalgamated Engineering Union, and in September 1975 was also elected to the General Council of the Trade Union Congress.[243]
As might have been expected, the CPB (M-L) adopted extremist positions, both in the industrial and general political field. D. L. Price wrote in 1974 that “Though small in numbers, the CPB ML operated intensively in the engineering industry, in campaigns aimed at destroying the Industrial Relations Act. The campaigns took the form of occupations of factory premises and rallies: ‘Occupations lend themselves admirably to the present phase of guerrilla struggle. … Every guerrilla struggle is a rehearsal for the final confrontation when it will not be individual factories occupied tactically but the whole employing class expropriated strategically.’ Reg Birch forecast that his party would become increasingly militant: ‘We will fight for our rights. … Well take it out into the open and well have a civil war about it.’”[244]
The party apparently did not take part in elections. Following the October 1974 general election, it indicated its apocalyptic view of the situation in a statement that claimed, “We are in a fight to the death—the death of a class, them over us. They will not bury us. We will bury them.” … Such a line led one observer to comment that in 1974 “the party steadily lost credibility, as its propaganda became increasingly doctrinaire and extreme.”[245]
The CPB (M-L) was in 1974 credited with being “the only pro-Chinese party in Great Britain whose activities are publicized by the People’s Republic of China.”[246] The year before, Reg Birch had made an extended visit to Peking and Tirana, where he was given interviews there with Chou En-lai and Enver Hoxha, respectively.[247]

Other Maoist Groups

The CPB (M-L) was not the only pro-Maoist party in Britain in the 1970s, however. In 1976, Richard Sim reported that “In 1976 eight pro-Chinese Marxist parties were identified as still operative in Britain though all were very small.” Of these, Sim said, the PCB (M-L) was “the largest, with a membership of 300—400.”[248]
By the late 1970s there was a second Maoist group of at least some significance, the Revolutionary Communist League of Britain. It was formed in 1978 by the merger of the Communist Federation of Britain (Marxist-Leninist) and the Communist Unity Association of Britain (Marxist-Leninist).[249] It came to associate itself with the Albanians against the Chinese.[250]
By the early 1980s, the Communist Party of Britain (Marxist-Leninist) and the Revolutionary Communist League of Britain were reported to be the only two Maoist groups that “can make any claim of having a visible organization” in the United Kingdom. In general, Maoism was said to be “in serious decline.”[251]
British Maoism was affected by the split between China and Albania. The Communist Party of Britain (Marxist-Leninist) supported Albania in its quarrel with the successors of Mao Tse-tung. The CPB (M-L)’s rival, the Revolutionary Communist League of Britain, was said to “admire the Pol Pot regime”[252]
According to the Revolutionary Internationalist Movement (the grouping of the supporters of the Maoism of the Great Cultural Revolution and the Gang of Four), it has had supporters in Great Britain. However, the designation of these supporters has changed over time in various publications of the RIM. In one of its earliest pronouncements, a “Joint Communique” of 1980, the British affiliate was listed as the Nottingham Communist Group.[253] In the Declaration of the Revolutionary Internationalist Movement of March 1984, it was said to be the Revolutionary Internationalist Contingent.[254] A listing of “Participating Organizations in RIM” in the December 1996 issue of the RIM magazine, A World to Win, does not include any British organization. However, the headquarters of the RIM continued to be in London.[255] We have no further information concerning the British affiliates of the RIM.




Greek Maoism

The emergence of Maoism in Greece took place against the background of the military dictatorship, often called “the colonels’ regime,” which was set up after a coup in 1967, and which was finally overthrown in July 1974. In that period, at least four different Maoist groups or parties were established in Greece. We have no information as to whether any of these groups was officially recognized by the Chinese Communist Party. As was true in most countries, the Greek Maoists were characterized by considerable internal dissension and splitting. Whatever strength the Greek Maoists had seems to have been principally among students.
During the period of the colonels’ rule, the pro-Soviet Communist Party of Greece (KKE) suffered a serious split. As a consequence of this, there were formed two separate parties, one of which was popularly referred to as the “exterior faction.”[256] Both groups continued their separate existence throughout the colonels’ regime and in the subsequent democratic period. This split served, as one might have expected, to strengthen the Maoist tendency in Greek Communism.

The Organization Of Marxist-Leninists Of Greece

The oldest of the Maoist organization in Greece was the Organization of Marxist-Leninists of Greece (OMLE), which was established in the mid-1960s. Maurice Goldboom noted in 1968 that “most of its members were never connected with the official Communist movement.”[257] In subsequent years, two of the other groups in Greece originated from splits in the OMLE.
In 1978, D. George Kousoulas noted that the OMLE “often attacks the Soviet ‘social imperialism’ and has sided with Hua Kuo-feng and against the ‘Gang of Four.’”[258] The principal leader of the OMLE was Steois Manousakas, and its periodical was Laiko Dromos.[259] In 1981, D. George Kousoulas noted that the OMLE “broke up into several factions in 1979; the internal feuds continued in 1980.”[260]

The Communist Party of Greece (Marxist-Leninist)

Two parties appeared using the name Communist Party of Greece (Marxist-Leninist) or KKEML. The older of these was formed in 1969 by dissidents from the OMLE.[261] It held its First Conference in April 1972. That meeting passed a resolution that said, “We must understand the struggle is between true revolutionary Communists on the one side, the Marxist-Leninists of the entire world under the leadership of the Communist Party of China and the Communist Party of Albania, and on the other revisionists and opportunists of every ilk, led by the Communist Party of the Soviet Union. … Today’s revisionists are above all the defenders of a new bourgeoisie, the bourgeoisie of the social imperialist Soviet Union.”
At the time of its establishment, it was not possible for the KKE (Marxist-Leninist) to publish any open periodicals in Greece because of the military dictatorship. However, its members in exile did publish Laiki Foni (People’s Voice), Anaghenissi (Renaissance or Resurrection), and Espanastatis (Rebel).[262]
A number of members of the KKE (Marxist-Leninist) were arrested by the colonel’s regime and were kept in the Leros prison camp, along with members of the two factions of the Communist Party and other political prisoners. The American Trotskyist publication International Press noted that in prison they were known as the “Resurectionists,” from the name of their periodical. It noted that “the members of this current are bound to the old Stalinist tactics, uninterested in studying and discussing new developments, and faithful to the new Mecca represented by Peking.”[263]
After the fall of the colonels’ regime, the KKE (Marxist-Leninist) began to publish openly a monthly called Kokkini Simaia and established their own publishing house. In November 1974 they legally held their First Congress. One of its decisions was “to take part in the next parliamentary election when it is held.”[264] We have no information as to whether it did in fact have a slate in the first post-dictatorship election, or if so, how its candidate fared.
This version of the KKEML, led by Zachos, stayed loyal to the Chinese after the death of Mao. It sent congratulations to Hua Kuo-feng upon his becoming Mao’s successor.[265]
A second group using the name KKKEML was established in November 1976 as a split-off from the Organization of Marxist-Leninists of Greece. It denounced the Three Worlds Theory as “revisionism” and supported the Albanians in their split with China.”[266]

The Greek Revolutionary Liberation Front

Another Maoist group formed as a result of a split in the Organization of Marxist-Leninists of Greece was the Greek Revolutionary Liberation Front (EEAM), which was set up in the Spring of 1973 by cadres who left the OMLE. It was described by D. George Kousalas as being composed of “Marxist-Leninists opposed to the opportunism of KKE and to the Khruschevite revisionism which led to the ideological-political degeneration of KKE since 1956.” He described its leaders as being “Stalinists and Maoists … [who] consider the present Soviet leadership out of step with true Marxism-Leninism.”
The EEAM was made up mostly of students. It launched a periodical, Neoni Agones, which was reported to have been closed in 1975 “for lack of funds.”[267]
The EEAM apparently came out into the open after the fall of the colonels’ regime. However, by the end of the 1970s, it was not worth much more than a footnote to a sketch of the Greek Far Left in that period.

The Revolutionary Communist Movement of Greece

The most significant of the Greek Maoist organizations after the fall of the colonel’s regime was the Revolutionary Communist Movement of Greece (EKKKE). It had been founded by a group of Greek students studying in East Berlin in 1970. It began operating in Greece in 1974 under the leadership of Chairman Christos Bistis.[268] By 1975 it was “considered to be the best-oriented and largest ‘extremely radical’ leftist group in Greece.”[269] It was reported as “having a Maoist orientation and aspires to be the nucleus for a truly Marxist-Leninist communist workers party in Greece.” By 1980 it was judged by the East German Communists to have a membership of 500, and a “mobilization potential” of 8,000.[270]
The EKKE had its principal base among university students, and in elections in the universities of Athens and Salonika in 1975 it got 630 and 225 votes out of 16,053 and 7,227, respectively.[271]
Unlike the other Maoist organizations, it took part in November 1977 parliamentary elections. Its candidate received 11,657 votes or 0.23 percent of the total.[272] However, D. George Kousoulas commented some time later that “In both the parliamentary and municipal elections, the Revolutionary Communist Movement of Greece (EKKE) … was ignored by the voters.”[273]
The EKKE stayed loyal to the Chinese after Mao’s death. It supported the Three Worlds Theory, and in August 1978 a delegation from the party visited China and was received by a member of the Chinese Politburo.[274]
Kousoulas reported in 1981 that “The pro-Chinese EKKE is currently in a state of disarray, following a serious split in 1980.”[275] We have no further information concerning the causes or nature of this division in the ranks of the EKKE.

Other Maoist Groups

East German SED sources mention several other Maoist groups. One of these was the Marxist-Leninist Communist Party of Greece, established in November 1976 under the leadership of Isaac Jordanidis, a former KKE party functionary, which had as its central organ Laikos Dromos (People’s Way). It endorsed the Three Worlds Theory; a delegation it sent to Peking in December 1977 was received by Li Xiannian.[276] In 1987, D. G. Kousoulas referred to it as a group “with little political significance.”[277]
Other groups mentioned by the East Germans without further elaboration were the Group for a Proletarian Left, founded in 1975; Greek Bolsheviks, established in 1973; Movement of Greek Marxist-Leninists; Group of Greek Marxists Leninists, founded in 1972; Greek Marxist-Leninist Movement, founded in 1970; and the Marxist-Leninist Organization of Greek Political Emigration.[278]




Irish Maoism

Maoism was represented in Ireland by the Communist Party of Ireland (Marxist-Leninist). It was founded in 1970 by the Irish Communist Movement (Marxist-Leninist), which had been set up by students two years earlier. The party had as its periodical Red Patriot/ Newsweekly.[279]
The Communist Party of Ireland (Marxist-Leninist) joined with the Albanians in their split with China after the death of Mao Tse-tung. In June 1979, a delegation of the party visited Albania, where it was received by and talked with Ramiz Alia, then a member of the Albanian Politburo, and ultimately successor to Enver Hoxha, as head of the Albanian Party of Labor.[280]



Italian Maoism

For forty-five years after World War II, the Italian Communist Party (PCI) remained (along with the Christian Democrats) one of the two largest and strongest parties in Italy. It was the major opposition party after being thrown out of the government of Prime Minister Alcide de Gasperi in 1947, and was one of the world’s two or three largest non-governing Communist organizations.
Until his death in 1964, the PCI was led by Palmiro Togliatti. He had emerged as the principal leader of the exile and underground party during the Fascist period, with the support of Joseph Stalin, and until its dissolution in 1943 he served as a leading figure in the apparatus of the Communist International.
It was Togliatti who set the Italian Communists on the path which was to lead them to become in the 1970s the most outstanding “Eurocommunist” organization. In the “political will” which he wrote just before he died, Togliatti, although clearly aligning himself with the Soviets in their quarrel with the Chinese, strongly urged the necessity of maintaining the unity of the International Communist movement, and urged strongly against the calling of an international conference to excommunicate the Chinese from the ranks of orthodox Marxism-Leninism, as Khrushchev was then advocating.
In this same document, Togliatti insisted that “Each party therefore knows how to march in an autonomous fashion. Autonomy of the parties is not only an internal necessity of our movement but an essential condition of our development in present conditions.”

The Origins of Italian Maoism

There were, both during and after Togliatti’s hegemony in the Italian Communist Party, elements that were strongly opposed to the direction in which it was being led, including some who sympathized with the Chinese. Togliatti himself recognized this. In his final document, he wrote that “We have in the parry and its periphery some small groups of comrades and sympathizers favorable to the Chinese positions and who defend those positions. Some members of our party have had to be expelled because they were responsible for factional activities and lack of discipline. But, in general, we discuss all aspects of the polemic with the Chinese in cell and section meetings on a municipal level.”[281]
There was apparently a pro-Chinese group, separate from the Italian Communist Party, as early as 1964—perhaps made up of the people whom Togliatti noted had been expelled from the PCI. Although I was told by local Socialist leaders in Florence in 1964 that there were Maoists in the PCI who had not as yet dared to challenge the party leadership,[282] I was informed by a Florentine Communist trade union leader that there did exist a Maoist party, which he estimated had perhaps a thousand members and had its own publication.[283]
The Washington Post reported in October 1966 that “The dissident pro-Chinese group first emerged in northern Italy three years ago. They were quickly isolated by the late Communist Party leader Palmiro Togliatti’s efforts to couple substantial loyalty to the Soviet line with steady opposition to any open break with the Communist Chinese.”
The Washington Post article continued, “Now, however, the current ‘cultural revolution’ in China has left the Party leadership no choice but to go along with Moscow’s counter-attacks against Peking. This has provided more room and support for the pro-Chinese, who have now surfaced in most areas of Italy. Most of the pro-Chinese groups are planning a meeting in Leghorn, where the Italian Communist Party was founded 45 years ago, to organize a nationwide ‘Communist Party of Italy (Marxist-Leninist)’ It will be dedicated to fighting ‘revisionist and bourgeois’ tendencies in the Italian Communist leadership.”[284]
A couple of years later, a United States State Department source claimed that “Despite the large domestic and international press attention” given to the founding congress of the Partito Comunista d’ltalia-Marxisti-Leninisti, “the new ‘pro-Chinese’ party appears increasingly to have all the characteristics of still-born. Its present membership is not believed to be higher than a couple of thousands … the new party does not seem to cause the PCI undue alarm.”[285]
By 1970, there were at least three recognizable Maoist parties in Italy. According to a local leader (in Venice) of one of these, the Partito Comunista d’ltalia (Marxisti-Leninisti) had at its inception been officially recognized by the Chinese, but when it split shortly after its establishment (with both factions claiming the original name) this recognition had been withdrawn. The third Maoist group was the Unione dei Comunisti (Marxisti-Leninisti), which had been established principally by former members of the youth group of the PCI, and had a following mainly among the students.[286]
By the mid-1970s there were still three recognizable Maoist parties in Italy, apparently the same three we had encountered four years before. These were the Partito Comunista d’ltalia Marxisti-Leninisti, the Organizazione dei Comunisti Marxisti-Leninisti) which in April 1973 changed its name to Partito Comunista Italiano (Marxisti-Leninisti), and the Unione dei Comunisti (Marxisti-Leninisti).[287]
The most important of these parties was the Partito Comunista d’ltalia Marxisti-Leninisti. It was led by Fosco Dinucci, its secretary general. It held its second congress in secret in Parma in January 1973. That congress decided to convert its periodical Nuova Unita from a monthly to a weekly.[288] By 1977, Nuova Unita had become a daily newspaper, and Voce delta Cello, a weekly.[289]
As early as 1974, Judith Chubb noted that the Partito Comunista d’ltalia M-L was indicating “a shift of emphasis from China to Albania (perhaps due to recent Chinese foreign policy).”[290] However, two years later it was reported that the party “regularly exchanges visits and messages with China … Albania … and Maoist groups around the world (e.g. the joint declaration with the Communist Party of Brazil.”[291]
Nevertheless, as the split developed between the Albanian Party of Labor and the successors to Mao Tse-tung in China, the Partito Comunista d’ltalia Marxisti-Leninisti shifted its allegiance to the Albanian party. Angelo Codovilla reported in 1979 that in 1976—1977 “the party shifted its allegiance from Peking to Tirana. A delegation from the Albanian Party of Labor took part in the CPI (M-L) congress—the first time it has sent a delegation to a West European gathering.”[292] A year later, the party was reported to be “strongly pro-Albania.”[293]
Although the Partito Comunista d’ltalia Marxisti-Leninisti preached the need for the violent road to power, there is no indication that it ever sought to launch any kind of guerrilla war. However, Renato Curcio, the founder of the Red Brigades, which carried out many terrorist activities in the 1970s, including the kidnapping and murdering of ex-Prime Minister Aldo Moro, was for a time a member of the party in the late 1960s.[294]
The second Maoist party, the Partito Comunista Italiano (Marxisti-Leninisti) was led by Also Brandirali. Its journal was Servire it Popolo. Unlike the other Maoist groups, it apparently participated in elections, at least on one occasion. It did so in the 1972 parliamentary election, and was reported as receiving about 85,000 votes.[295]
With the splintering of International Maoism after the death of Mao, Branderinelli’s PCI (M-L) was characterized by the East German Communists (who kept close track of such matters) as one of the three “Left Radical Maoist” groups in Italy. The other two were the Movimento Lavoratori per il Socialismo (Workers Movement for Socialism) and the Partito Comunista Linea Rosse (Communist Party Red Line).[296]
The third major Maoist group, the Organizazione dei Comunisti Marxisti-Leninisti, was led by Osvaldo Pesce. In May 1977 it merged with two other small groups to form the Unified Communist Party of Italy, of which Pesce was Secretary General.[297] That party stayed loyal to the Chinese leadership after the death of Mao Tse-tung. It endorsed the Three Worlds Theory and sent delegations to China in 1977 and 1978.[298]
A small group of Italian Maoists came to be affiliated with the Revolutionary Internationalist Movement (RIM), the international organization of those who continued to support the Maoism of the Great Cultural Revolution and the Gang of Four. In an early (1980) document of this group, its Italian affiliate was said to be the Organizazione Comunista Proletaria Marxista-Leninista.[299] In signing the formal “Declaration” announcing the establishment of the Revolutionary Internationalist Movement, the Organizazione was joined by the Communist Collective of Agit/Prop and the Communist Committee of Trento.[300] In the RIM magazine A World to Win in December 1966, the Italian affiliate was listed as the Red Worker Communist Organization.[301] We have no further information concerning these groups.

Other Pro Chinese Elements

The East German Communists noted in 1977 the existence of at least eight other self-proclaimed Maoist parties in Italy, some of them largely confined to a single city.[302] However, in addition to the groups that succeeded in forming avowedly Maoist parties which were to a greater or lesser degree associated with Maoism as a recognizable international movement, there were other elements in the Italian Far Left in the 1960s and 1970s that expressed considerable sympathy for the Chinese Communists.
These, however, were by no means part of International Maoism in any organizational sense. They were to be found in dissident elements of both the PCI and the Socialist Party.
The most significant of these was II Manifesto group. This was a dissident group within the PCI that arose in the late 1960s, attracting in particular a number of that parry’s intellectuals. Among their other disagreements with the post-Togliatti leadership of the Italian Communist Party was their strong support of the Chinese Great Cultural Revolution.
Livio Maitan, the Italian Trotskyist leader, wrote in 1970 about the pro-Maoism of the II Manifesto group, that the “theses” of the group “declare the universal validity of the conceptions of Mao and the cultural revolution; they consider that a real proletarian democracy exists in China and that the Chinese leadership is manifesting a ‘new Internationalism’ that ‘relies on the coherence and richness of revolutionary initiative in other sectors of the world.’”
Maitan observed of these positions that “All this, among other things, is in contradiction to other parts of the document that expound conceptions differing palpably from the Maoist conceptions, especially regarding the structure of revolutionary society and the conception of the party.”[303]
One of the several splinter groups of the Italian Socialist Party (PSI), the Socialist Party of Proletarian Unity (PSIUP), split from the PSI in the late 1960s. According to Dan Georgakas, writing in the American newspaper Liberated Guardian in 1971, the PSIUP “hoped to offer a radical alternative in the form of a socialist Maoist party.”[304]
In the middle of the 1970s, the II Manifesto group and the PSIUP joined forces to establish the Party of Proletarian Unity (PdUP). According to the French Trotskyist paper Rouge, “Without destruction, there can be no construction/ This quotation from Mao Tse-tung hangs in the place of honor on the wall of the Rome headquarters of the PSIUP, under a full-length portrait of the organization’s patron saint.”[305] The PdUP split apart in 1977, and neither faction really became a part of International Maoism.

The PCI Rapprochement with the Chinese

As we have seen, the Italian Communist Parry opposed Soviet efforts to excommunicate the Chinese party in the 1960s. They continued to oppose this idea, although there were no indications of the PCFs accepting Maoist ideas or policies.
However, in 1980 there occurred a rapprochement between the PCI and the Chinese party, which underscored the fact that the successors to Mao Tse-tung had had little further interest in trying to maintain a Maoist party in Italy. This was in the form of an official visit to China by a delegation of the PCI, headed by the then secretary general of the Italian party, Enrico Berlinguer. The Italians had separate audiences with Hua Guo-feng and Deng Xiaoping, and “five rounds of talks with the delegation of the CPC Central Central Committee, led by General Secretary Hu Yao-bang.”
An official Chinese press release on this visit began by noting that “The visit to China of the delegation of the Central Committee of the Italian Communist Party has marked the resumption and a new stage of development of relations between the Chinese and Italian Communist Parties.” It noted that “Generally speaking, the two Parties, while reserving separate views on some important questions, found common ground on many issues such as opposing war and safeguarding peace.”
The Chinese press release concluded that “Each side expressed its views frankly and in a comradely manner on an equal footing. They agreed that it was only normal for them to have differences on certain issues as their past experiences and present environments differed, and that these differences should not be an obstacle to developing relations between them. They felt that these differences would gradually be removed when further mutual understanding was achieved through future contacts, discussions and exchanges of positions, and through the test of practice in the revolutionary struggle. Neither side would impose its views on the other.”[306]
This rapprochement of the traditional Italian Communist Party with the Chinese had disastrous effects insofar as the Italian Maoists were concerned. Angelo Codevilla wrote in 1987 that “Since the PCFs serious rapprochement with the Chinese Communist Party, the small pro-Chinese Italian Communist Party shifted its allegiance to Albanian and then disappeared.”[307]

Conclusion

Pro-Chinese elements existed within the Italian Communist Party virtually from the beginning of the Sino-Soviet dispute. However, the PCI leadership sought to have that fact not result in a serious split in its own ranks, while trying at the same time to prevent an organizational split between pro-Chinese and pro-Soviet groups within the International Communist movement.
In the middle and late 1960s, several Maoist groups were established outside of the PCI. However, none of them became a significant factor in the far Left of Italian politics. The Maoist parties in Italy, as in other countries, found the shifting policies of China in the 1970s and particularly the Chinese rift with Albania to be a severe handicap, and ended up taking different sides in the Chinese-Albanian conflict. By 1980 it was clear that the Chinese leaders had little further interest in trying to establish and maintain a Maoist Communist movement in Italy.




Maoism in Luxemburg

Maoism in Luxemburg first took the shape of a Luxemburg-China Friendship Society. In 1966, the Central Committee of the Luxemburg Communist Party declared membership in the party incompatible with membership in the Society. Adolphe Franck, the Secretary General of the Friendship Society, visited China for the third time in September-October 1967. During that visit he declared that “We support what the imperialists oppose, and oppose what the imperialists support,” and proclaimed that “Chairman Mao Tse-tung is the powerful mainstay of world revolution. The people of Luxemburg will surely triumph if they take the road pointed out by Chairman Mao.”[308]
The Communist Party of Belgium (Marxist-Leninist) sought to foment a Maoist party in neighboring Luxemburg. However, in 1968, it was noted that “the impact of the Sino-Soviet fight on the Luxemburg Communist Party has been minimal. The party continues to support Moscow.”[309]
It was not until 1970 that the Kommunistischer Bund Luxemburg (KBL) or Luxemburg Communist League was established by radical students. Its secretary was Charles Doerner and Roude Fandel was its central organ. The parry had candidates on the so-called “Alternative List” in the 1979 election.
The KBL supported the Chinese leadership after the death of Mao. It endorsed the Three Worlds Theory, and had delegations in China in April 1978 and August 1979.
In 1975 there was a split in the KBL, which gave rise to the Kommunistische Organisation Luxemburgs/ Marxisten-Leninisten (Luxemburg Communist Organization/ Marxist-Leninist).[310] We have no information on the orientation of the splinter group.



Maoism in the Netherlands

The Communist Party of the Netherlands (CPN) for long sought to avoid taking sides in the conflict between the CPSU and the Chinese party. Thus, at the time of the 23rd Congress of the CPSU in 1965, the CPN sent a low-level fraternal delegation and issued a statement that “The party central committee is of the opinion that the conflict which has been continuing for several years between revisionist and dogmatist tendencies and practices makes it more that ever necessary that unity of action on clearly specified lines be established, among all communist parties.”[311]
In March 1967, the CPN issued a statement that, while arguing that the “hostile acts committed against the Chinese Communist Party during the Khrushchev government… are the source of lateral fraternal strife” also said (referring to the Chinese CP), that the CPN “continues to reject attempts by that party to establish new Marxist-Leninist parties opposing the old communist parties.”[312]
In spite of the neutrality of the CPN as a whole, pro-Chinese groups did appear within it. Writing in 1970, Edith Weyden described this development. She wrote that “Recorded Maoist activity goes back to 1963, when CPN leader Carolus (Chris) Bischot and a group of followers began to publish a journal, De Rode Vlag (Red Flag), through which they disseminated Chinese communist ideology, while maintaining their membership in the CPN. When such duality seemed feasible, another dissident CPN leader, Nico Shrevel, established the Marxist-Leninist Center in Rotterdam and then additional centers in other Dutch cities. In the spring of 1965 the Schrevel organization joined forces with a few leftists associated with the journal Kamaraden under the expanded name of Marxist-Leninist Center of the Netherlands (MLCN). … Although intent on militancy and splinter activities, most of the participants in the MLCN did not relinquish their membership in the CPN, but waited to be purged. Expulsion was a delayed and piecemeal process, and not until September 1966 were the pro-Chinese communist elements definitely on their own and also in many ways competing with one another.”[313]
When Maoism did appear in the Netherlands in its own right, it took the form of several different organizations, with varying degrees of contact with and support from the Chinese. Further discussion of Dutch Maoism, therefore, can best be understood by analyzing these various groups individually.

The League of Dutch Marxist-Leninists

Once out of the Communist Party of the Netherlands, the group of Maoists headed by Chris Bischot, which published De Rode Vlag, organized as the League of Dutch Marxist-Leninists (BNML). This was apparently the Dutch Maoist group that had closet relations with the Chinese, at least in the 1970s.
The BNML was founded in 1968, after the Chinese had apparently become unhappy with the first group in the Netherlands to which they had offered support, the Marxist Leninist Center of the Netherlands. At the time of its establishment, the League was “thought to represent a regroupment of pro-Chinese elements aiming for consolidation and establishment of one party.”[314]
The League of Dutch Marxist-Leninists held its First Congress on May 1, 1969, at which it proclaimed itself to be the Marxist-Leninist party of the Netherlands. The organization urged its members to “study constantly and thoroughly the works of Marx-Engels, Lenin, Stalin and Mao Tse-tung and fight for the ‘combination of theory and practice, for the closest bonds with the popular masses and for the application of the method of self criticism as formulated so pregnantly by the chairman of the Chinese Communist Party.’”[315]
However, the BNML remained a small group, without substantial resources. It was reported that in 1970 its periodical came out only once, and then in “stencilled form.” In that year it was reported that it was particularly concerned with “a Dutch translation of the philosophical, political and strategic works of Mao Tse-tung.”[316]
By 1971, De Rode Vlag was published with greater regularity, eight issues appearing. It was reported at that time that “De Rode Vlag publishes articles concerning the theoretical foundations of Marxism-Leninism, in addition to criticism of CPN activities.”
Early in 1971 a three-person delegation from the League spent three weeks visiting China. There is no indication as to which Chinese leaders received the visiting Dutch Maoists.[317] In August 1971, Peking Review reported that the BMNL had sent greetings to the Chinese Party, which was celebrating its fiftieth anniversary.[318]
There is little information available about the activities of the League of Dutch Marxist-Leninists apart from their publishing activities. However, it is known that in 1972 a group that broke away from another Maoist youth group, Red Youth, and took the name Marxist-Leninist Red Youth (RJ-ML), joined forces with the BNML.[319]
The League supported the Chinese leadership that succeeded Mao Tse-tung, and the Chinese continued to give certain publicity to the League of Dutch Marxist-Leninists. Late in 1976, Peking Review published a letter sent by the League to Hua Kuo-feng. The letter read: “We most heartily welcome the nomination of Comrade Hua Kuo-feng as Chairman of the Communist Party of China. No doubt Chairman Hua is a worthy successor of our beloved leader and teacher Mao Tse-tung. We rejoice at the close rallying of the Chinese people around Comrade Hua. Headed by the Central Committee, the Chinese people successfully waged class struggle.”
The letter concluded, saying “The future shines brilliantly.”[320]
In May 1978, the League of Marxist-Leninists joined with two other Maoist groups to establish a new group, the Communist Workers Organization Marxist-Leninist (KAO-ML). The newspaper of the League, De Rode Vlag, became the organ of this new Maoist party.[321]

The Marxist-Leninist Communist Unity Movement of the Netherlands

The Marxist-Leninist Center of the Netherlands (MLCN), led by Nico Shrevel, was reported as early as 1966 to have local organizations in Amsterdam, Rotterdam, Eindhoven and Delft. It was by that time publishing De Rode Tribune (The Red Tribune).[322]
The Marxist Leninist Center was reported as having “found favor with the Chinese and Albanians, who are believed to have offered substantial support at one time.” However, because of its close association with the Marxist Leninist Party of Belgium, led by Jacques Grippa, who had fallen out of favor with the Chinese by 1968, it was said that the association of the Dutch group with the Chinese “had weakened” by that time.
The MLCN held its Second Congress in January 1970. At that meeting it decided to change its name to the Marxist-Leninist Communist Unity Movement of the Netherlands (KEN-ML), which was proclaimed to have the purpose of strengthening “the unity of the working class and unity of intellectuals and workers in the struggle for socialism.” It was reported at the time “the party is well organized and appears to be growing rather rapidly.”
At its inception, the KEN-ML had a youth organization, and it maintained a school and library at the Marxist-Leninist Center in Utrecht. That institution offered courses in Marxism-Leninism and in the works of Mao Tse-tung.
The 1970 congress decided to make the party newspaper De Rode Tribune more popular and topical, instead of being “contemplative” as the congress claimed it had been theretofore. It was reported that “During the rest of the year, the paper devoted articles to criticizing the CPN congress … charging that CPN policies were contributing to a ‘direct strengthening of the existing system’ … criticizing Soviet foreign policy as ‘imperialism with a socialist label’ … and describing the KEN-ML as the Vanguard’ of the Dutch working class in the West European class struggle.”[323]
The KEN-ML controlled several front groups in the early 1970s. These included the Marxist-Leninist Students Union, Marxist-Leninist Youth, “a trade union named Workers Power,” a Union of Tenants and Those in Search of Housing; and a group concerned with environmental problems.[324]
The influence of the KEN-ML was certainly minimal in the labor movement. In 1971, its newspaper De Rode Tribune accused the Dutch unions of having “betrayed the workers” and said that their proper role was to become “schools of communism.”[325]
Although it was reported that in 1972 the KEN-ML “declined considerably,” it did “play a role” in a large metal workers strike by helping in publicity for the walkout. It also participated in an anti-Vietnamese War campaign.[326]
In May 1977, the KEN-ML participated in elections for the first time. However, its candidates had “very poor results.” In that year, it also was a major element in the founding of a Netherlands-China Friendship Organization.[327]
In spite of its efforts to win support among the organized workers, the KEN-ML consistently had its principal following among students. H.J.M. Mennes and Dennis L. Bark reported in 1972 that “most of the followers of KEN-ML can be found in the Communist Students Union.”[328] Six years later C. C. van den Heuvel noted that the KEN-ML still “consists primarily of students.”[329]
In 1979, after three Maoist groups had joined to form a new one, the Communist Workers Organization Marxist-Leninist (KAO-ML), the KEN-ML cooperated “in various fields” with the new group, but refused to merge with it.[330]

Communist Party of the Netherlands (Marxist-Leninist)-Socialist Party

The Communist Party of the Netherlands (Marxist-Leninist) was formed as the result of a split in the KEN-ML in 1971. H.J.M. Mennes and Dennis L. Bark reported that “In the course of 1971 controversies arose within the KEN-ML between a group of theoreticians’ (advocates of propaganda) and the group of ‘practicians’ (advocates of action). The differences of opinions caused a split in October. The group of theoreticians’ retained the name KEN-ML and continued publishing the party organ, De Rode Tribune. The ‘practicians,’ led by D. Monge, renamed themselves the Communist Party of the Netherlands (Marxist-Leninist).”[331]
The new party prospered at its inception. Mennes and Bark reported that the membership had doubled in its first year, reaching a total of 250. After its First Congress in October 1972, the party took the name Socialist Party (SP). Three reasons for the change in name were given by the party leaders, according to Mennes and Bark. “The old name caused confusion with the CPN and led to discussions on the Sino-Soviet conflict at the expense of party emphasis on achieving socialism in the Netherlands; anti-communist propaganda has successfully given the old party a poor reputation; and the old name gave the party the image of a small sectarian group, which was no longer suitable in view of the party’s fast-growing influence on the masses in districts and factories.’”
The Socialist Party gained control of the old KEN-ML front group, the Union of Tenants and Those in Search of Housing, which had “successful” results. They also mounted a unique anti-Vietnam war campaign—sending out 250,000 postcards protesting the war to U.S. residents chosen from telephone books.[332]
By 1974, the Socialist Party was establishing a monthly, De Tribune.[333]
In May 1974, the Socialist Party participated in municipal elections for the first time. It received 15,000 votes in twelve municipalities. It was reported that by that time the SP was “mainly concerned with problems of housing shortage and environmental protection.”[334]
Unlike the other Dutch parties of Maoist origin, the Socialist Party totally abandoned the pro-Chinese Communist camp. It was reported in 1978 that “The SP does not maintain relations with China or with foreign pro-Chinese parties. It mainly works through front groups in the fields of public health, environment, and housing.”[335]

The Marxist-Leninist Party of the Netherlands

The Marxist-Leninist Party of the Netherlands (MLPN) was founded under the leadership of Chris Petersen in 1969. It does not appear to have been established as the result of a split in any other party. In 1971 it was reported that “The party’s correspondence with the Chinese Communist Party and the Albanian Workers Party is regularly published in its monthly organ, De Kommunist.” In 1970, the MLPN began issuing another periodical, Central Paper for Industrial Workers, to try to gain influence among organized labor.[336]
In 1971 the party proclaimed its purpose to be “capture of political power” through the class struggle. It proclaimed that everything else, “including the individual interests of all who may be considered to belong to the working classes,” was subordinate to this drive for power.[337]
As became apparent soon after it was founded, the Marxist-Leninist Party of the Netherlands put special emphasis on establishing and maintaining as close contact as possible with Maoist parties in other countries. Mennes and Bark said in 1973 that such contacts “determine to a great extent the importance of this organization.”[338]
By the late 1970s, the MLPN was still one of the three most significant parties of Maoist origin in the Netherlands—along with the KEN-ML and the Socialist Party.[339]
There are indications that the Marxist-Leninist Party of the Netherlands was one of the three Maoist parties that merged in 1978 to establish the Communist Workers Organization-Marxist-Leninist.[340]

The Red Youth

In the early 1970s, there existed a Maoist youth group, Rode Jeugd. It was led by Henk Wubben, Van der Valk and A. Meurs, and had what it called “action groups” in Amsterdam, Eindhoven, Ljnuiden, The Hague and Kampen. It published two papers, Voowarts and Rode Jeugd, and for the most part was active in various protest marches and demonstrations. For instance, in 1970 it centered particularly on protests again a visit of President Suharto of Indonesia to the Netherlands.
However, in 1971 there was a split in the Red Youth, when a terrorist-oriented element in Eindhoven attempted to assassinate the mayor and several police officers. The Amsterdam affiliate of the organization denounced those actions.[341]
The Red Youth sent a letter of greeting to the Chinese Party in July 1971, when it celebrated its fiftieth anniversary.[342]
Little information is available about the Red Youth after 1972.

Conclusion

As was true in many countries, Maoism in the Netherlands was characterized by several quarreling groups. It is not clear that the Chinese gave their exclusive “franchise” to any of these groups, although at least three of them had at least some direct contact with the Chinese Party. The various Maoist groups in the Netherlands were apparently not alienated by the internecine quarrels among the Chinese or by the defection of the Albanians from the ranks of International Maoism. However, one group of Maoist origin—the Socialist Party—abandoned Communism altogether.




Portuguese Maoism

Until April 25, 1974 Portugal was governed by one of the world’s last fascist regimes. Established by Antonio Salazar in the late 1920s, the Portuguese corporative state was led by Salazar’s successor Marcelo Caetano until it was finally overthrown in April 1974 by a military coup, led by the Armed Forces Movement (MFA), composed principally of young officers.
Between April 1974 and November 1975 the politics of Portugal were dominated by the MFA, and consisted in large part of struggles between officers friendly to the pro-Moscow Communist Party, led by the old Stalinist Alvaro Cunhal, and those opposed to the Communists. The civilian anti-Communist forces centered particularly on the Socialist Party, led by Manoel Soares. Only with the defeat of a badly coordinated attempt by the Communists and their military allies to seize full power in November 1975 was the die finally cast against Cunhal and his party.
It is against this background that Maoism emerged in Portugal. For several years, Maoist groups played a role, albeit a secondary one, in Portuguese politics.

Early Maoism

During the Salazar-Caetano regime, no opposition party could function openly. Even underground activity was severely restricted, at least until the final months of the Caetano dictatorship. However, during the last decade of the corporative state regime, two groups that professed to be supporters of the Chinese Communists appeared among the underground groups. These were the Popular Action Front (FAP), which was established in 1964 but was decimated by numerous arrests in 1965,[343] and the United League of Revolutionary Action (LUAR), founded in 1966. However, as late as 1973, neither of these groups engaged in activities that drew public notice.[344]
With the overthrow of the Caetano regime, several Maoist parties made their appearance. Gerry Foley, writing in the U.S. Trotskyist periodical Intercontinental Press in October 1974, noted that “In the period after April 25 the street hawkers began to sell from half a dozen to a dozen different Maoist papers. The gamut ran from populist to workerist, from neoreformist to the most extreme ultraleft. But all were more or less abstract and fanatical.”[345]
The one-time U.S. Maoist newspaper Challenge also noted in this same period that “There are many groups in Portugal claiming to be Marxist-Leninist and anti-revisionist. … These groups have organized two demonstrations against the advancement of fascism. Thousands of workers and students have taken part in these demonstrations despite the hysterical campaign of the revisionists, calling these demos provocations against the govt. [sic] and the ‘Democratic Armed Forces’”[346]
In this early period, the most important of the Maoist groups was the Movement for the Reorganization of the Party of the Proletariat (MRPP). Another was the Popular Democratic Union (UDP), which, according to the New York Workers World, “refers to itself as Marxist-Leninist and … has large posters of Mao and Albanian leader Hoxha in its offices.”[347] It was the only Maoist party to participate in April 1975 election for a constituent assembly, in which it elected one deputy.[348] In the 1976 presidential election, it supported Major Saraiva de Carvalho, candidate of a grouping of far Left parties, the Frente de Unidade Revolucionaria.[349] The UDP competed once again in the 1980 elections, having candidates in a substantial number of constituencies. By then, it was reported to have aligned itself with Albania in the Sino-Albania split.[350]
Other early Maoist groups were the Communist Organization of Portugal (Marxist-Leninist) (OCPML), which according to Workers World was in late 1975 “the only Portuguese political group recognized by the Chinese leadership.”[351]
Still another early Maoist group was the Electoral Front of Communists (Marxist-Leninists) (PEC-ML). Finally, there was the Portuguese Communist Party (Marxist-Leninist) (PCP-ML), which was finally to emerge as the principal pro-Chinese Maoist party in Portugal.

The Movement for the Reorganization of the Party of the Proletariat

In the period following the overthrow of the Caetano dictatorship, the Movement for the Reorganization of the Party of the Proletariat (MRPP) was clearly the largest and most active of the parties adhering to Maoism. Gerry Foley commented in October 1974 that the MRPP “is the largest and best established of the groups to the left of the Communist and Socialist parties, and in the eyes of the masses it has come to represent the whole spectrum of the left opposition to the government. Of all the groups opposing the government from the Left, its demonstrations and rallies have been the largest.”
Foley claimed that “The MRPP is an extremely sectarian grouping. Its meetings and demonstrations are distinguished by the most frenzied ‘revolutionary’ play-acting. … The exhortations … punctuated with the shouts of ‘comrades!’ and the clenched-fist salute.”
Describing one MRPP demonstration, on July 18, 1974, Foley commented that “The ranks stood in almost military formation under a heavy foliage of red flags bearing golden stars and a long list of initials. … While the participants in the rally were enthusiastic and well-disciplined, they were all too busy shouting slogans … to be able to talk to the crowd gathered in the area.”[352]
Sam Marcy, writing in Workers World in February 1975, noted that “At the moment, the MRPP is clearly in the ascendant as a result of its leadership in the Oporto and Lisbon demonstrations in recent weeks. Its gains, which are minimal, are mostly at the expense of the CP.” Marcy noted that the MRPP was accusing the pro-Moscow Communist Party of “social fascism,” and had as one of its slogans, “social fascists out of the trade unions.”[353]
At the end of May 1975, the Portuguese government, still under the strong influence of the Communist Party, cracked down severely on the MRPP. Intercontinental Press reported that “Hundreds of members and leaders of the Maoist Movimiento Reorganizativo do Partido do Proletariado (MRPP—Movement to Reorganize the Proletarian Party) are now held as political prisoners in Portugal. During the night of May 28—29, security police conducted coordinated raids on the headquarters of the nearly 500 of its members, including central leaders, [who] were arrested. The military later claimed that the number arrested was 269. Leaflets, files, and typewriters were confiscated.”[354]
The Socialist Party protested against these attacks on the MRPP. Gerry Foley noted that “when an SP spokesman opposed the repression of a Maoist party on the floor of the Constituent Assembly in July, CP members walked out and their supporters denounced him as a fascist.”[355]
The MRPP was by no means obliterated by these arrests. Thus its party paper, Luta Popular, denounced the turning over by an army captain of substantial numbers of arms to another far leftist group in September 1975.[356] In the following month, elements of the MRPP were accused by the Communist Organization of Portugal-Marxist Leninist (OCPML) of having attacked and set fire to a headquarters of the OCPML.[357]
By 1977, the MRPP had been converted into the Portuguese Communist Party-Reconstructed. It held its Second Congress in April of that year, “ending with a rally attended by members of a number of other European and Latin American Marxist-Leninists parties. This was said to be the first time that the Albanian Party of Labor had sent a delegation to attend a rally abroad. … In June a delegation of the PCP-R visited Albania at the invitation of the APL Central Committee.”[358]
Early in 1980, it was reported that “the PCP-R continued its special and cordial relationship with the dissident Albanian Party of Labor, which a PCP-R delegation visited in March” of the previous year. This report continued, The Albanian party sent a greeting of solidarity to the Third Congress of the PCP-R, hailing their common struggle against U.S. imperialism and Soviet and Chinese social-imperialism.”[359]

The Communist Party of Portugal (Marxist-Leninist)

Although we have noted the claim, that the Communist Organization of Portugal-Marxist-Leninist (OCPML)) had obtained the “Chinese franchise” by late 1975, there seems good reason to doubt that this was the case. In June 1975, the New York Trotskyist (Spartacist) periodical, Workers Vanguard, noted that “In more than 50 issues of Peking Review since the dictatorial Caetano regime was toppled in Lisbon … not one word has appeared on Portugal. This is despite the fact that both the MRPP and the other leading Maoist group, the PCP-ML, sent their leaders to Peking last month in order to get the official franchise.”[360]
It is clear that it was the Communist Party of Portugal (Marxist-Leninist) which the Chinese came to regard as their brother party in Portugal. This group had first been established in 1970 with a group around H. G. Vilar, in Paris. In 1974 it took the name PCPML. In January 1977, at its Third Congress, still under the leadership of Secretary General Heduino Gomes Vilar, the party adopted a new program. Its central organ was Unidade Popular, but it also published several papers for peasants, workers and regional groups.
The PCPML had some influence in organized labor, where in 1974 it had established the Alianca Operaria Camponesa, which published a periodical A Voz do Trabalhador. Those unions under the PCPML influence joined the Uniao Geral do Trabalho, when that trade union confederation was established under Socialist leadership in 1979.[361]
The PCPML was clearly the Portuguese group most closely associated with China. After a visit to China in May 1977, a delegation of the PCPML Central Committee announced that “this would be the start of regular contacts with the Chinese Communist Party.”[362]
In the following year, several delegations from the PCPML visited China, “and numerous messages were sent to the Communist Party extolling its progress and activities.” The PCPML also announced the publication of volume 5 of Mao’s Selected Works, which it proclaimed to be “an event of major importance.” The Portuguese party also announced its “full support for Chairman Mao’s scientific theory of the differentiation of the three worlds.”[363]
In 1979, the PCPML denounced the Soviet-Vietnamese friendship and cooperation treaty, which had been signed in November 1978. They also denounced the Vietnamese invasion of Kampuchea. All three of its publications, Unidade Popular, O Communista, and Em Luta denounced Vietnam as “the Cuba of Asia,” and as a “faithful lackey of Russian social imperialism.”[364]
The PCPML participated in the 1976 presidential elections as part of the Frente de Unidade Revolucionaria, a grouping of a variety of far-left parties, which supported the candidacy of Major Otelo Saraiva de Carvalho, one-time commander of the Lisbon garrison, who came in second to General Ramalho Eanes, favored by the Socialists and centrist elements, and ahead of Octavio Pato, the nominee of the pro-Soviet Communist Party.[365] They also ran some parliamentary candidates who received about 0.3 percent of the total vote.[366]
The PCPML likewise participated in the 1980 parliamentary election. However, for that purpose it established a front group, the Partido Trabalhista,[367] perhaps because the electoral law did not permit two groups calling themselves Partido Comunista to appear on the ballot.

Other Maoist Groups

In addition to these principal Maoist groups which we have discussed, the East German Communists noted the existence of several other Maoist organizations in the 1970s. One of these was the Partido de Uniao Popular, with a central organ A Verdade, formed by a split in the PCPML in 1975, from which still another group, the Comite Marxista-Leninist a split in turn, and ultimately joined in establishing the Partido Comunista de Portugal Reconstruido.[368] Still another splinter of the PCPML, the Partido Comunista (Marxista-Leninista) Portugues, was established in 1978.
Another Maoist party was the Partido Comunista dos Trabal-hadores Portugues, which was the first established by exiles in the mid-1960s. The party’s Secretary was Arnaldo de Matos, and its small following in organized labor joined the Socialist-controlled Uniao Geral do Trabalho when it was founded in 1979.[369]

Conclusion

Although Maoist parties proliferated in Portugal after the overthrow of the Caetano dictatorship in 1974, two emerged as the principal parties of that kind. These were the Movement for the Reconstruction of the Proletararian Party, which became the Communist Party of Portugal Reconstructed, and the Communist Party of Portugal (Marxist-Leninist). After the revolutionary euphoria of 1974—1976, neither of these became a major factor in Portuguese left-wing politics. With the split between the Chinese and the Albanians, the “Reconstructed” party joined the Albanian schism in International Maoism, while the PCPML remained loyal to China.




Maoism in San Marino

In the tiny Republic of San Marino, nestled in the Appenines in Central Italy, the pro-Soviet Communist Party was a significant factor in national politics after World War II, from time to time even serving in the government. Also, as in Italy, there was a small Maoist party.
Maoism in San Marino was represented by the San Marino Communist Party (Marxist-Leninist), which was established in 1968 by the Movimento Marxista-Leninisti di San Marino, which had been organized a few years previously.[370] It was reported as sending condolences to the Chinese Party on the occasion of the death of Mao Tse-tung.[371] We have no further information on the San Marino Maoists.



Maoism in Scandinavia

Although never becoming a major factor even in the far Left politics of Scandinavia, the Maoists did surprisingly well for a few years in the late 1960s and 1970s in those countries. Generally, the traditional Communist parties of the region suffered considerable internal conflict in the years following Nikita Khrushchev’s speech to the Twentieth Congress of the CPSU. Although there was a general tendency among those parties to move in a “Euro-communist” direction rather than toward the ideas of Mao Tse-tung and alliance with the Chinese party, in each case a minor group did move in that direction. The situation differed substantially in the various countries.

The Background of Danish Maoism

Danish Communism suffered severed internal controversies and splits during the decades following World War II. After an upsurge in Communist strength immediately after the war, reflected in their having three ministers in the cabinet and receiving 12.5 percent of the votes in the October 1945 elections, the Communist Party declined sharply in the following decade.
The Danish Communist Party (DKP) remained steadfastly loyal to the Soviet Union in the immediate postwar period. However, in the wake of Nikita Khrushchev’s speech to the CPSU 20th Congress, and the Soviet invasion of Hungary, fierce controversy broke out, with dissidents who were seeking a more independent policy, led by Party Chairman Aksel Larsen, finally being expelled, and in 1958 forming the Socialist People’s Party (SF) in the following year. From its inception, the SF was the largest far-left party in Denmark.
However, within the SF there also soon developed a factional struggle. It culminated in 1967, when the more left-wing members of the party withdrew to form the Socialist Left (VS).[372] It too surpassed the Danish Communist Party in its attractiveness to the voters, and in general influence in Danish politics.[373]

Founding and Early Years of the Communist League (Marxist Leninist)

It was dissidents from the Socialist Left who established the Maoist movement in Denmark.[374] The group involved began publishing a periodical, Kommunisty on June 27, 1968, indicating that it was being published by “a group of revolutionary Communists.” Then, on September 15, 1968, they formally established the Communist League (Marxist Leninist), or KF (ML).[375]
The first issue of Kommunist noted that Pravda and the organ of the Danish Communist Party Land og Folk both expressed alarm at the spread of “Maoism.” It added that there was some justification for this alarm, since “Marxist-Leninist” parties had been established in Sweden, Norway, Holland, France, Austria, Italy and England.
In Denmark, Kommunist said, as early as 1963 a “Communist Workers Group” had been formed inside the Danish Communist Party, which fought for a “revolutionary line” and against the KDP’s “international line and reformist politics.”[376]
The KF (ML) was led by Benito Scocozza and Hans Henrik Nielsen, both of whom had belonged to the Left Socialists. However, it was noted in the press at the time that the new group drew its members “from the Left Socialists and from the Danish Communist Party.”[377] Scoccozza was a member of the History Department of the University of Copenhagen.[378]
The Declaration of Principles of the KF (ML), was printed in the third issue of Kommunist, which announced the formation of the new group. The Declaration set forth four points. First, the group was dedicated to founding a “revolutionary Communist Party (Marxist-Leninist).” Second, it was guided by “Marxism-Leninism-Mao Tse-tung Thought.” Third, it was organized on the basis of democratic centralism. Fourth, it was in solidarity with all peoples who were fighting imperialism, and with the international proletariat, which was fighting for socialism.[379]
Throughout its eight years of existence, the KF (ML) followed a line that was consistent with Chinese policy. In 1968, it denounced the Soviet invasion of Czechoslovakia.[380] It opposed Soviet-American efforts to curb the spread of nuclear weapons, claiming that was an effort to weaken “the anti-imperialist camp.”[381] It strongly opposed the United States participation in the war in Vietnam, and charged that the Soviet Union was conspiring with the United States in that conflict.[382] It strongly supported the Chinese Great Cultural Revolution.[383] It strongly supported China in its armed conflict with India, accusing the Indians of “aggression.”[384] It supported President Nixon’s trip to China in 1972, emphasizing the dangers of attack on China by the USSR.[385]
In June 1973, the KF (ML) called for the ending of both NATO and the Warsaw Pact alliances.[386] In 1976 it called for “All Imperialists Out of Angola]”[387]
In 1973—1974, the KF (ML) press paid considerable attention to another group, the Marxist-Leninist Unity League (MLE), which also professed opposition to “revisionism.” There were apparently certain efforts to unite the two organizations, but they came to naught.[388]
Eric S. Einhorn noted in 1979 that the Danish Maoists had “been active in student protest movements and in the most radical factions of the trade union movement.”[389] He also said that they “had strong ‘cells’ in student politics and front organizations (anti-Vietnam war movement).”[390]
Among the labor disputes in which the KF (ML) became at least tangentially involved were those in the Uniprint printing establishment in February 1975 and the B&W metallurgical plant in the same year.[391]

The Communist Workers Party

On November 20, 1976, the KF (ML) converted itself into the Communist Workers Party (KAP).[392] The transformation of the KFML into a formal political party signified both a change in strategy and the beginning of a change in ideological orientation.
The change in strategy was evident in 1979, when the KAP participated in parliamentary elections for the first time. Their slogans in that campaign were “Alternative for the Left,” and “Socialism in Danish,” and among their demands in that campaign were an “alliance-free Denmark,” and that the country be “atom-free.”
In that campaign, the KAP ran thirty-one candidates, and their list was headed by Benito Scocozza. Almost all of the party’s nominees were young people in their twenties and thirties, and few of them were women.[393] Eric S. Einhorn noted that the KAP “received meager support in this election.[394] This did not discourage them from competing in further elections in the 1980s.”[395]
However, the change was not immediately evident. On the occasion of the 11th Congress of the Chinese Party in 1977, the KAP sent its greetings and congratulations. The message said that “Today the People’s Republic of China is the reliable base area of the world revolution and stands in the forefront of the struggle against the two hegemonic powers, the Soviet Union and the United States, especially Soviet social-imperialism. We are convinced that by following the decisions of the 11th party congress, the socialist construction in China will be further strengthened and that China by the end of the century will stand as a strong modern socialist state. Long live the Communist Party of China under the leadership of Comrade Hua Kuo-feng! Long live the fraternal relations between the Communist Party of China and the Communist Workers Party of Denmark!”[396]
The KAP also endorsed the Three Worlds Theory and sent delegations to China in July-August 1977 and July 1978.[397] However, the allegiance to the Chinese Party and state on the part of the KAP soon weakened. It is notable that in their principal 1979 electoral pamphlet there is no mention of China, “Mao Tse-tung Thought” or any other indication of the party’s Maoist origins. Emphasis was totally on adopting Socialism to the Danish milieu.[398]
By 1979, there had begun a substantial shift away from Maoist ideology. Mads Bruun Pedersen has written that “Already in 1979, the party chairman, Benito Scocozza, began a discussion of Chinese socialism. It started with an article in the theoretical magazine Kommunistisk Tidsskrift 6/79 with the title ‘Den van-skelige socialism’ (The difficult socialism). … Here he discusses the lessons of the development in China in the light of the death of Mao, the party crisis and the trial of The Gang of Four.”[399]
The change in the basic orientation of the KAP was strongly reflected in the program adopted by the party in 1979, entitled “Det Vil Kap.” It raised the question, “Is the KAP the Chinese lackey in Denmark?“ It said that the Danish Communist Party was the “Soviet arm in Denmark, “ and then asked, “Is the same true of the KAP with regard to China?”
The document went on to explain that the KAP regarded China as a socialist country and one which was standing up to the “superpowers"; that although the KAP was in solidarity with China, it disagreed with the Chinese on several issues, such as NATO, the European Economic Community and Yugoslavia.[400] The Chinese, of course, supported NATO and the EEC and condemned the Yugoslavs, whereas the KAP was against NATO and EEC and was friendlily disposed toward the Yugoslav party and regime.
This was the start of the KAP’s break with Maoism. Subsequently, the party declined drastically. In 1988, Eric S. Einhorn referred to it as “the nearly defunct Communist Workers party … a Maoist relic that has not run candidates in the past three parliamentary elections.”[401]

Other Danish Maoist Groups

There were at least two other smaller Maoist groups in Denmark. One was the Kommunistisk Arbejder Forbund-Marxister-Leninister (Communist Labor League/Marxist-Leninist). The East German Communists labeled it as being “radical Left Maoist,” and noted that it had been established in December 1973 under the leadership of Jorgen Larsen and Paul Villaume. The other was the Danish Communist Party/Marxist-Leninist, which was established in December 1978 by a merger of two smaller groups and aligned itself with the Albanians.[402] Eric S. Einhorn noted that this group “infuriated the regular Communist Party (which never wavered from the Moscow line).”[403] Einhorn also noted in 1988 “the Marxist-Leninist Party, whose pro-Albania line attracted fewer than 1,000 votes in September.”[404]
Finally, there was the Mao Tsetung-Knedson, a Danish group that joined in signing a “Joint Communique” calling for the establishment of an orthodox Maoist International loyal to the Great Proletarian Cultural Revolution and the Gang of Four.[405] However, once the Revolutionary Internationalist Movement had been established in response to that call, there is no indication that any Danish group was affiliated with it.[406]

The Norwegian Workers Communist Party

As in the case of Denmark, Maoism in Norway did not originate directly from the pro-Moscow Norwegian Communist Party (NKP), but rather from dissident members (particularly among the youth) of the Socialist People’s Party, the “chief rival” of the orthodox pro-Soviet Communists in the Far Left of Norwegian politics.[407]
The Socialist People’s Party (SF) came into being in 1961, established by members of the Norwegian Labor Party who opposed that party’s support of NATO. It “had its initial basis in a small group of intellectual dissidents whose primary interest had been foreign policy.” In parliamentary elections later in 1961, “contesting in six districts … it polled nearly as large a vote as the Communist Party polled in nineteen districts, outpolling the Communist Party in every district where the two parties competed. It elected two members of Parliament.”[408]
In 1969, the youth group of the SF, the Socialist Youth Association (SUF) broke with the Socialist People’s Party, declaring itself Maoist and taking the name SUF (Marxist-Leninist). The SUF (ML) controlled the Norwegian Student Association. However, a U.S. State Department source reported in 1971 that the SUF (ML) “deferred plans for creating a new political party following its reassessment of the situation in the wake of the poor showing of the Swedish Maoist KFML in the September 1970 national elections.”[409]
A formal Norwegian Maoist party, the Workers Communist Party (AKP) was not in fact set up until late 1972. It was then established, according to Eric S. Einhorn, as “an amalgam of various Maoist groups that arose in the late 1960s, mainly as splinter groups from the SF and NKP youth organizations.” Its long-term chairman was Paal Steigan.[410]
The AKP published a weekly newspaper Klassekampen (Class Struggle). It also put out a theoretical journal, Rode Fane (Red Flag).[411] Although originating principally among students, it widened its support considerably in the 1970s. Eric S. Einhorn said that “the AKP has succeeded in gaining influential positions in several issue-oriented and interest organizations. Members have dominated the Oslo University Student Association for several years and have gained some important positions in trade union locals, although the larger unions as well as the Norwegian Trade Union Confederation (Landsorganisasjonen; LO) is firmly controlled by Laborites. With the growing importance of issue organizations in Norwegian politics, the strength and influence of the AKP may be far greater than meager electoral results.”[412]
The Party did participate in the parliamentary elections during the 1970s using the name Red Electoral Alliance. Although not faring very well in national elections, it was interested in them principally “as a forum for propaganda.” It was reported to have made “small gains” in the municipal elections of 1970.[413]
The AKP was “consistently pro-Chinese” during the 1970s.[414] Eric S. Einhorn reported that The AKP continued its close attention to events in China and its regular communications with the Chinese Communist Party.” The Chinese party sent congratulations to the AKP early in 1978 on the Norwegian party’s fifth anniversary. In the Spring of 1978, an AKP youth and student delegation visited China and “met with Chinese officials in several cities.”[415] AKP Chairman Paal Steigan visited China and Kampuchea in 1979, being in the latter country shortly before the Vietnamese invasion.
The changes in China following Mao Tse-tung’s death did not alter the AKP’s loyalty to the Chinese party and regime. It supported China in its short armed conflict with Vietnam in 1979, and denounced the invasion of Kampuchea by Vietnam in that same year. It attacked the military activities of both the United States and the USSR, and “continued attention was directed to Soviet-Norwegian disputes.”[416]
Marian Leighton wrote in 1987 that a recent book on the AKP by a member of the organization had said “that constant squabbling characterized the AKP during the early 1980s. A good deal of the squabbling may have involved the role of women in the organization, because at the parry’s congress in December 1984, women captured the leadership.” Leighton cited an article in the official Communists’ paper Klassekampen to the effect that the “anti-Soviet AKP has taken the lead in making a six-hour workday the watchword from start to finish as a women’s issue within the labor movement. The AKP also has had great and decisive significance for important campaigns in the battle to save jobs.”[417]
A December 1984 press conference of the AKP “emphasized that it continues to advocate armed revolution and a dictatorship of the proletariat.”[418]
There is no doubt that the Norwegian AKP was the most important of the Scandinavian Maoist parties. The Danish Trotskyist leader and historian Mads Bruun Pedersen noted that “Norway … has a special place in Scandinavian Maoist history. The Norwegian Maoist movement has always been the leader party” in Scandinavia.[419]
Similarly, Eric S. Einhorn wrote that the AKP “had more lasting strength than the Danish KAP,” and added (in 1992) that “That movement continues to survive as the … Red Electoral Alliance which is the catch-all for radical socialists to the left of the significant Socialist Left Party and which holds some local government posts.”[420]

The Swedish Communist League (Marxist-Leninist)

Maoism in Sweden emerged as one result of a long factional struggle within the Swedish Communist Party between so-called “modernizers” and orthodox pro-Soviet elements. This conflict ended in 1967 with the victory of the “modernizers.”
John Logue has described the culmination of the internal dispute among the Swedish Communists. He wrote that “With the popularity of their course confirmed, the modernizers moved to a programmatic and organizational restructuring of the party at its twenty-first congress in 1967. A new party program was adopted that incorporated some criticism of the socialist countries as well as pledging the party’s allegiance to parliamentarism. In its membership statutes, the party renounced democratic centralism; henceforth, lower-level party organs were not obligated to abide by the decisions of high-level party bodies. Membership was open to all those who supported the party’s program. Structurally, the party returned to its form prior to its bolshevization during the early 1920s. Symbolically, it changed its name as well from Sveriges Kommunistiska Parti (Sweden’s Communist Party) to Vansterpartiet Kommunisterna (VpK) (Left Party-Communists).”[421]
Logue has also noted the impact of these decisions of the Swedish Communists insofar as Maoism was concerned. He wrote that “The first Marxist-Leninist party developed in Sweden with the formation of Kommunistiska Forbundet Marxist-Leninisterna (KFML) (Communist League, Marxist-Leninists) during the immediate aftermath of the VpK’s ratification of its revisionist line at its 1967 congress. The VpK youth went over to the Marxist-Leninists en masse in 1970.”[422] The initials of the new group were KFML.
The KFML was established at a congress on June 23—25, 1967. Its Chairman was Bo Gustafasson, “a young academic.”[423] The defection of the VpK’s youth group to the KFML took place just before the 1970 elections, at which time it changed its name from the Leftist Youth Federation to the Marxist-Leninist Battle League (MLK).
One of the early activities of the KFML was to participate in the 1970 election. However, it did very poorly, receiving only 0.4 percent of the total vote.[424] But the Maoists did not thereafter concentrate much of their attention on electoral politics. In the late 1960s and early 1970s the Swedish movement against the Vietnam War was largely led by Maoists.
The KFML dominated the principal organization in that field, the United National Liberation Front Groups (DFFGs), from the mid-1960s on. According to Gunnar Wall, writing in the U.S. Trotskyist periodical Intercontinental Press, this was because the Social Democrats “took a generally pro-U.S. position,” and the VpK “presented a pacifist line.” As a consequence, “The Maoists took advantage of the lack of competition to construct the movement according to their own sectarian interest. The DFFGs were built on the basis of individual membership, and admittance could be gained only by accepting a far-reaching political discipline, the primary objective of which was to eliminate any criticism of the leadership. … The Maoist conceptions of the character of the Vietnamese revolution, people’s war, the ceasefire accords, and many other things were all promoted in the name of the DFFGs.”
With the signing of a supposed “peace agreement” in Vietnam in 1973, the Maoists began to alter the nature of the anti-war movement. The DFFGs “declared that it intends to transform itself into a ‘front against the superpowers’ since the ‘main contradiction has shifted’ and Vietnam can no longer be said to represent a flashpoint.’”[425]
In 1973 the KFML changed its name, taking the title of the traditional Communist Party, Swedish Communist Party (SKP).[426] At that time, its membership was estimated at about 2,000 and it claimed to have 100 local organizations.[427]
The party continued to be of some consequence in the Swedish far Left. This was indicated by the observation of Gerry Foley in Intercontinental Press, in reporting on a splitaway of pro-Moscow elements from the VpK in 1977. “Before the split, the Swedish CP was just big enough to be a significant minority in the working class. In such conditions, a sectarian binge by the splitters could quickly take them far out into the sectarian wilderness, where they would have to compete with Maoists scarcely less numerous than they.”[428]
The SKP continued to be loyal to the Chinese, even after the changes in China following the death of Mao Tse-tung. In January 1977 the party sent a message to Hua Kuo-feng on the first anniversary of Chou En-lai’s death. Four months later, a delegation of the SKP, headed by its Chairman Toland Pettersson visited China and were given a banquet by Hua Kuo-feng, where the Chinese leader “lauded the party for its progress in recent years and for its opposition to monopoly capital and the two hegemonic powers, the Soviet Union and the United States, especially Soviet social imperialism.”[429]
In September 1978, the SKP joined its Norwegian counterpart in issuing a communique declaring that “The Soviet Union is the latecomer superpower, the primary source of war, and the most dangerous enemy of the world’s people. … Therefore the front against the superpowers should first of all direct its spearhead at Soviet social-imperialism. … The Soviet Union is using Cuban mercenaries to serve its social-imperialist expansion and backs Vietnam against Kampuchea.”[430]
In September 1979 the SKP tried its luck at the polls in parliamentary elections. However, it only received 10,862 votes throughout the country.[431]
By 1980, the SKP, in conformity with its pro-Chinese and anti-Soviet position, had become a supporter of “a strong Swedish defense,” arguing the possibility of attack on the country by the USSR. The SKP also supported the appearance of Solidarity in Poland, and a journalist of the SKP’s newspaper visited Poland and was received by Lech Walesa.[432]

Other Swedish Maoist Groups

The KFML-SKP was frequently the scene of internal controversies. One of the earliest of these took place in 1970, when a faction broke away in October of that year to form the Communist League (Marxist-Leninist Revolutionary), or KFML (r). It began to publish a periodical Proletaren (The Proletarian).[433] Like the group from which it broke, the KFML (r) was very active in the anti-Vietnam War movement, centering most its attention on that activity in the early 1970s.[434]
In late December 1977, the KFML (r) held a Congress at which it changed its name to Communist Party of Marxist-Leninist Revolutionaries KPLM (r). Its chairman was Frank Raude. It was reported at this time that “The main strength of the party is in Sweden’s second largest city, Goteborg. The party is active in almost 90 localities. … Membership is believed to be around 1,500, and the party does not seem to lack financial support (It owns a large administrative building in the center of Goteborg).”[435]
By 1990, the KFML (r) had taken Albania’s side in their split with the Chinese.[436]
There were other subsequent schisms within the original Maoist party after the one that gave rise to the KFML (r). Thus, in 1978, a former chairman of the party, Gunnar Vylin, and another leader, Ulf Martensson, were suspended, and in May 1977, the KFML’s first chairman, Bo Gustafssen, as well as Skold Peter Matthis, were expelled from the organization.[437]
We do not know whether any of these people sought to establish a dissident Maoist party. However, in December 1976 the Peking Review carried a report that Thomas Lindh, General Secretary of the Marxist-Leninist Union of Struggle of Sweden, had sent a letter to the Chinese Central Committee (CC), congratulating it on appointing Hua Kuo-feng as Chairman of the CC and of the Military Commission of the Party. It also applauded the purge of the Gang of Four.[438]
By 1987, the Swedish Maoists were not considered significant enough to be mentioned in the Yearbook on International Communist Affairs.

Finnish Maoism

From its defeat by the Soviet Army in 1944 until the end of the Soviet Union, Finland enjoyed a somewhat precarious independence, based on the understanding that it would do nothing in internal policy or international affairs that ‘would seem to be open defiance of the USSR. After 1945, the Communist Party was a relatively minor party, but was in and out of successive Finnish governments. After the Czech invasion by the Warsaw Pact in 1968, which the Finnish Communists mildly rebuked, they were torn by internal conflicts.
The general circumstances of Finland in these decades were certainly not propitious for the development of a Maoist party of any consequence. However, on September 2, 1968 a small Finnish Association of Marxist-Leninists was established, which claimed affiliates in Helsinki, Tampere and Truku. According to Valerie Blum, writing a bit more than a year later, “Its main activities are education and propaganda through its study circles on Marxism-Leninism and Maoist theory. It sent the Chinese Communist Party a message of congratulations in 1969, on the occasion of the twentieth anniversary of the founding of the Chinese People’s Republic, in which it called the Cultural Revolution an “invincible pillar to the world’s peoples in their struggle against U.S. imperialism, Soviet social-imperialism and all reaction.” This message was published by the New China News Agency. The Association also sent greetings to the Ninth Congress of the Chinese Party, in which it declared that it was “decisively important to the revolutionary workers movement that China remain red and hold high the victorious banner of Marxism-Leninism, Mao Tse-tung’s Thought.”
The Association issued a bulletin Punakaarti (Red Guard), edited by Tauno Olai Huotari.[439]
In 1971, Valeri Blum noted that the Association “has the endorsement of the Chinese Communist Party, whose media have carried statements of the Finnish group.”[440]
By the later 1970s, the Maoist organization had taken the name of Marxist-Leninist Group of Finland. In August 1977, the Chinese news agency Hsinhua announced that the Executive Committee of that organization had sent a message to the Central Committee of the Chinese Party, congratulating it on the convocation of its 11th National Congress.[441]
Eric S. Einhorn wrote of the Marxist-Leninist Group of Finland in 1979 that “Despite visits to Peking and occasional demonstrations against Soviet ‘social imperialism,’ the group remains without political significance.” However, he also noted that the Finnish Communist Party “is quite critical of the propaganda activities of the Chinese embassy in Helsinki and its Finnish contacts.”[442]
Several years later, Eric S. Einhorn concluded that “Maoism faded quite quickly. The Finns could be pretty tough on political movements that annoyed the Soviets, and by the 1970s that tended to be radical leftists more than non-socialist conservatives.”[443]

Maoism in Iceland

Maoism was quite late in coming to Iceland. It never developed any possibility of rivaling the traditional Communists, who for many years functioned within the so-called People’s Alliance Party, originally a coalition of the Communists and left-wing Socialists, an atypical kind of Communist organization which in the mid-1980s even agreed to admit a Trotskyist group into its ranks.[444] In the 1960s the Communists and People’s Alliance avoided taking a position on the Sino-Soviet dispute.[445]
The first Maoist organization to be established in Iceland was the Communist Organization of Marxist-Leninists, established in August 1973. According to a U.S. State Department source, it specialized in “stressing the teachings of Marx, Engels, Lenin, Stalin, and Chairman Mao.”[446]
That group apparently did not persist. In April 1976 another Maoist party was established, the Icelandic Communist Party-Marxist Leninist (ICP-ML). That group emerged from what had been the youth group of the Socialist Party, the Fylkingin (Youth League), which refused to be part of the People’s Alliance, and continued its own separate existence. In 1970, under the name Fylkingin-barattusamtol socialista (Militant Socialist Organization) it constituted itself as a separate political party.
This new party contained within it both Maoist and Trotskyist elements. By late 1975, the Trotskyites had gained control of the group, and the Maoists withdrew.[447]
The first chairman of the new party, Gunnar Andresson “claimed that the new party was the rightful heir to the original ICP.” Eric S. Einhorn reported that “With its warnings against modern revisionism and Soviet ‘social imperialism,’ the ICP-ML has close ties to the Chinese Communist Party and is mentioned frequently in the Peking Review.”[448]
Although the ICP-ML participated in the 1979 elections it was reported that it “drew little voter support.” In that year, it denounced the Vietnamese invasion of Kampuchea, in its periodical Stettabarattan (Class Struggle).[449]
The leaders of the ICP-ML were apparently somewhat confused by the struggle within the Chinese Party that succeeded the death of Mao, with the purge of the Gang of Four. Interviewed by the Trotskyist newspaper Neisti on the subject, Gunnar Andres-son said, “It is our judgment that this is a struggle against the revisionist course and the revisionism that Wang Hug-wen and the others stood for. It is our appraisal that Hua Kuo-feng is faithful to Marxism-Leninism and the working class. … This struggle has been under way since the end of the Tenth Congress. … At a certain point this led to the clique around Teng Hsiao-ping being unmasked. Although Wang and his associates were not supporters of Teng and his revisionist course, they were only the left face of revisionism.”[450]
However, the ICP-ML apparently rapidly clarified its position and expressed its support for the successors of Mao. Eric S. Einhorn reported in 1979 that “With its warnings against modern revisionism and Soviet ‘social imperialism,’ the ICP-ML has close ties to the Chinese Communist Party and is mentioned frequently in the Peking Review”[451]
The party continued its Chinese allegiance. Arti T. Gudmundsson, by then chairman of the party, signed a statement together with leaders of a Danish Maoist group denouncing the 1979 Vietnamese invasion of Cambodia and “Soviet foreign policy in general.”[452]
By 1988, Eric S. Einhorn reported that “After brief flurries in the 1970s, Maoism and Trotskyism have no organizational structures … in Iceland.”[453]

Conclusion

Maoism succeeded in gaining more support in the Scandinavian countries that it did in most of the rest of Europe. In Denmark and Norway, aside from the Maoists’ influence among students, they for a while succeeded in gaining a tiny but noticeable foothold in the labor movement. In Sweden, they were the major political force within the movement against the Vietnam War. Even in Finland they apparently constituted at least an annoyance to the pro-Moscow Communists. In Sweden and Iceland, they assumed the traditional Communist Party name when the older parties adopted different designations.
However, by the late 1970s, Maoism was on the decline in Scandinavia. The principal Danish Maoist party had begun to move away from the association with the ideas of Mao Tse-tung. In Sweden, one of the Maoist groups had moved into the Albanian camp. In Iceland, Maoism had apparently disappeared as a recognizable political group by the late 1980s.




Maoism in Spain

With, the relative relaxation of the regime of Francisco Franco, beginning in the 1960s, and his death in November 1975, the Communist movement and other political groups opposed to the dictatorship revived, or came into existence for the first time. Spanish Communism had divided into a number of different “parties” by the time of Franco’s death, and this splintering continued in the late 1970s and early 1980s. These included not only the traditional Spanish Communist Party (PCE) and splinters from it, but several different Trotskyite groups.[454]
Starting in the 1960s, the PCE veered in a “Eurocommunist” direction, under the leadership of its Secretary General, Santiago Carrillo. However, this orientation of the party aroused considerable opposition within its ranks, leading to several splits. One of these was the Workers Communist Party of Spain (PCOE), led by Enrique Lister, who had been one of the principal military figures of the PCE during the Spanish Civil War, which Carrillo maintained was financed by the Soviet Union.[455] By the middle 1980s there also existed the Communist Party of the Peoples of Spain (PCPE), the Progressive Federation (FP), the Party of Socialist Action (PASOC), and the Roundtable for the Unity of the Communists (MUC), headed by Santiago Carrillo, who had by then been expelled from the PCE,[456] None of these was Maoist.

Communist Party of Spain (Marxist-Leninist)

Among the first groups formed in opposition to the PCE line carried out under Carrillo’s leadership were those that came to form the first Maoist-oriented party in Spain, the Communist Party of Spain (Marxist-Leninist) Partido Comunista de Espana (Mamsta-Leninista). According to an official account by the PCE-ML, “At the beginning of 1964 there developed three Marxist-Leninist groups in the interior of the country, with ramifications in the European emigration, in addition to one in Colombia.” Known by the names of their publications, there were the Spark (La Chispa) the Revolutionary Workers World (Mundo Obrero Revolucionario), Proletarian (Proletario) and Democratic Spain (Espana Democratica).
According to this report, the Spark was “composed in more than 95 percent of militants of the PCE, some veterans of the war and some middle-ranking cadres, with a more than 90 percent working class origin.”[457] It had groups in Madrid, Catalonia, Andalucia and Switzerland, and reportedly “was the most cohesive group, most consequent on the struggle against revisionism within the Party.”
Revolutionary Workers World was “fundamentally of proletarian extraction, predominantly of newly recruited members in Spain, together with old militants in France.” The Proletarian group “was formed by various anti-revisionist nuclei, some of whom had never belonged to the PCE.” It had members principally in Madrid, Bilbao and Paris.
Finally, Democratic Spain “was formed completely by militants in Colombia, and except for one person had no base in Spain, and thus contributed but little to the process of unification of the groups.”
These groups finally united in December 1964. The official report noted that “Once the process of unification of the three principal groups began, there was constituted a Central Committee, in which the three groups were represented. After a bitter ideological struggle against some opportunist and Trotskyite elements, it was agreed to convoke the First Plenum of the Central Committee, enlarged by representatives of the different organizations of the country.” That meeting, December 14—17, 1964 established the Partido Comunista de Espana (Marxista- Leninista).[458]
Three subsequent Plenums were held, in 1967, 1968 and 1970. It was reported that in 1967 the party had sought to unite all pro-Maoist groups in Spain, but its efforts had failed.[459] Finally, in April 1973, the first congress of the PCE-ML met. It “approved the report of the Central Committee, and elaborated an important political resolution.”[460] According to H. Leslie Robinson, that congress “voted … to ‘revolutionize’ the methods of party management, develop party and mass organizations everywhere, reinforce the party in rural areas, and reinforce and accelerate the creation of armed defense and combat units.”[461]
Meanwhile, the Fourth Plenum of the party, in August 1970, had called for the formation of a United Antifascist and Antiimperialist Front (FRAP). Five months later, a Pro-FRAP Coordination Committee was established, “made up of the Party, various mass organizations, groups and republican and socialist personalities, among whom was Julio Alvarez del Vayo.” Under the auspices of the FRAP, the PCE-ML organized an illegal May Day demonstration in Madrid in 1973, which it claimed was attended by 15,000 people. According to the party, clashes with the police on this occasion resulted in the death of one policeman and the wounding of 25 others.[462]
In January 1974, the definitive establishment of the FRAP was announced, presided over by Julio Alvarez del Vayo.[463] Alvarez del Vayo had before the Civil War been a leader of the left faction of the Socialist Party, led by Francisco Largo Caballero. Then during the War, as Foreign Minister of Largo Caballero’s government, he had abandoned Largo Caballero, joining with the Communists to bring down his government. Subsequently, in Spanish exile circles, he had been for many a years a loyal collaborator with the PCE.
According to Leslie Robinson, the FRAP included not only the PCEML, but also the Unionized Workers Opposition, the Popular Peasant Union, and the Popular Federation of High School Students.[464]
On various occasions, H. Leslie Robinson reported that the PCE-ML was “recognized by the Chinese Communists.”[465] However, it is interesting that in its official description of itself, to which we have already alluded, and which was published in 1977, there is no reference to “Mao Tse-tung Thought” or anything else indicating allegiance to the Mao Tse-tung regime. It stated that “The ideology of the PCE (M-L) is Marxism-Leninism. It defends as basic principles of Marxism-Leninism, the dictatorship of the proletariat, the armed struggle as the only way to come to power.”[466]
Nevertheless, the original Maoist orientation of the party, as well as its deviation from that orientation, may be seen in the fact that in 1978 the party sent a message of support to the Communist Party of New Zealand, a long-time Maoist group that had just denounced Mao’s three world thesis and had aligned itself with Albania, against the Chinese leadership.[467]

The Communist Party of Spain (International)

Four other Communist groups that originated in the 1960s and 1970s were clearly of Maoist orientation. One of these was the Communist Party of Spain (International) (Partido Comunista de Espana [International]) or PCE (I).
The PCE (I) was the second oldest Maoist-oriented party in Spain. An official statement by the group, published in 1977, said that “In the case of the PCE (I) it is not so much a matter of the foundation of the Party as of the rupture with the revisionist policy of what had been the Partido Comunista de Espana (PCE). The two fundamental factors in this rupture were: In the international field the struggle of the Communist Party of Spain against the revisionist policies of the Soviet gang and the revolutionary example of the Great Proletarian Cultural Revolution. In the national aspect, the active rebellion against the abandonment of the positions of the proletarian class by the ‘Communist’ party. This abandonment was concretized in the pacts which were attempted with sectors of the grand bourgeoisie and the evolutionists of the regime, as well as abandonment of the armed path.”
At the end of 1967 this split in the traditional Communist Party began in Barcelona, led by “Comrade Miguel,” then a member of the Central Committee of the Partido Socialista Unificado de Catalonia, the counterpart of the PCE in the Catalan region. According to the PCE (I) statement, “it was working class organizations which bore the brunt of the rupture, not university students.”
During its first decade, the PCE (I) underwent several splits, according to its own account. The first of these took place in 1968 when “a group of intellectuals and students” rebelled against “the iron and conscientious discipline and most rigorous democratic centralism which must characterize the activity of every Party of the proletariat.” These people objected to the party’s “defining itself with regard to the Proletarian Cultural Revolution in China.”[468]
A second schism occurred during the Third National Conference of the PCE (I). There a group from central Spain “opposed the political line of the proletarian revolution—presented by the Central Committee and defended by the majority of the delegates to the Conference,” arguing instead for a “struggle for national liberation of all classes oppressed by Yankee imperialism.” And an “alliance of the proletariat with the national Bourgeoisie.” The dissidents in this case joined the PCE (M-L).[469]
A third dissident group was alleged to have been “Trotskyite” in inspiration and to have sought its objectives through trying to get rid of the party leadership through a “liquidationist work which cost the Party a good number of detentions and made public the major secrets of our organizations.”[470] Finally, in July 1971, a fourth group, allegedly using “Nazi methods,” brought about the assassination of Juan Guerrero, a miner and one of the party’s principal leaders in the Asturias region. This group, the PCE (I) official report claimed, “began to say that the proletariat should lead the small and middle bourgeoisie towards the socialist revolution.”[471]
The statement of the PCE (I) proclaimed that the objective of the party was “the achievement of the direct democracy of the masses, that is to say, the Socialist Republic of Assemblies, under the political hegemony of the proletariat and of the masses of soldiers and democratic officers; the ultimate objective is the classless society, Communism.” The party, like most other extreme leftist groups at that time, put particular emphasis on the autonomy and self-determination of the various regions of Spain. Perhaps its most unique aspect was the emphasis it gave to support of the movement for independence of what had been the Spanish Sahara, led by the Polisario movement, and of the Canary Islands.[472]
The PCE (I) had a youth group, the Union of Marxist-Leninist Youth (Union de Juventudes Marxista Leninista). The party claimed that its members “come fundamentally from the working class, and in the second place from the petty bourgeoisie.” It claimed that 25 to 30 percent of its membership was female and that in its Central Committee and Political Secretariat, 60 percent of the members were women. The party published Linea Proletaria as the organ of its Central Committee and Tribuna del Partido, as a “bulletin published by the Central Committee for members and sympathizers.”[473]

The Revolutionary Organization of Workers (ORT)

The third avowedly Maoist group to be established in Spain was the Revolutionary Organization of Workers (Organization Revolucionaria de Trabaj adores—ORT). It had its origins in the formation in the early 1960s of groups of workers, brought together in Trade Union Action of Workers (Accion Sindical de Trabajadores—AST), which operated within the PCE-controlled underground trade union movement, the Workers Commissions (Comisiones Obreras—CCOO). It was not until 1969 that the AST was converted into a political party, the ORT.
An official statement of the ORT published in 1977 noted that its establishment in 1969 “was the first step—in the transformation of the ORT into a Communist party based on the ideological and organizational positions of Marxism-Leninism-Mao Tsetung Thought.” This position was finally formulated early in 1974 in a statement of its Central Committee of the ORT.[474]
The ORT strongly asserted its Maoist loyalty. However, the ORT put forward (in an official statement about itself published in 1977) a position with regard to the then current situation of the country following the death of Franco, that was certainly not characteristically Maoist. This statement called for “(1) stimulating the struggle of the masses towards doing away with the present antidemocratic regime; (2) its substitution by a provisional government of all antifascists without exclusion or obligations; (3) establishment of democratic freedoms; and (4) convocation of free elections for a Constitutional Assembly.”
Perhaps more characteristically Maoist was the assertion following these proposals that To approach the socialist Spain for which the working class struggles, it is necessary to resolve through the violence of armed struggle of the popular masses the contradiction which is now encountered; the contradiction between the mass of the people and the financial and landowning oligarchy.”[475]
To lead the struggle, it was necessary to build a new Communist Party, the ORT statement said. “To achieve the construction of the Communist Party, the ORT proposes and seeks to achieve the unity of Marxist-Leninists on the just basis of political and ideological principles. To this end, the ORT seeks its own strengthening as a Marxist-Leninist organization, maintaining the principles of Marxism-Leninism and of Mao Tse-tung Thought, developing the revolutionary political line and uniting closely with the masses.”
In 1977, the ORT claimed to be organized in virtually all parts of Spain, “counting today with national, regional, county and local committees and organizations.”[476] The East German Communists estimated that in 1978, the ORT had some 9,000 members, the largest concentration being in the Basque provinces. In the 1979 parliamentary elections, its candidates received about 135,000 votes.[477] It published En Lucha as the organ of its Central Committee and had regional periodicals in various parts of Spain, some of which were published in local languages rather than in Spanish.[478]
The ORT had some trade union strength. It controlled a group known as Sindicato Unitario, and in 1978 two members of the ORT were on the central body of the CCOO trade union group controlled by the pro-Soviet Communist Party of Spain.
The ORT remained loyal to the Chinese leadership after the death of Mao. Its official 1977 report noted that “the ORT is the only and first Spanish Communist party whose telegrams of condolence for the death of the great Chinese leader are being echoed in the press of the Chinese Popular Republic.”[479]

The Party of Labor of Spain

The aspiration of the Revolutionary Organization of Workers to unite all of the Spanish Maoist organizations was partially fulfilled in July 1979, when it merged with the Partido del Trabajo de Espana (Party of Labor of Spain), to form a new party, also called Partido del Trabajo de Espana (PTE).
The original PTE has been established in 1967 by a group breaking away from the pro-Soviet United Socialist Party of Catalonia (PSUC). Its strength continued to be centered in Catalonia, where it had some trade union influence. In 1976 it had two members of the Executive of the CCOO union group. Although in 1977 the original PTE suffered a split when a substantial group broke away to form the Partido del Treball de Catalunya (Party of Labor of Catalonia), the PTE was estimated by the East German Communists to have had 12,000 members even after that split.
The new PTE was founded at a Congress in Madrid in July 1979. That meeting elected a new Standing Committee of the Executive Committee, with representatives from both of the fusing groups.[480]
Both the old and new PTE stayed aligned with the Chinese after the death of Mao. The old group was reported by the Peking Review to have sent a letter to Hua Kuo-feng, congratulating him on becoming Mao’s successor.[481] The new PTE endorsed the Three Worlds Theory, and followed the Chinese line in supporting Spanish admission to the European Economic Community and NATO.[482]

The Communist Party of Unification

The fifth Maoist-oriented party in Spain, the Communist Party of Unification (Partido Comunista de Unification—PCU) was established after the death of Franco, in July 1976. It was organized as the result of a unity conference of two other groups, Class Struggle (Lucha de Clases), with a base in Barcelona and Menorca, and Long March Towards the Socialist Revolution (Larga Marcha Hacia la Revolution Socialista), which had units in Aragon, the Basque country and Madrid. Then in October 1976, another group, Labor Information Communist Organization (Organization Comunista Information Obrera), based in Galicia, joined the PCU.
In an official statement concerning its nature and organization published in 1977, the PCU said that “The PCU bases its policy on the teachings given the proletariat by the great leaders of the world labor movement: Marx, Engels, Lenin and Mao, fundamental pillars of the revolutionary theory of the workers, seeking to apply them to the problems of the revolution in Spain. This does not mean to say that the PCU doesn’t look at and study with attention many other glorious leaders of the world labor movement.”[483]
Later in this same statement the PCU said that “The PCU starts also from the idea that the class struggle continues in socialism, as is demonstrated by the degeneration of the USSR, where there has been restored a new power which is not that of the working class. The Chinese revolution, which is the most advanced world socialist experience, is the example for all peoples where have been launched and will be launched important battles against the reactionary danger.”[484]
The PCU declared its support for the “unification with the Marxist-Leninists who still are divided in different parties. This process will culminate with the creation of a true Revolutionary Communist Party, which today does not exist, since the PCE and the PSUC are in fact revisionist parties.”[485]
The PCU claimed to have groups in Aragon, Catalonia, the Basque country, Galicia, Madrid, Menorca, Navarre and La Rioja. It published a review, Unidad, as the organ of its Central Committee, and had separate publications in Catalonia, Galicia, Navarre and the Basque country, Aragon, and Menorca. In July 1976, at the time the PCU was established, there also was formed the Communist Youth of Unification (Juventudes Comunistas de Unificacion).[486]

The Union of Marxist-Leninist Struggle (ULML)

Finally, mention should be made of a sixth Maoist-oriented group that existed in the early 1980s and had some relationship with the Revolutionary Communist Party of the United States. This was the Union of Marxist-Leninist Struggle (Unida de Lucha Marxista-Leninista).
Both in 1981 and 1982, the ULML sent messages to the Revolutionary Communist Party concerning May Day events in Spain. That of 1982 proclaimed that the hold of the “revisionism and reformism” of the Socialists and the PCE on the Spanish workers was declining, as was that of “groups of the ‘revisionist far left.’” It lamented the “absence of a Marxist-Leninist party,” which resulted in the workers “becoming inactive and confused.”
The seat of the Union de Lucha Marxista-Leninista was indicated to be Madrid. But there was no indication whether the organization was established in any other part of Spain.[487]

Conclusion

In the 1960s and 1970s, a considerable variety of organizations appeared in Spain that claimed to adhere to Marxism-Leninism-Mao Tse-tung Thought. None of these seems to have an appreciable influence in the organized labor movement—either in the Socialist-controlled Union General de Trabajadores, or the PCE-dominated Comisiones Obreras, or the regional Solidaridad de Trabaj adores Vascos in the Basque country. Nor did any of them make any appreciable mark on the general politics of Spain in the last phase of the Franco regime or in the post-Franco era. Only two of these groups, the Communist Party of Spain (Marxist-Leninist) and the Revolutionary Organization of Workers, were reported to have any direct relationship with the Chinese Communist Party.




Swiss Maoism

The Swiss Communist Party was outlawed during World War II. When it was allowed to reappear openly in Swiss politics, it took the name Swiss Labor Party. It remained loyal to the Communist Party of the Soviet Union, although there were some pro-Chinese elements within it, and as late as 1968 it was reported that “The Party still suffers to some extent from the internal doctrinal disputes, primarily ones arising out of the Sino-Soviet quarrel.”[488] It took a strong stand on the Warsaw Pact invasion of Czechoslovakia in 1968.[489]
A group sympathetic to the Chinese broke away from the Swiss Labor Party in 1963 and formed the Swiss Communist Party (KPS). It was confined, at least in its early years, largely to the French-speaking cities of Biel, Vevey and Lausanne. Although it claimed a membership of 300, the U.S. State Department said its “active membership may be only a few dozen.”[490]
Although generally favorably disposed to the Chinese, the KPS, at least in its early years, was not entirely uncritical of them. Early in September 1964, the KPS newspaper L’Entincelle published an article that questioned the Chinese claim that “imperialism is a paper tiger.” It said “We think that that is wrong. Lenin always said that one should never underestimate the adversary. … It is wrong to maintain as do the Chinese comrades that socialist society would exist after an atomic war. It is wrong and it is dangerous.”
However, the Swiss Communist Party at its First Congress on September 5—6, 1964 joined in Peking’s denunciation of the Yugoslav regime, saying “The workers self-government economy of the Tito clique is a capitalism of the State of a peculiar nature.” It also declared that a recent agreement between the United States and the USSR “is an ignoble fraud.”[491]
The KPS continued to be critical of the Chinese and apparently had severe reservations about the Great Cultural Revolution. In August 1965, L’Entincelle carried an attack “on romantics with pro-Chinese leanings, sectarians and intellectuals,” and did not at the same time attack “Soviet revisionists.”[492]
The KPS apparently disappeared because in 1975 a new party with that name was established, by a merger of a group that had split from the Communist Party of Switzerland (Marxist-Leninist) and an originally pro-Trotskyist group in Zurich. Its leader was Harald Fritschi and its central organ was Rote Fahne, published in Zurich.[493]
The Communist Party of Switzerland (Marxist-Leninist) was established in 1970 by a Maoist group that broke away from the original KPS. They first formed the Organization of Communists of Switzerland (Marxist-Leninist), which had its principal base in the canton of Lausanne.[494]
In 1972 a congress of the Organization of Communists of Switzerland (M-L) established the Communist Party of Switzerland (Marxist-Leninist (PCS-ML). It proclaimed itself to be “governed by Marxism-Leninism and the philosophy of Mao Tse-tung.” The congress declared that the establishment of the party was “a new and decisive phase in the struggle to have the proletariat of Switzerland gain power, to have the dictatorship of the proletariat replace the dictatorship of the bourgeoisie and to abolish the exploitation and oppression of the people.” The new party had a monthly publication Octubre.[495]
In April 1973 Octubre, which was being published in German, French and Italian, was largely dedicated to the commemoration of Stalin. Its principle article was entitled “For the twentieth anniversary of J. V. Stalin’s death. Stalin Lives!”[496]
The KPS (M-L) feuded with the new KPS, attacking it as being composed of “neo-Trotskyists and anti-communist parasites.” The KPS, in turn, labeled the KPS (M-L) “useless agitators and petty-bourgeois chauvinists.”[497]
The KPS (M-L) held its Second Congress in December 1977, which adopted the party’s first formal party program. At the end of this congress, a communique was issued that proclaimed that the party program “demonstrates the progress of the party in the application of Marxism-Leninism to the situation and in the strategy and tactics of the revolutionary struggle for socialism and a red Switzerland.” It also said that the KPS (M-L) “considers the struggle against revisionism as its principal ideological task. … We see in the two superpowers, the Soviet Union and the U.S.A., the principle enemies of our revolution.”[498]
A third Maoist group was established in 1979. This was the Swiss Communist Organization (SKO), formed by a fusion of local groups in Zurich and Basel and in the French-speaking regions. Its Chairman was Jurg Stocklin.
All three of the Swiss Maoist organizations supported the Chinese leadership after the death of Mao. They all endorsed the Three Worlds Theory and the KSP (M-L) had a delegation in China in June 1978.[499]
Eric Waldman noted in 1987 that “Other communist organizations, such as the Communist Party of Switzerland Marxist-Leninist … and the Communist Organization Labor Party, have shown no signs of activity during 1986.”[500]



Turkish Maoism

Maoism in Turkey originated within the ranks of the Dev Gene, or Federation of Revolutionary Youth, established in the early 1960s. The Dev Gene was reported to have “All sorts of currents and groups … represented—Marxists, anarchists, Maoists, and Leninists.”[501]
By the early 1970s, the Maoists had formed the Workers and Peasants Party. In November 1974, sixteen of its leaders were reported as being arrested by the Turkish police. At about the same time, the pro-Moscow Communist Party of Turkey announced as one of its objectives “to wage continuous struggle against the Maoists.”[502]
In January 1978, the Workers and Peasants Party came out into the open and sought legal recognition from the government. It was at that time reported to be “headed by Dogu Perincek, a former university assistant who had led an extreme Revolutionary Proletarian Enlightenment group within the umbrella Dev Gene organization in the mid-1970s.” In announcing the party’s application for legal recognition, Dogu Perincek announced that his party’s program was one “opposing American imperialism and Soviet social imperialism as well as terrorism, as favoring stronger ties with Greece and Third World countries, SED, Dokumentation 1980, page 160.and as ultimately aiming at the creation of a classless society.”
The pro-Moscow Communists denounced the Workers and Peasants Party. Radio Moscow claimed that it was “Maoist and anti-Soviet, accused it of covert alliance with extreme rightists, and denied that it was a true workers’ and peasants’ party.”[503]
In September 1978, the Workers and Peasants Party issued a joint statement with the Communist League of Austria defending the Pol Pot regime in Kampuchea, which, the document claimed, “is being attacked by Vietnamese leaders at the instigation of the social imperialists.”[504]
The First Congress of the Workers and Peasants Party met in Ankara in January 1980, attended by 300 delegates. It adopted party statutes and an agrarian program, and elected Dogu Perincek as its Chairman.[505]
The Workers and Peasants Party followed the international line of the successors of Mao in China. This was demonstrated in 1980 when, as Frank Tachau reported, the party “went so far as to renounce violence and even see advantages in NATO and in some foreign policy positions of the PPP and the Justice Party. Its explicit opposition to disorder and separation enabled it to continue to operate legally even under martial law before the September coup.”[506]
There were several other pro-Maoist parties in Turkey. One was the Revolutionary Workers and Peasants Party of Turkey, which was established in 1969. It held its First Congress in September 1977, during which the party program, statutes and an agrarian policy were adopted.[507]
Another Turkish Maoist group was the Communist Party of Turkey (Marxist-Leninist), which was founded in 1970.[508] After the death of Mao this party strongly opposed Hua Kuo-feng. In 1981, it participated in a conference sponsored by the Revolutionary Communist Party of the United States to establish an international grouping of such parties, pledging support of orthodox Maoism.[509] In 1992 it was still listed as an affiliate of the Revolutionary Internationalist Movement, formed as a result of the 1981 conference, and bringing together those parties and groups loyal to the Maoism of the Great Cultural Revolution and the Gang of Four.[510]
Finally, there was the Revolutionary Communist Party of Turkey, established in 1979, headed by Cetin Kaya. It supported the Albanians in their opposition to Mao’s successors.[511]



Part Ⅲ: Asia and Oceania




Japanese Maoism

The Japan Communist Party (JCP) was one of those which, after some hesitation, adopted a neutral stance in the conflict between the Soviet and Chinese parties. As a consequence, both pro-Soviet and pro-Chinese splinters broke away from the main party.

Early Problems of Japanese Communists with the Cominform

The Sino-Soviet dispute was by no means the first time that the Japan Communist Party had been embarrassed by events in the International Communist Movement. Early in 1950, the Cominform (Information Bureau of Communist and Workers Parties) had blasted the policies of a part of the Japanese Party leadership. Interestingly enough, at that time, the Chinese party had joined in the Cominform’s attack.
When the Japan Communist Party had been revived after World War Ⅱ, its top leadership came from people who had spent long years in exile, and those who had spent the war years (and before) in jail. Among the most notable figures to emerge was Sanzo Nosaka, who had spent several years with the Chinese Party leadership in Yennan. He emerged as the leader of one of the major factions within the Japanese Party leadership.
Takato Yamabe, writing in the dissident U.S. Trotskyist newspaper Labor Action, described the two conflicting points of view within the JCP in the postwar period. “There have been two elements in the JCP’s tactics and strategy from the outset. One is the vehemently anti-American, violent revolution position of Secretary General Kyuichi Tokuda, whose motto is ‘national independence’ the other is the moderate, peaceful-revolution position of Nosaka, who invented the slogan ‘beloved Communist Party’ immediately upon his return to Japan. … Whatever popular support the CP has in Japan is due to the Nosaka line. The last two years of adherence to Tokuda’s tactics of violence have cost the CP post of its mass following.”
It was the Nosaka line that was attacked by the Cominform, and the Chinese. The Cominform said that “Nosaka says that Japan has all of the conditions necessary for a peaceful transition to socialism even under military occupation … and that the CP is capable of taking power by democratic means via parliamentary institutions. … That this Nosaka theory has absolutely nothing in common with Marxism-Leninism is obvious. In essence, his theory is anti-democratic and anti-socialist.”
This blast brought a crisis within the Japanese CP. A Plenum of the Central Committee engaged in a “self-criticism” and resolved that “Our party has now corrected the faults and is developing along correct lines.” But at the same time, the CC statement noted that “Comrade Nosaka, as the most courageous of popular patriotic figures, has won the confidence of the masses.” Nosaka remained in the top leadership of the Japan Communist Party.[512] However, one British source noted that, with the temporary disgrace of Sanzo Nosaka, the “tough Kyuichi Tokuda was favored by the Russians, who made him leader of the Japanese party.”[513]

Early Attempts of JCP to Be Neutral

Nikita Khrushchev’s famous “secret” speech to the Twentieth Congress of the CPSU, in which he denounced Stalin, caused problems within the Japanese Communist Party leadership. But the first reaction of the JCP was to laud the 20th Congress without mentioning the Khrushchev.[514]
However, once the Sino-Soviet quarrels came into the public domain, the situation of the JCP became more difficult. The Central Committee of the JCP in November 1960 dealt with the problem. Under the leadership of the Secretary General Kenji Miyamoto, this meeting engaged in “a studied attempt to hew to a neutralist line between Moscow and Peking, with some positions being taken that accorded with current Chinese emphasis.” Miyamoto “deemed it necessary to take a position on the struggle between the Soviet Union and China.”[515]
Shortly before the JCP’s Eighth Congress in 1961, a pro-Soviet group, led by Kasuga and consisting of seven members of the Central Committee, resigned from the party. However, another pro-Soviet group, led by Yoshio Shiga, remained within its ranks.[516]
Even at the 22nd Congress of the CPSU, where the Soviet leadership openly broke with the Albanians (and by proxy, virtually with the Chinese), the Japanese leadership sought to maintain its neutrality. Sanzio Nosaka, who led the Japanese fraternal delegation to that meeting, refused to condemn Albania and “urged unity within the Communist movement.”[517]

Japanese Communist Party Alignment with China

The end of Japanese neutrality in the Sino-Soviet dispute came, for the time being at least, in connection with the signing in July 1963 of a partial test-ban treaty between the United States and the USSR, open to the signatures of other countries. The Chinese denounced this treaty as “the greatest deception, designed to dupe the people of the whole world.”[518] The Japan Communist Party supported the Chinese position on the document.
Yoshio Shiga, who led those within the JCP who favored the treaty, wrote about what followed after the Central Committee strongly denounced the treaty. He wrote that “The ‘campaign to study the Seventh Plenum decisions’ started shortly thereafter has been used for slanderous attacks on the Communist Party of the Soviet Union. There was talk of ‘Khrushchev revisionism of the ‘Soviet Union acting in compact with the United States to betray the people,’ and so on and so forth. … Comrades who, in this atmosphere, resolutely support the treaty, or question the correctness of Central Committee views and assessments, are immediately branded as ‘revisionists,’ as ‘persons openly challenging party policy.’”[519]
When the test ban treaty came up for adoption in the Japanese Diet, Yoshio Shiga, one of the five JCP members of the lower house, and Ichizo Suzuki, a Communist member of the upper house, voted in favor of it. They were promptly expelled from the JCP, and established their own pro-Soviet Communist group, known as Voice of Japan.[520]
The defection of Shiga was of some historical significance. Before 1945 he had been jailed for eighteen years by the Japanese Imperial regime, and was so severely mistreated that he emerged from prison (to become Secretary of the JCP Central Committee) deaf and half blind.[521] However, in spite of these disabilities, he was reputed during the postwar period to be “one of the … triumvirate that headed the party.”[522]
The shift of the JCP towards a pro-Chinese position brought a strong reaction from the Soviet Party. This was reflected in a letter from the CC of the Chinese Party to that of the CPSU in June 1964, which claimed that “Recently you unilaterally published your letters to the Central Committee of the Japanese Communists Party and unscrupulously launched open attacks on the valiant Japanese Party which is standing in the forefront of the struggle against U.S. imperialism and domestic reaction. You work hand in glove with the U.S. and Japanese reactionaries and support Yoshio Shiga, Ichizo Suzuki and other renegades from the Japanese Communist Party in your efforts to subvert the Japanese Party and to undermine the revolutionary movement in Japan.”[523]

The JCP’s Return to Neutralism

The Japan Communist Party’s flirtation with the Chinese lasted only about two years. One U.S. State Department source noted that “During 1966, the JCP broke away from its uncompromising pro-Peking stance and adopted an independent line, espousing opposition to both ‘modern revisionism’ and left-wing dogmatism. The break with Peking hardened in 1967 with both sides directly attacking each other’s leadership in the most scathing terms. The last two JCP representatives left Peking in August, and were reportedly so severely beaten by the Red Guards on their departure that they had to recuperate for several weeks in North Korea. The Chinese Communists retaliated to the change in the JCP line by shifting financial support away from the JCP to those Communists who remained loyal to Peking and to the far-left of the Japan Socialist Party, and by splitting Communist front organizations into pro-JCP and pro-Peking groups.”
This same source noted that “Despite overtures from the USSR, the JCP remains wary of returning to the Soviet camp, partly in view of past Soviet interference in internal JCP affairs and Moscow’s support for dissident ‘revisionist’ elements.”[524] Even the dispatch of the chief “ideologist” of the Soviet Party, Suslov, to Japan did not win over the Japanese party to alliance with CPSU. In 1968, the JCP denounced the Warsaw Pact invasion of Czechoslovakia.[525]
Throughout the duration of the Sino-Soviet dispute, the Japanese party maintained its neutral position in that conflict.

The Japan Communist Party (Left)

When the Japan Communist Party shifted back toward a neutralist position in the Sino-Soviet dispute, a clearly Maoist group began to emerge in 1966. The Chinese Hsinhua news agency noted that “The Japanese proletarian revolutionaries and the broad masses of revolutionary people in Japan have risen in rebellion against and broken with the Miyamoto revisionist clique of the Japanese Communist party since the Miyamoto revisionist clique betrayed the revolution, emasculated and attacked with all its efforts great Marxism-Leninism-Mao Tse-tung Thought and opposed violent revolution and advocated the revisionist ‘parliamentary road.’” Hsinhua noted that “left revolutionary organizations or groups” had been formed, that were “studying and learning Mao Tse-tung Thought.”
Finally, on November 30, 1969 the National Council of the Japan Communist Party (Left), which Hsinhua said was “one of these left revolutionary organizations,” held a congress that formally announced the establishment of a new party, the Japan Communist Party (Left). The new party issued a manifesto which proclaimed that “Comrade Mao Tse-tung has analyzed all the contradictions in the present-day world and pointed out With regard to the question of world war there are but two possibilities: one is that the war will give rise to revolution and the other is that revolution will prevent the war.’”[526]
The new party was centered on what had been the Yamaguchi Prefecture Committee of the JCP. In 1973, John Emmerson wrote that “As a fraternal party of the CCP, the JCP (Left) benefited from the strong ‘China mood’ which prevailed in Japan during much of 1972.” By that time the JCP (L) claimed to have committees in eleven prefectures with a total membership estimated at 2,000. The chairman of the JCP (L) was Fuduka Masayoshi. The JCP (L) strongly influenced the Japan China Friendship Association (Orthodox).[527]
By 1975, the Japan Communist Party (Left) was credited with a membership of “500 with a possible 1,500 supporters” and was said to have 22 local organizations. It published two twice-weekly organs, People’s Star and Choshu Shinbun. John Emmerson noted in that year that The JCP (Left) is given frequent publicity in the Peking Press, often because of anti-Soviet articles which appear in People’s Star.”[528]
As was true of Maoist parties in many countries, shifting Chinese foreign and domestic policies were disconcerting factors in the Japan Communist Party (Left). John Emmerson noted that in 1975 the JCP (Left) “split into two factions over the present direction of Chinese policy. The division within the party, which had been growing for some time, came to a climax at the 26th meeting of its Central Committee on 20 March. The Central, or mainstream faction, disagrees with the diplomatic line being taken by Peking, which encourages Japanese-U.S. relations and bases diplomatic policy on confrontation with the USSR. The opposing group, Kanto-ha (Eastern Japan faction) supports the Japan-China Friendship Association (Orthodox), in its acceptance of Chinese policy and describes the Central faction as leftist opportunists, exclusionists, and sectist. The party’s publication, People’s Star, accused the Kanto-ha of factionism, ignoring party’s administration.” Appeals by both sides to the Chinese found the Chinese unwilling to take sides in the dispute.[529]
By 1976, the Japanese Maoists were further split, into four different groups. These were two with the JCP (L) name—the “Yamaguchi faction” and the “Kanto faction,” which we have already noted, plus two new groups: the Japan Labor Party (Nihon Rodosha-ha), which “also attracted some attention from the Chinese,” and the Japan Workers Party. Peking Review published messages of condolence from the Yamaguchi faction and the Japan Workers Party at the time of the death of Chou En-lai early in 1976.[530]
One faction of the JCP (L), presumably the Kanto faction, sent a message of support to the Communist Party of New Zealand when that party in 1973 announced its support of the Albanians in their split with the Chinese. It also joined in the denunciation of Mao Tse-tung’s Three Worlds Theory.[531]
Meanwhile, the other JCP (L) faction, which called itself the Japan Communist Party (Left) Provisional Central Committee,[532] had been negotiating for some time for unity with another Maoist group, the Japan Communist Party (Marxist-Leninist), which had been established “in the 1960s,” and published Proletariat[533] Tentative agreement on such unity was achieved in May 1979,[534] but it was not until January 1980 that the two groups held a joint meeting in Tokyo and decided to merge.[535] They took the name Japan Communist Party Left (Marxist-Leninist). This party endorsed the Three Worlds Theory.[536]

The Workers Party of Japan and Japan Labor Party

Another Maoist group, which we have already noted as having had some contact with the Chinese, was the Workers Party of Japan. It was headed by General Secretary Shosaku Itai, and was founded in 1973.
In an interview with the U.S. Maoist newspaper Unity in October 1979, Itai, after noting the “revolt” against the JCP in 1966 over, among other things, “whether to defend the Chinese Communist Party,” said that “Seven years passed since that open revolt to the founding of our party in 1973. Like in the U.S. at that time, there was great uprising of the mass movement in Japan. … There were three questions at this time in the process of party building. The first was to break ideologically from revisionism. The second was to construct the party in the mass movement, and the third, to fight for the unity of Marxist-Leninists. In the process, we prepared for the founding of the party politically and organizationally. Five to six years have passed since the founding of our party and still we cannot say our influence among the masses is large enough. Our forces are still small.”[537]
Shosaku Itai was reported by Peking Review to have sent a telegram to Hua Kuo-feng, congratulating him on being the successor to Mao, and on the defeat of the Gang of Four.[538]
The Japan Labor Party was founded “by pro-Chinese dissident elements” in 1974. It was reported in 1977 to have about 400 members and, as we have noted, “to have attracted some attention from the Chinese.”[539] In 1981, it was said that the JLP “has irritated the JCP in recent months.” Unlike other Japanese Maoist groups, it ran candidates in the 1979 parliamentary elections, having 25 nominees and receiving “over 50,000 votes.”[540]
In 1986, the JCP attacked the Chinese party because it “would not comply with the JCP’s request to break relations with the Japan Labor Party.”[541] Two years later, John F. Copper noted a rapprochement of the JCP with the Soviet Party but not with the Chinese.[542]

Conclusion

During most of the Sino-Soviet dispute, the Japan Communist Party maintained a position of neutrality. After a short flirtation with the Chinese in the mid-1960s, it reverted to a neutral stance, which it maintained during the rest of the controversy. As a consequence, both pro-Moscow and pro-Chinese groups broke away from the JCP. The pro-Chinese soon split into several quarreling “parties,” which had varying degrees of contact with and support from the Chinese. At least one of these factions joined the Albanians in their quarrel with the successors to Mao in the late 1970s. In any case, neither the pro-Soviet nor the pro-Chinese groups became a significant factor even in the left-wing politics of Japan. A leader of the Japan Socialist Party noted as early as 1964 that the breakaways of the pro-Moscow supporters had not really constituted a significant split in the Communist Party, but merely the expulsion of some individuals. The same could be said about those who broke away to support the Chinese.




Australian Maoism

In the 1960s and 1970s, the Communist Party of Australia (CPA), which had been founded in 1920, underwent two splits. In 1964, a pro-Maoist group broke away to form the Communist Party of Australia (Marxist-Leninist) or CPA-ML. Then, in 1971, after the CPA had adopted a line of independence from Moscow, particularly following the Soviet invasion of Czechoslovakia, a pro-Moscow group seceded and formed the Socialist Party of Australia (SPA).[543]

Background of the Emergence of the CPA-ML

J. M. van der Kroef has noted that the formation of the CPA-ML was the culmination of “nearly six years of increasingly acrimonious and intense dispute within the regular CPA leadership … in which ideological and tactical issues, in part resulting from the Twentieth Congress of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union in February 1956, as well as personal rivalries between the Aarons brothers and E. F. Hill for the leadership of the party, were closely intermingled.”[544] However, in that period of controversy there were several (in retrospect) ironic twists, and considerable changing of sides.
Professor van der Kroef has noted that from its inception, “People’s China exerted a strong pull on many, though by no means all, Australian Communists.” Starting in 1951, “CPA cadres regularly began making their way there for training (more than a hundred had done so by 1961).”
However, in those early years of the Communist regime in China, the appeal of the Chinese to the Australian Communists was entirely different from what it was later to become. Van der Kroef noted that “one of the things which appealed to the Australian Communists in that period was the impression of the relative moderation and the tactic of ‘gradualness’ in the transformation of a bourgeois into a socialist society. … Despite serious misgivings among a few older, hardline Stalinists in the party, this tactic of relative moderation was—especially among some prominent younger parties—believed to be in particular keeping with the CPA’s general post-war emphasis on its being a distinctive and independent organization. … The death of Stalin, Khrushchev’s subsequent revelations of the odiousness of Stalin’s regime, and the general reaction against Stalinism, appeared at first to intensify the CPA’s Peking orientation.”[545]
During this early phase of the controversy within the CPA, E. P. Hill, who was later to become the principal leader of the pro-Chinese faction, and to lead the pro-Maoist split in is ranks, was aligned with the anti-Chinese part of the CPA leadership. As leader of the Party in the State of Victoria, Hill “was reprimanding and punishing party members for belittling the Soviet Union and speaking eulogistically of China.”[546]
Meanwhile, the principal supporters of a more moderate line for the CPA were Laurie and Eric Aarons, two brothers, both of whom had spent time in China in the 1950s. They “seemed more and more to become the spokesmen of a moderate, nationally adapted, and flexible party line, to which their earlier Chinese experience had presumably provided a measure of ideological-tactical preparation.” As a consequence, “personal rivalry and animosity between the Aarons brothers, on the one hand, and Hill on the other, as heirs apparent to the aging, ailing Sharkey-Dixon CPA leadership, was to sharpen into a factional polarization in the party, as the doctrinal and tactical divergence between Moscow and Peking became increasingly clear after 1959.”[547]
Richard Dixon was National Chairman of the CPA, and Lance L. Sharkey was General Secretary. Professor van der Kroef has noted that “Initially there was little doubt that Peking’s increasingly Stalinist militancy after 1959 sat well with Sharkey and Dixon (encouraged by Hill), and that despite the Soviet intervention in Hungary Khrushchevism generally seemed a danger to the older CPA leaders. Conversely, for the Aarons faction, Peking’s new hard line was tantamount to the loss of a dream and the beginning of a wrenching tactical reorientation, covered by an increasing ideological stress on the CPA as a national party adapted to Australian conditions.”[548]
Clearly, such older leaders as Dixon and Sharkey were faced with a serious quandary. On the one hand, they sympathized with the radical, essentially Stalinist, positions being adopted by the Chinese. On the other, their whole lives had been devoted to the Soviet Union. When these two men attended the Conference of 81 Communist Parties in Moscow late in 1960, they came under intense pressure from the Soviet party to support the position of the CPSU against the Chinese. Dixon, who suffered two heart attacks during the meeting and, as a result, stayed in Moscow for medical treatment for more than a year, was under particularly intense pressure.[549]
It was not until the end of 1961 that the majority of the CPA’s top leadership declared in favor of Moscow. The occasion for this was a report rendered by Secretary General Sharkey on the 22nd Congress of the CPSU, which he had attended as a fraternal delegate, to a meeting of the CPA’s Political Committee. The Political Committee issued a statement at that time which was endorsed in February 1962 by the Central Committee. “This statement and endorsement may be taken as the first official commitment by the party’s leadership to the Soviet position, complete with expressions of ‘profound confidence in and admiration’ for the CPSU, and an attack on Enver Hoxha and the Albanians.”[550]

E. P. Hill and the Establishment of the CPA-ML

Unlike Dixon and Sharkey, E. P. Hill, faced with the same quandary, chose to support the militancy and radicalism of the Chinese, rather than adhere to his long association with the CPSU. Hill was the son of a secondary-school principal, and was himself a prominent lawyer, as well as a part-time faculty member of the University of Melbourne. He had for long been a “virtual party czar in Victoria.”[551]
Professor van der Kroef, writing in 1970, said that “Hill’s ability and reputation as a barrister had constantly been at the service of striking workers and militant trade union activists. … When … a special Royal Commission investigated CPA activities in Victoria, Hill had done yeoman service to protect the party and the trade unions it dominated, storing up a vast amount of credit among the rank and file members on which he could now readily draw. … Hill also won a solid reputation in a number of workers’ compensation cases.”[552]
E. P. Hill clearly did not support the endorsement of the Soviet line by the Political Committee in December 1961 or the ratification of the statement by the Central Committee two months later. But at the February 1962 CC meeting, he resigned as state secretary of the PC A in Victoria, a post he had held for thirteen years, apparently as part of an attempted compromise, which included agreement that pro-Maoist material would be allowed to circulate inside the CPA. Subsequently, the CPA national leadership sought to destroy Hills control of the Victoria state organization, with only partial success—and with clear failure to destroy the influence of Hill and his followers in the state labor movement.
Meanwhile, Hill remained a member of the Central Committee. It was not until June 1963 that he and four of his followers were removed from that body. Then, in August, he was expelled from the CPA itself.
Meanwhile, Hill had been organizing his followers in preparation for launching a rival organization to the Communist Party of Australia. He began to publish his own journal, The Australian Communist, late in 1963. Its first issue said that there was need for such a periodical since the “leaders of the Communist Party of Australia have deserted Marxism-Leninism and embarked upon the path of revisionism.” Hill and his followers also began to issue a weekly paper, The Vanguard, published several pamphlets, and imported increasing numbers of Peking Review.[553]
The new party, the Communist Parry of Australia-Marxist Leninist, was apparently formally established at a meeting in Melbourne on March 15, 1964. (Professor van der Kroef noted that no public statement of the date was made until five years later).[554] E. F. Hill was named party Chairman. Clarie O’Shea, secretary of the Melbourne Tramways Union, and Paddy Malone of the Building Labourers’ Federation, were elected Vice Chairmen, and Frank Johnson, who had succeeded Hill as secretary of the Victoria PCA organization, was chosen as secretary.[555]

The Nature of CPA-ML

Justus van der Kroef wrote in 1970 that the CPA-ML “is, and will probably remain for some time, a small, tightly organized, and secretive, sect of ideologues, seemingly concerned more with preserving and articulating its dogmatic rectitude than with establishing practical programmes or organizations for joint popular action (as the parent CPA is attempting) or even with winning broader public support. Whereas the parent CPA regularly publicizes its conferences and other party gatherings, the changes in its party constitution, as well as the names and decisions of its national, state and local committees, neither CPA-ML organs, nor any other public media, have ever adopted on any conference held by the Maoist faction since its founding, nor has its Constitution ever been published (assuming there is one), nor have the names of its present or of any previous Central Committee ever been published. … CPA-ML publications carry neither the names of editors, nor the editorial and business addresses.”[556]
The CPA-ML continued to be a highly secretive organization. Peter Beilharz reported in 1976 that “Organizationally, the CPA (ML) remains a mystery. Its unofficial youth offshoot, the Worker-Student Alliance [WSA], was disbanded; it is unclear as to whether the Young Communist League, formed to help the CPA (ML) ‘direct’ the WSA, still exists or not.”[557]
Professor van der Kroef noted that “The CPA-ML and E. F. Hill appear, in many respects, to be operationally synonymous and the party chairman evidently brooks no contenders for the leadership. Though little is known of the circumstances, there have been a number of early party associates who have fallen out with Hill.”[558]
A certain degree of factionalism apparently continued within the CPA-ML in the 1970s. It was reported concerning some of the party’s student activists that by 1972 “their own attitude to him is not so uncritical as it was.”[559]
By the early 1970s, Norm Gallagher, the CPA-ML leader among the construction workers unions, had succeeded Paddy Malone as one of the two vice chairmen of the party. However, in 1975 Gallagher had been “returned to the rank and file for his misdeeds.”[560]
By 1980, it was reported that there also exists a breakaway Maoist organization under the leadership of the two former student activists from the 1960s, Albert Langer and Harry Van Moorst. Langer’s group has attacked the present leadership in the People’s Republic of China and the CPA (M-L).[561]

Ideology of the CPA-ML

The avowed aim of the CPA-ML was the achievement of “a socialist revolution in Australia.” In his political report to the founding meeting of the party, which Justus van der Kroef called “the chief theoretical guidelines” of the organization, E. F. Hill argued that Australian capitalism was “in the grip of American monopoly capital and military interests.”[562] The parry’s official program asserted that “Australia has developed into a monopoly capitalist imperialist country,” but also was a “satellite imperialism” under the influence of the United States and Great Britain.[563]
According to the CPA-ML, the quarter million industrial workers in Australia were “the basic force for Australian independence,” along with an estimated 200,000 “class brothers” among the agrarian wage workers. The small farmers were seen to be “important allies” of the urban and agrarian workers, as were an estimated 900,000 white collar workers.[564]
However, the CPA-ML’s. definition of “small farmers” would seem to have been somewhat elastic. Although the category was generally considered by the party to include those farmers with 50 acres or less, one writer in The Australian Communist suggested that in parts of Queensland, “where the smallest holdings are in the 150 to 200 acre range, Marxist analysis cannot place every one of these in the category of middle bourgeoisie. Surely the fundamental question here is the hire of labor power. A very great number of these farmers do not employ labor. They are interested in their own emancipation and are potential allies of the proletariat, thus fitting the classification of small farmers.”[565]
In his political report to the CPA-ML founding conference, E. F. Hill emphasized that “a new Marxist-Leninist party, with ‘iron discipline based on Marxist-Leninist consciousness’” was necessary to lead the Australian revolution. Hill concluded by saying that “through mastery of Marxist-Leninist classics, including ‘Mao Tse Tung and Liu Shao Chi’ close identification with the working class in the factories, intense scrutiny of all new members, skillful use of legal opportunities’ for party growth and protection, and a continuous and unrelenting struggle against imperialism and ‘revisionism’ were required.”[566]
Hill further elaborated on the party’s ideology in a polemic against Lance Sharkey of the CPA, who had advocated the development of “creative Marxism-Leninism.” Hill wrote that “No principle of Marxism-Leninism can ever be outdated. … Marxism-Leninism is a revolutionary guide to action or it is nothing.” He asked “Has the nature of imperialism changed?” He also claimed that “Nowhere ever did Lenin advance and elaborate any theory of peaceful transition to Socialism.”[567]
Peter Beilharz, writing in the middle 1970s, said that “the CPA-M-L was responsible—at least in the early seventies—for the revival of the ‘social fascism’ theory of the ‘third period,’ which specified that the ALP was a worse enemy than those who actually professed themselves Tory. This theory of socialism fascism [sic] tends to be coupled with the abstentionist program regarding parliamentary politics.”[568]

CPA-ML Influence in the Labor Movement

The principal base of the CPA-ML was in the state of Victoria, and particularly in Melbourne, where the party started out with considerable influence in the organized labor movement. Professor van der Kroef noted that “among building, construction, waterfront and tramway workers in the greater Melbourne area, Hill’s … associates … retained in many cases their local trade union office. And while such proselytizing as was (and is) conducted by these Peking-oriented labor leaders within their unions was a very cautious and covert affair it is true that the position of these leaders directing or controlling some 20,000 workers in Victoria gave the budding CPA-ML a not insignificant potential power base over the years.”[569]
One of the Maoists’ major centers of trade union strength was the Australian Building Construction Employees and Builders Laborers’ Federation (BLF). Their principal leader there was Norm Gallagher. Late in 1974, Gallagher, as a federal secretary of the BLF, undertook to organize a new branch of the union in New South Wales, in competition with an older branch controlled by the Socialist Party of Australia. The employees agreed to negotiate with the new branch, and finally in March 1975, the leadership of the old branch recommended that their members join the new one.
Gallagher’s principal Communist rival in the BLF was Pat Clancy, also a federal secretary of the organization and president of the pro-Moscow Socialist Party of Australia. In 1973, Gallagher replaced Clancy as the Building Group representative on the Executive of the Australian Trade Union Congress (ACTU), but then at the 1975 ACTU Congress, Clancy defeated Gallagher for the post.[570]
The Maoists undoubtedly weakened their position in the BLF in 1977 when “Gallagher, with the full support of the CPA (M-L) refused to submit to arbitration and maintained his work bans into September … and the BLF’s three-month-long campaign actually deprived them—until the end of the year—of wage increases gained by all other unionists.”[571]
Gallagher’s nemesis, Pat Clancy, then sought to merge all of the building trades workers in New South Wales into one organization. The CPA-ML strongly opposed this. Its newspaper, Vanguard, denounced the move, saying that “The amalgamation of the Building Workers Industrial Union, the Australian Workers’ Union and the Shop Assistants’ Union (SDA) in New South Wales is a most sinister business. It shows the tremendous lengths the social-imperialists are prepared to go.”[572]
In 1980, Patrick J. O’Brien wrote that “The Maoist unions, although remaining in control of the New South Wales’ Builders’ Laborers’ Federation, are not an important factor in labor politics. They are strongest in Victoria throughout the building, maritime and waterside unions. Political battles, which sometimes become physical, are being waged for control among the CPA, SPA and CPA (M-L) union officials.”[573]
However, as Joanne P. Cloud wrote in 1987, “the CPA-ML suffered a body blow when its one sizable union connection, the BLF, was deregistered … and prohibited from organizing workers.” The party warned that “the successful smashing of the BLF would set a dangerous precedent that would expose the union movement to further attacks.”[574] Subsequently, the state government of Victoria seized $42 million of assets from the Builders Laborers Federation.[575]

The CPA-ML and the Chinese Communist Party

Throughout the 1960s and 1970s, the CPA-ML maintained close contact with its Chinese counterparts. Even before his formal break with the CPA, E. F. Hill announced that he was going to visit the People’s Republic of China. When CPA Secretary General Sharkey said that he had no right to do so without first consulting with the party leadership, Hill replied that since he had not renewed his CPA membership card, he was not bound by CPA discipline and intended to continue with his plans to visit China. When he actually did so, he was cordially received by the Chinese party leaders, and Mao Tse-tung gave him a farewell dinner before he returned to Australia.[576]
On various subsequent occasions, delegates of the CPA-ML visited China. For example, in March 1974, E. F. Hill and Norm Gallagher (then Vice Chairman of the CPA-ML) visited Peking on the invitation of the Central Committee of the Chinese Party. On that occasion, Angus Mclntyre noted, The Chinese laid out the red carpet for them. Chou En-lai, Chang Chun-chiao, and Madam Chiang were the hosts at a banquet in their honor. … The Peking People’s Daily made the greetings sent by the Central Committee of the CPC to the CPA (M-L), on the occasion of its tenth anniversary, its front page lead story. This unusual treatment for a fraternal greetings message caused comment in Western diplomatic circles.’”[577]
In November/December 1975, Hill visited Enver Hoxha in Albania. Then in January 1976, he sent a message of condolence to Mao on the death of Chou En-lai, and in the following month Hill and A. E. Bull, who had replaced Norm Gallagher as vice chairman of the CPA-ML, visited China. They met there with Chang Chun-chiao and Wang Hung-wen, and in April, Hill, Bull and O’Shea, as Chairmen and Vice Chairmen of the CPA-ML, sent a cable expressing support for the dismissal of Teng Hsiao-ping, and welcoming the appointment of Hua Kuo-feng as first vice chairman of the Central Committee and Premier of State Council. The three also sent a message of condolence on the death of Mao.[578]
Hill and the CPA-ML apparently had some trouble keeping up with the rapid political changes in China after Mao’s death. We have noted that on at least two visits to China he had conferred with members of the “Gang of Four.” Concerning the CPA-ML’s problems with the rapidly changing situation in China, Angus Mclntyre wrote in 1978 that “In 1976—1977 the CPA (ML) wanted to adjust its general line to the new policies of the Chinese Party Chairman Hua Kuo-feng. At first the CPA (M-L) leadership was seriously embarrassed by the disgrace of the Gang of Four and the return to power of Teng Hsiao-ping; in 1976 Hill had praised some of the former and criticized Teng. … On 27 October 1976, two days after the appearance of the People’s Daily criticism of Chiang Ching, Hill saw his error and wrote an article supporting the actions of the Chinese party against the Gang of Four. … For good measure, he wrote a forty-five page personal explanation of his change of heart.”[579]
Subsequently, the Australian CPA (ML) endorsed the Three Worlds Theory, and delegations visited China in December 1976, December 1977 and July 1979.[580]
Joanne P. Cloud noted that “In 1986 the Vanguard,” the CPA-ML’s “theoretical” newspaper, “found itself twisted into intellectual knots to approve Beijing’s opening of the economy to competition and simultaneously to disapprove Canberra’s moves to the right on economic issues.”[581] The following year, Michael Denby noted “a remarkable toning down in criticism of the Soviets,” and that the CPA-ML had “participated in the ‘fightback conference’ of various far left groups.”[582]

Conclusion

Australian Communists were first attracted to the Chinese party by what seemed to be its “soft” policies during the early years of the People’s Republic. When, at the end of the 1950s, that line hardened and true quarrel with the Soviet leadership came out into the open, the older generation of leaders of the Communist Party of Australia were presented with a grave crisis of conscience, which most of them at first resolved by remaining loyal to their old association with the CPSU. However, in the early 1970s, the CPA became highly critical of the Soviet leadership, particularly the invasion of Czechoslovakia, leading to a split and the formation of an avowedly pro-Moscow group, the Socialist Party of Australia.
Meanwhile, E. F. Hill, one of the junior members of the old hardline leadership of the CPA who had been particularly critical of the Chinese position in the early 1950s, ended up leading a pro-Chinese schism in the CPA on the basis of his approval of their hardline positions of the late 1950s and afterwards. This split resulted in the formation in 1964 of the Communist Party of Australia-Marxist Leninist, a peculiarly secretive and doctrinaire organization.
Although the CPA-ML had a solid trade union base in the state of Victoria and also succeeded in getting a foothold in the unions of New South Wales, it was not a major factor in Australian organized labor generally. Also, in the broader political scene, its influence was minimal, in part at least due to its refusal to participate in elections.
Although the CPA-ML had some difficulty in following the changes in line of the Chinese party, it finally succeeded in veering around to support of the Hua-Deng leadership by the end of the 1970s. Although there apparently were expulsions, demotions and resignations over the years of those dissenting from E. F. Hill’s leadership, these did not result in any major organizational splits in the party. Neither the CPA-ML nor any substantial part of it had by 1980 veered off in an Albanian direction, after Enver Hoxha’s split with Mao’s successors.




Maoism in New Zealand

Maoism in New Zealand had a unique distinction. There, the Communist Party of New Zealand (CPNZ), which had been founded in December 1920 and had been a member of the Communist International as long as the Comintern existed, sided with the Chinese Communists in their split with the Communist Party of the Soviet Union. It was the only one-time Comintern member party to do so.

Long-Term Problems of the Communist Party of New Zealand

The Communist Party of New Zealand was never a significant force in the country’s politics. It reached its high point in terms of membership right after World War II, when it had about 2,000 card holders. By the late 1960s it was estimated that this number had fallen to between 300 and 400. The party never was able to elect anyone to the national parliament or any other public office; the nearest it came was in 1931, when one of its nominees for parliament obtained 6.15 percent of the vote in his constituency.[583]
This weakness of the party presented it with serious difficulties. One U.S. observer wrote in 1970 that “Throughout its existence, the CPNZ has been torn by factional strife between those determined to maintain an ideological ‘pure’ and elite core of revolutionaries—even at the expense of possible electoral gain—and those bent on pragmatic political advance. Frequent purges have failed to consolidate the party, whose continuing divisions demonstrate the frustration of a tiny party relegated to the outermost fringe of the nation’s political arena and unable to relate Marxist-Leninist theory to the context of day-to-day activity.”[584] The same source noted on another occasion that “In practice, the CPNZ has virtually no coherent political program. The party dares not advocate violent revolution, and itself acknowledges that ‘revolutionary potentialities’ in New Zealand are practically nil. Under such circumstances, about all the party can do is agitate over specific grievances against ‘class enemies’ and the government while maintaining that the capitalist system in New Zealand is heading for inevitable collapse. With regard to its nature and ultimate goals, the party leadership stresses that it is not trying to build the CPNZ into a mass party, lest it suffer corruption by trade unionism’ and abandon revolutionary objectives. Because of this, lack of direction and low morale within the party are thus more or less constant problems for the leadership, and are frequently the subjects of reports and criticisms by party leaders.”[585]

The CPNZ Joins the Maoists

When the Sino-Soviet dispute came out into the open, the Communist Party of New Zealand joined the Chinese side of the argument at its 20th Congress in 1963. Previous positions taken by Victor C. Wilcox, who had been Secretary General of the party since 1951 and largely dominated it for almost three decades thereafter, would not have indicated that the New Zealanders would take such a position.
Certainly in the 1950s, Wilcox and his party had supported Nikita Khrushchev and the “peaceful coexistence” line he preached. For instance, the news sheet of the Information Bureau of Communist and Workers Parties (Cominform) reported in 1955 that “A recent meeting of the Political Committee of the New Zealand Communist Party was addressed by the general secretary, Comrade Wilcox, who declared that the promotion of trade between East and West, and peaceful coexistence were particularly significant for the economy of New Zealand. Comrade Wilcox pointed out that it must be emphasized that a war in support of the present U.S. policy would make these things impossible and would paralyze the economy of New Zealand.”[586]
However, in spite of such positions, which Wilcox and the CPNZ had taken in the 1950s, they threw in their lot with the Chinese once the Chinese conflict with the CPSU came out into the open. Both the Chinese Communist Party and that of New Zealand came to place high value on their association with one another. The American source that we have already quoted noted in 1966 that “The CPNZ’s lack of domestic influence is in a way compensated by its international significance as a Western communist party which follows the Peking line in the international communist movement—a fact which Chinese communist propaganda tries to blow out of proportion.”[587]
That same source noted a year later that the position of the CPNZ on international issues is straightforwardly that of Peking. For its part, the Chinese Communist Party gives much prominence to the pro-Chinese articles and statements of the CPNZ and never fails to give New Zealand Communists a most warm reception in Peking.”[588]
In January 1966, the six principal figures in the pro-Moscow faction in the Communist Party of New Zealand resigned from the organization. Under the leadership of George Jackson, a former chairman of the CPNZ, they formed in October 1966 a rival group, the Socialist Unity Party (SUP). It was estimated at that time to have about 100 members.[589]
For about a decade and a half, the CPNZ continued to take a solid pro-China position. For instance, in 1968 it was noted that The CPNZ goes very far in its advocacy of the thought of Mao Tse-tung, arguing the Chinese point of view that Mao is the greatest Marxist-Leninist in everything from political tactics to philosophy. The theme was treated in Wilcox’s reports and speeches and in numerous articles in the party press.”[590]
The CPNZ strongly endorsed the Cultural Revolution. In November 1968, the party’s Political Committee declared that the decisions of the Twelfth Plenum of the Chinese Central Committee which, among other things, included the expulsion of Liu Shao-chi, were landmarks in the strengthening of socialism.”[591] In 1972, “the CPNZ welcomed U.S. President Nixon’s visit to Peking, while it denounced his agreements with Brezhnev as a threat to world peace and ‘collusion between two imperialist powers to carve up the world by using force and threat of force.’”[592]
In 1971 when Rewi Alley, a well-known New Zealander who had for many years lived in Peking, returned home for an extended visit, he praised the position of the CPNZ. He said that “The outstanding role of the New Zealand Communist Party and the leadership of Comrade Vic. Wilcox in the fight against revisionism and particularly Soviet social-imperialism is very well recognized and highly appreciated in Peking, by the people of China and the true Marxist-Leninists abroad.”[593]
For many years there were frequent visits by leaders of the CPNZ to China and to its ally, Albania. For instance, in March 1966, Wilcox spent ten days in China. In that same year, two other party leaders, R. Nunes and A. Rhodes, attended the Fifth Congress of the Albanian Workers Party.[594] Similarly, it was reported that “CPNZ leading members and delegations visited China on numerous occasions in 1967.”[595] There were similar visits in the following years.
In its support of the Chinese, the CPNZ not only attacked all those parties that backed the Soviet “social imperialists,” it also severely criticized those parties that sought to take a neutral position in the Sino-Soviet dispute. The CPNZ particularly singled out the Japanese and North Korean parties in this regard, accusing them of “centrism.”[596]

Domestic Activities of the CPNZ

Until 1966 the CPNZ held regular congresses every three years. At the 1966 conference (the party’s last) there were fraternal delegates present from the Chinese party (Liu Ningyi, a member of the Central Committee), the Australian Communist Party (Marxist-Leninist), and the Communist Party of Belgium (Marxist-Leninist). An Albanian delegation was refused visas by the New Zealand government. Greetings arrived from more than half a dozen other Maoist parties.[597]
The Communist Party of New Zealand had several regular periodicals. One was the weekly People’s Voice, and another a monthly theoretical organ, New Zealand Communist Review. For some time, it also put out “bulletins” addressed to particular kinds of workers in different parts of the country.[598]
In spite of the extremism of its theoretical positions, the Communist Party of New Zealand continued for a number of years to participate in elections. For instance, in 1966 it ran candidates in nine different constituencies in parliamentary elections, on a platform centering particularly on opposition to the war in Vietnam, in which New Zealand troops were participating against the Communists. Altogether, these nominees received only 1,207 votes, as opposed to the 2,868 votes the party had gotten in the 1963 general election. Wilcox, in commenting on these results, said that “Our own vote dropped slightly, the main reason being the fact that many supporters, both old and new, voted Labor solely in the ‘bring-the-troops back’ Vietnam issue, not because they agreed with Labor policy.”[599]
In September 1968, the CPNZ carried on what the party paper People’s Voice called “a limited campaign” in municipal elections, in which it sought to work “against creating illusions on the nature of local body government.” The paper said that the parry sought seats in municipal councils “as a further base for their task of helping organize the great power of the working class that alone can bring changes.”[600]
They again named candidates in the 1969 parliamentary election, four in number. However, as usual, no party member was elected, and their total vote fell to 364, a bit more than a quarter of what they had received three years earlier.[601]
By 1972, the CPNZ was refusing to participate further in elections. Its explanation for this refusal was that “with the revolution the main trend in the world today, with struggle for both immediate gains and revolutionary policy growing every day in New Zealand, it is apparent that our forces must be used to strengthen these developments outside the Parliamentary circus.” On some occasions that year, the parry sought to disrupt election meetings.[602]
Among the most important agitational campaigns of the CPNZ in the 1960s and early 1970s was that against the Vietnam War. For instance, it was reported in 1966 that “In concentrating its propaganda and activism during the year mainly on opposition to U.S. involvement in Vietnam, the CPNZ particularly directed its members to be involved in ‘protest’ movements and, above all, in protesting the war in Vietnam. Wilcox stressed that on this issue the cooperation of persons of the middle classes, and especially the intellectuals, was easier to obtain than that of the workers.”[603]
The Communists had at best only very marginal influence within the organized labor movement. For instance, in 1971 it was reported that the CPNZ and its pro-Soviet rival, the Socialist Unity Party, each had only about 15 members who held executive posts in the unions.[604] For a short while, the CPNZ had substantial influence in the Seamen’s Union, but lost this to their pro-Soviet rivals when the CPNZ elements led a strike that was lost.[605]
In any case, the attitude of the CPNZ toward the existing trade union movement was a highly equivocal one. An article in the party’s “theoretical” publication, New Zealand Communist Review, said in early 1970 that the New Zealand unions were “a far cry from Marx’s schools of revolution” and were instead “schools of reformism and a bulwark of social democracy.” It claimed that the alliance of the “establishment” with the unions provided a “gilt-edged guarantee to ‘political stability’” and aided the penetration of foreign capital into New Zealand. However, it said that the rank and file of the labor movement were potentially revolutionary and so the CPNZ would continue to work within it.[606]
In 1973 it was reported that the CPNZ “denounces trade unions as ‘a vital and necessary part of the capitalist establishment’ and urges rank-and-file action, especially ‘short, sharp, hard-hitting struggles’ as a challenge to ‘bureaucrat unionism.’”[607]
For a few years, the CPNZ had at least marginal influence in the student movement. In 1968, it revived the Progressive Youth Movement “after several years of inaction.”[608] A couple years later it was reported that the party appeared “to have substantial influence with one left-radical group, the anti- Vietnam, war, anti-United States Progressive Youth Movement (PYM), headed by Chris Lind. The CPNZ press regularly carries reports on PYM protests and demonstrations and had defended the PYM against attacks by the pro-Soviet Socialist Unity Party.” However, the CPNZ apparently did not have full control over the PYM.[609]

Factionalism within the CPNZ

For several years after 1969 there were serious schisms in the CPNZ. Until the 1977 split between pro-Chinese and pro-Albanian factions, these divisions seemed to be activated more by personal struggles for power within the organization than by ideological issues.
In late 1969, S. W. Taylor, who had organized a “Revolutionary Committee Within the CPNZ” in Auckland was expelled from the party, under accusations of “Trotskyism.” At the time of his expulsion, the National Committee urged members to “accept the duty individually and collectively to study the Thought of Mao Tse-tung, the Lenin of our era, providing as it does the ideological, political and organizational guide to resolving the many problems and differences which still exist at all levels in our party.”
Then, in August 1970, Secretary General Wilcox announced that “efforts to overcome differences between the central leadership in Auckland and the Wellington district leadership had met with total failure.” As a consequence, Jack Manson, a member of the National Committee and the Politburo, and R. Bailey and four other members of the Wellington leadership were expelled. However, the Wellington leaders, with the evident support of most of the party members there, continued to call themselves the Wellington district of the CPNZ.[610] They came to be known as the “Manson-Bailey group.”
The Manson-Bailey group gained some support in other cities, including Auckland. It was noted by H. Roth in 1973 that “The group has been careful not to come forward as a rival party, because it hopes to draw the majority of the CPNZ to its side and to gain recognition from Peking as the CPNZ.”[611]
In October 1973 a further split occurred. The National Committee, which had not met in 1971 or 1972, announced the expulsion of W.P.G. McAra. H. Roth noted that this came about as the result of “a deep personality clash between McAra and Wolf,” that is, R. C. Wolf, one of the two members of the party’s National Secretariat. It was McAra who had particularly pushed in 1970 for the expulsion of the Manson-Bailey group.[612]
A further expulsion took place in 1974, of one F. N. Wright. Of this event, H. Roth wrote that “Most of these rebels against Wilcox’s leadership have kept their supporters together in a loosely organized fashion, but Wright has gone so far as to promote a miniscule new party, the Communist Party of Aotearoa (the ancient Maori name of New Zealand.”[613]
In October 1976, the CPNZ expelled S. M. Hieatt, 35-year veteran party member, who had been in the National Committee and the Politburo. This expulsion apparently arose from Hieatt’s demand that there be a new party conference—the most recent one having been ten years previously, although the party constitution called for such meetings every three years. Hieatt formed the South Auckland Marxist-Leninist Group. H. Roth noted that “They continue to support the Chinese Communist Party and claim to have no political differences with the CPNZ.”[614]

The Chinese-Albanian Split in the CPNZ

Events in China after the death of Mao Tse-tung brought about a much more fundamental division within the CPNZ, and a realignment of forces among those who had been Maoists in New Zealand. This process began with the removal of V. G. Wilcox as general secretary in March 1977. He was “removed from all posts of responsibility.”
Wilcox’s demotion was not officially announced to the party members. However, the Chinese party was informed. The first concrete information about what had occurred was provided by Vanguard, the organ of the Communist Party of Australia (Marxist-Leninist). It commented in an article entitled “Unite All Marxist-Leninists in Oceania” in March 1978 that Mao’s “three worlds theory” was “the touchstone of the Marxist-Leninists,” and excoriated “all those who in the name of communism oppose the revolutionary essence of communism, either by silence, attempted suppression of comrades like comrade Wilcox, lies, slander, intrigues and conspiracies.” This article, which was circulated surreptitiously among members of the CPNZ, was republished in Peking Review. Then in April 1978, the Chinese party canceled all subscriptions to People’s Voice and New Zealand Communist Review. H. Roth noted that “Since substantial quantities were involved, the CPNZ characterized this action as ‘a deliberate blow at the economics of the People’s Voice and hence of our Party.’”[615]
The leaders of the CPNZ struck back. The National Committee answered the Australian Maoist periodical, saying that “The basic construction in New Zealand, a developed capitalist country, is that between the working class and the capitalist class headed by monopoly section. Consequently, the working class faces a directly socialist revolution. Any attempt to try to insert an intermediate stage between capitalism and the dictatorship of the proletariat is opportunism and revisionism.”
Meanwhile, ten of the 12 branches of the CPNZ announced support of the party’s leadership against Wilcox. For his part, Wilcox joined with three other members to set up a Preparatory Committee for the Formation of a CPNZ (M-L). In a further meeting, they decided to postpone the establishment of such a new party until they had gained wider support. Wilcox claimed that “leadership of the CPNZ is now in the hands of an ‘Albanian Gang of Three’—R. C. Wolf, H. Crook and R. Nunes—who form the National Secretariat located in Auckland.”[616]
Thereafter, the leadership of the CPNZ firmly allied themselves with the Albanians. Their statement of position was greeted with approval by the Albanian party journal Zeri y Populit, as well as by some other pro-Albanian parties.[617]
In January 1979, the CPNZ had a national conference, its first since 1966. Present were 34 delegates, who gave “a resounding rebuff to the local followers of the new revisionist leaders of the Chinese party and all other revisionists and opportunists who have tried to disrupt and divert the CPNZ from its Marxist-Leninist line and make it collaborate with the class enemies of the New Zealand working people—the imperialists or social imperialists who all collude and contend for world control and plunder.”[618]
However, the CPNZ leadership at first found it hard to swallow the repudiation of Mao by the Albanian leadership after its split with Mao’s successors. H. Roth noted that the CPNZ “was thrown into confusion when Enver Hoxha’s books downgrading Mao reached New Zealand. In August 1979 a CPNZ delegation led by H. Nunes went to Albania to discuss ideological differences. After its return, the Political Committee adopted a pro-Mao resolution, and articles in the party’s theoretical journal … reflected this independent stand. In February, however, a Central Committee meeting returned to the anti-Mao line, which avers that Mao was not a Marxist-Leninist and the communist victory in China in 1949 was not a socialist but merely a bourgeois democratic revolution.”
Roth went on to note that “The CPNZ now maintains that Mao Zedong Thought is ‘a dangerous form of revisionism that is most harmful to the working class because it replaces the basic principles of Marxism-Leninism with a hodge-podge of idealism and pseudo-Marxism.’ The Chinese Communist Party, it is now revealed, never treated the CPNZ ‘in the manner of a fraternal Party with correct internationalist attitudes and action.’” The CPNZ leadership claimed that Albania was “the only socialist country remaining.”[619]
This endorsement of Hoxha’s attack on Mao engendered considerable conflict within the CPNZ. This was shown in a polemic between that party and the Revolutionary Communist Party of the United States, a group adhering to Maoism and to the so-called Gang of Four eliminated from power in China soon after the death of Mao Tse-tung.
The Central Committee of the Revolutionary Communist Party (RCP) had issued a statement about the CPNZ, denouncing what they called a “coup d’etat within the Party carried out by the President of the Party and others in the high leadership.” In reply to this charge, the Political Committee of the CPNZ wrote the CC of the RCP that what had occurred was that a group of “scabs and divisionists recently left our party.” It claimed that “The position of the Party always has been that the APL is a fraternal Marxist-Leninist party and that Albania is a socialist country. It was the enemy faction of the Party … who wishes to force a full and complete change in the position of the party.”[620]
In 1987, Barry Gustafson summed up the situation of the New Zealand Communist Party by that time. He wrote: “The factional infighting and splits that accompanied each realignment reduced the CPNZ to an aging handful of members who exert no discernible influence even on the extreme left of New Zealand politics. The party still admires Stalin. It raises, by donations, about $6,000 annually and publishes from its Auckland headquarters a small weekly newspaper, People’s Voice. The introduction to the CPNZ’s constitution, adopted by the Twenty-third National Conference in 1984, claims that ‘"the CPNZ has maintained a clear and unequivocal stand in opposition to the … Khrushchevite revisionists … and Chinese revisionism.’ The party sees itself as a revolutionary vanguard that rejects as impossible the peaceful transition from capitalism to socialism by gradual parliamentary means.”[621]

Regrouping of the Pro-Chinese Forces

The New Zealand groups that continued to support the post-Maoist Chinese leadership were badly divided. They apparently consisted in large part of those elements which had been thrown out of the CPNZ during the 1969—1979 period, culminating in the ouster of Wilcox himself in the 1979—1980.
H. Roth, writing in 1981, indicated that a process of consolidation of these pro-Chinese groups that was then under way. “The pro-Chinese groups consolidated their forces during the year (1980) in a series of mergers that reduced their number from five to two. The Wellington Marxist-Leninist Organization and the Northern Communist Organization combined in February to form the WCL (Workers Communist League), which in July absorbed the small Marxist-Leninist Workers Party. In February the groups around the theoretical journal Struggle joined the Preparatory Committee, which visited China in March at the invitation of the Chinese Communist Party.”[622]
Barry Gustafson noted in 1987 that the WCL “is located primarily in Wellington.” He went on to say that “It is the most secretive of New Zealand’s Marxist-Leninist parties and does not reveal its leaders’ names, although it is known that the leadership consists of an equal number of men and ‘women. The WCL’s most influential member, Green Clarke, visited China and the Philippines in April and May. The party has some influence in the Wellington Trades’ Council, in the Wellington Unemployed Workers’ Union, and among some university graduates. Its objective is the building of a strategic alliance between the working class, the struggle for women’s liberation, and the struggle for Maori self-determination.’… The WCL national conference in June agreed that the central strategy of the WCL over the next two years will be to promote the conditions for, and the development of, political unity among communists and other revolutionary groups and individuals.’”
Apparently in pursuit of this strategy, the WCL held “formal talks of an exploratory nature” with the Socialist Action League (SAL), the country’s principal Trotskyist organization. It proclaimed that it was seeking “to create a socialist alliance of ‘ecumenical left’ to reach into the Labor Party and then, it was hoped, to influence government policy.”[623]

Conclusion

Maoism in New Zealand had a unique distinction: the country’s original Communist Party joined the Chinese side as soon as the Sino-Soviet dispute came out into the open. At this time, the Communist Party of New Zealand was strongly dominated by Victor G. Wilcox, its long-time Secretary General. However, after 1969 a series of faction groups revolted against the Wilcox leadership, and founded new Maoist groups, still proclaiming their support of Chairman Mao and the Chinese party.
These splits culminated in 1979—1980 with the ouster of Wilcox himself, first from the secretary generalship and then from the CPNZ. In large degree, this occurred as a result of the decision of the majority of the CPNZ leadership to support Albania in its quarrel with the post-Mao Chinese leadership, to which Wilcox remained loyal. Although the CPNZ leaders apparently had some second thoughts about supporting Enver Hoxha and the Albanians after Hoxha began to denounce Mao Tse-tung himself, they finally reconfirmed their support of the Albanians, with the result that a group in the leadership that had remained loyal to “Mao Tse-tung Thought” was eliminated from the CPNZ.
For their part, those ex-elements of the CPNZ who remained in the camp of the post-Mao leadership sought to regroup their forces. To this end, they formed the Workers Communist League in January 1980. However, by the late 1980s, they had wandered a considerable distance from Maoism, as indicated by their overtures to the Trotskyists of the SAL.




Bibliography




The two most extensive sources of information on International Maoism are the Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, published for more than two decades by the Hoover Institution at Stanford University, and a series of pamphlets put out in the 1970s and the 1980s by the Central Committee of the Socialist Unity Party (SED), the East German Communist Party, which at the time were marked “not for distribution/ but have become available since the destruction of the Berlin Wall. We have drawn extensively from these sources. However, they have been supplemented by a wide range of books, pamphlets, periodicals and interviews. The importance of various sources of information has varied considerably from one country to the other.
One comment is in order with regard to the citations in the endnotes from the Hoover Institution Yearbook. In the first years of its publications, authors of the individual entries for various countries were not clearly identified. Hence, in the listing I cite Yearbook, but without attribution to any particular writer. When using entries from later years, I have cited the individuals who have written the entries that we are using in the notes following each section.
All of the sources of information that have been used in this volume are listed in what follows, arranged according to the nature of the material.



Books and Pamphlets

Akademie für Gesellschaftswissenschaften beim Zentralkomitee der SED, Institut für Imperialismusforschung. Linksradikale Gruppen End der 80er Jahre in der Kapitalistischen Welt: Dokumentation, Berlin 1989 (listed in Notes as SED, Linksradikale).
Akademie für Gesellschaftswissenschaften beim Zentralkomitee der SED, Institut für Imperialismusforschung, Institut für Internationale Arbeiterbewegung. Dokumentation. Die auf die heutige Pekinger Führung orientierten, die Linksradikalen, die guerrileristischer Gruppen und die pseudolinken Terroisten-Gruppienungen in de kapitalischen Welt: Ende der 70er/Anfang der 80er Jahre, Berlin, 1980 (listed in Notes as SED, Dokumentation, 1980).
Akademie für Gesellschaftswissenschaften beim Zentralkomitee der SED, Institut für Internationale Arbeiterbewegung. Die promaostischen Gruppierungen in den kapitalistische Landem und ihr Auftreten gegen internationale Entspannung und gesellschaftlichen Fortschritt— Internes Symposium von 29 November bis 1 Dezember 1977 in Berlin, 2 volumes (listed in Notes as SED, Symposium).
Akademie für Gesellschaftswissenschaften beim Zentralkomitee der SED, Institut für Internationale Arbeiterbewegung, Lehrstuhl Imperialismusforschung. Dokumentation. Die Pekinger Führung und die promaostische Spalterbewegung, Berlin, 1977, 2 volumes (listed in Notes as SED, Dokumentation, 1977).
Robert J. Alexander. International Maoism in the Developing World, Praeger, Westport, CT, 1999.
Robert J. Alexander. International Trotskyism 1929—1985: A Documented Analysis of the Movement, Duke University Press, Durham, NC, 1991.
Arbejder Partiet KAP. Det Vil Kap: For et Socialistisk Danmark, official program of Communist Workers Party of Denmark, April 1979.
Arbejderpartiet KAP. Socialisme na Dansk, Kopenhagen, n.d., 1979 election program of Communist Workers Party of Denmark.
Basic Principles for the Unity of Marxist-Leninists and for the Line of the International Communist Movement, RCP Publications, Chicago, 1981.
A. H. Evans. Against the Enemy, The Committee to Defeat Revisionism, For Communist Unity, London, November 1963.
A. H. Evans. On N Khrushchov, Fertilizer and the Future of Soviet Agriculture, The Committee to Defeat Revisionism, For Communist Unity, London, January 1964.
A. H. Evans. Truth Will Out: Against Modem Revisionism, The Committee to Defeat Revisionism, For Communist Unity, London, January 1964.
Harvey Klehr. Far Left of Center: The American Radical Left Today, Transaction Books, New Brunswick, NJ, 1988.
Bill Klingel and Joanne Psihountas. Important Struggles in Building the Revolutionary Party, U.S.A., RCP Publications, Chicago, October 1978.
Letter of the Central Committee of the Communist Party of China to the Central Committee of the Communist Party Soviet Union dated June 15, 1964, Foreign Language Press, Peking 1964.
John Logue. Socialism and Abundance: Radical Socialism in the Danish Welfare State, University of Minnesota Press, Minneapolis, 1982.
Phillip Abbott Luce. The New Left Today: America’s Trojan Horse, the Capitol Hill Press, Washington, DC, 1971.
Michael McCreery. The Way Forward: The Need to Establish a Communist Party in England, Scotland and Wales, The Committee to Defeat Revisionism, For Communist Unity, London, January 1964.
Nuevo Programa y Nueva Constitucion del Partido Comunista Revolucionario, EEUU, RCP Publications, Chicago, 1981.
Fernando Ruiz and Joaquin Romero (editors). Los Partidos Marxistas: Sus Dirigentes/ Sus Programas, Editorial Anagrama, Barcelona, 1977.

Newspapers and Periodicals

A World to Win, magazine of Revolutionary Internationalist Movement, London.
Challenge, monthly supplement of newspaper of Progressive Labor Party, New York.
Challenge, newspaper of Progressive Labor Party, New York.
Clarte, organ of Communist Party of Belgium (Marxist-Leninist), Brussels.
Daily Worker, paper of Communist Party of United States, New York.
Desafio, Spanish-language version of Challenge, organ of Progressive Labor Party, New York.
L’Express, news magazine, Paris.
For a Lasting Peace, For a People’s Democracy, periodical of Information Bureau of Communist and Workers Parties (Cominform).
Foreign Report, published by The Economist, London.
Intercontinental Press, organ of Socialist Workers Party, New York.
International Socialist Review, magazine of Socialist Workers Party, New York.
Journal of Commonwealth Political Studies, Leicester University, Leicester, Great Britan.
Kommunistisk Tidsskrift, theoretical journal of Communist Workers Party of Denmark, Copenhagen.
Labor Action, organ of Workers Party and then of Independent Socialist League (Shachmanites), New York.
Labor History, Taniment Library, New York University, New York.
Liberated Guardian, pro-Maoist paper, New York.
The Manchester Guardian Weekly, Manchester, England.
Marxism Today, magazine of Communist Party of Great Britain, London.
Marxist-Leninist Quarterly, theoretical organ of Progressive Labor Movement, Brooklyn, New York.
Mass Resistance, organ of Marxist-Leninist League, New York.
Militant, weekly newspaper of Socialist Workers Party, New York.
Monthly Review, generally Left magazine, New York.
Le Monde, daily newspaper, Paris.
Moving On, magazine of New American Movement, Chicago.
New America, newspaper of Socialist Party-Social Democratic Federation, New York.
New Leader, Social Democratic and then Left magazine, New York.
New Times, magazine dealing with international affairs, Moscow.
New York Times, daily newspaper.
New York Times Magazine, weekly feature of New York Times.
Obrero Revolucionario, Spanish-language version of Revolutionary Worker, organ of Revolutionary Communist Party of United States, Chicago.
El Pais, daily newspaper, Madrid, Spain.
Peking Review, news magazine in English, Peking.
People’s Tribune, organ of Communist Labor Party of America.
Political Affairs, theoretical organ of Communist Party of the United States, New York.
Progressive Labor Magazine, organ of Progressive Labor Party, New York.
Progressive Worker, periodical of Progressive Labor Party, New York.
Revolution, newspaper of Revolutionary Union and subsequently of Revolutionary Communist Party, Chicago.
Revolutionary Worker, organ of the Revolutionary Communist Party, New York.
Rinascita, weekly periodical of Italian Communist Party.
Studies in Comparative Communism, University of Southern California, Los Angeles.
Sunday Telegraph, London newspaper.
The Economist, London weekly.
The Workers Advocate, organ of Central Organization of U.S. Marxist-Leninists, and subsequently of Marxist-Leninist Party of the United States.
Unity, organ of League of Revolutionary Struggle (M-L), New York.
Unity and Struggle, organ of Revolutionary Communist League (Marxist-Leninist-Mao Tse-tung Thought), New York.
Washington Post, daily newspaper, Washington, DC.
Workers Vanguard, newspaper of Spartacist League, New York.
Workers Viewpoint, organ of Communist Workers Party, New York,
Workers World, organ of Workers World Party, New York.
World Marxist Review, monthly magazine of pro-Moscow Communist parties, Prague, Czechoslovakia.
World Outlook, publication of Socialist Workers Party, New York.
Young Spartacus, organ of Sparticist League, New York.

Interviews

Joe Berry, official of Communist Party of Britain, in London, July 11, 1991. Santiago Carrillo, secretary general, Communist Party of Spain, in New
York, April 28, 1986. Carl Dix, National Spokesperson of Revolutionary Communist Party of the United States, in New York, December 15, 1992. Angelo Luchi, Provincial Vice Secretary of Partito Socialista Democratico
Italiano in Florence, September 10, 1964. Uderico Moscatelli, local leader of Unione dei Comunisti (Marxist-Leninisti), in Venice, July 21, 1970.
Franco Procopi, member of Regional Committee, Partito Socialista Democratico Italiano, in Florence, September 10, 1964. Gianfranco Rastrelli, member of Secretariat of CGIL labor federation of Florence, Communist Party member, in Florence, September 11, published in 1964.

Miscellaneous

Declaration of the Revolutionary Internationalist Movement, London, March 1984, published in 1987. Embassy of People’s Republic of China Press Release, Washington, DC, April 1980.
Foreign Broadcast Information Service (FBIS), Washington, DC. Letter to the author from Communist Workers Party, November 28, 1979.
Letter to the author from Eric S. Einhorn, Professor of Political Science, University of Massachusetts at Amherst, August 12, 1992.
Letter to the author from William Gallegos of League of Revolutionary Struggle, July 5, 1980.
Letter to the author from Key Martin of Workers World Party, January 5, 1976.
Letter to the author from Mads Bruun Pedersen, Danish Trotskyist leader, and historian, September 18, 1992.
Kenneth Ledlard Ward. “Postwar Splits in the Japanese Communist Party” (manuscript), May 1979.
Harry Williams. “Dare to Struggle, Dare to Win, Born to Lose: Maoism in the U.S.” (manuscript), 1986.
World Strength of the Communist Party Organizations, Bureau of Intelligence and Research, State Department, Washington, DC, annual publication.
Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif.




About the Author

ROBERT J. ALEXANDER is Professor Emeritus of Economics at Rutgers University. A distinguished scholar with 37 earlier books to his credit, Professor Alexander is best known for his many studies of Latin American politics and development and his work on aspects of Marxism. In 1999 he published the companion volume to this survey, International Maoism in the Developing World (Praeger, 1999).



Примечания

1 For a more extensive treatment of the origins and evolution of International Maoism, see Robert J. Alexander: International Maoism in the Developing World.

2 Phillip Abbott Luce, The New Left Today: America’s Trojan Horse, The Capitol Hill Press, Washington, DC, 1971, page 70.

3 Harry Williams, Dare to Struggle, Dare to Win, Bom to Lose: Maoism in the U.S. (manuscript), 1986, page 2.

4 Luce, 1971, op.cit, page 71.

5 Williams, 1986, op. cit., page 2.

6 Cited in Robert J. Alexander: “Schisms and Unifications in the American Old Left,” Labor History, Fall 1973, page 549.

7 Williams, op. cit., page 2.

8 Luce, 1971, op. cit., pages 73—77.

9 Marxist-Leninist Quarterly, theoretical organ of Progressive Labor Movement, Brooklyn, New York, volume II, number 2, pages 2—3.

10 Ibid., page 22.

11 Luce, 1971, op. cit, page 82.

12 Ibid., pages 55—56.

13 Ibid., pages 56—68.

14 Ibid., page 68.

15 Ibid., page 88.

16 Cited in Ibid., pages 89—90.

17 Ibid., page 73.

18 Challenge, newspaper of Progressive Labor Movement (and subsequently Progressive Labor Party), New York, April 27, 1965, page 6; see also Luce, op. cit., page 76.

19 Challenge, op. cit., April 27, 1964, page 6.

20 Williams, 1986, op. cit., page 2.

21 Challenge, May 18, 1965, and Williams, 1986, op. cit., page 4.

22 Desafio, Spanish-language edition of Challenge, November 1, 1966, page 8.

23 Challenge, November 1968.

24 Challenge, October 1969, page 5.

25 Challenge, November 11, 1971, page 2.

26 Luce, 1971, op. cit, pages 94—95.

27 Harvey Klehr, Far Left of Center: The American Radical Left Today, Transaction Books, New Brunswick, NJ, 1988, page 88.

28 “History of Progressive Labor Party,” in the monthly supplement of Challenge, September 29, 1974, page 4.

29 Luce, 1971, op. cit, page 37.

30 Challenge, November 1968, page 19.

31 Klehr, 1988, op. cit, page 88.

32 Challenge, September 14, 1970, page 18.

33 Luce, 1971, op. cit, page 93.

34 “Reform and Revolution,” Progressive Labor Magazine, April-May 1978, page 45.

35 Milorad Popov, in Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif., 1971, page 357.

36 Intercontinental Press, organ of Socialist Workers Party, New York, June 8, 1970.

37 “PLM Expels Agent,” Challenge, April 6, 1965.

38 Popov, 1971, op. cit, pages 356—357.

39 Progressive Labor, New York, February-March 1967, page 24.

40 Ibid., page 23.

41 Challenge, April 1969, page 18.

42 Challenge, November 1970, page 18.

43 Challenge, March 16, 1972, page 2.

44 Bill Klingel and Joanne Psihountas, Important Struggles in Building the Revolutionary Party, U.S.A., RCP Publications, Chicago, October 1978, page 9.

45 Ibid., page 14.

46 Interview with Carl Dix, National Spokesperson of Revolutionary Communist Party, New York City, December 15, 1992.

47 Klingel and Psihountas, op. cit, page 12.

48 Ibid., page 14.

49 Ibid., page 15.

50 Ibid., pages 20—21.

51 Interview with Carl Dix, 1992, op. cit.

52 Klingel and Psihountas, 1978, op. cit., pages 29—30.

53 Ibid., page 31.

54 “RCP Split Leaves Maoist Youth in the Dark,” in Young Spartacus, April 26, 1978, page 6.

55 Klingel and Psihountas, 1978, op. cit, page 34.

56 Revolution, newspaper of Revolutionary Communist Party, Chicago, October 1, 1975, page 3.

57 Ibid., page 11.

58 Revolution, January 15, 1976, page 3.

59 Klingel and Psihountas, 1978, op. cit, page 4.

60 Interview with Carl Dix, 1992, op. cit.

61 Young Spartacus, April 26, 1978, page 6, and Unity, organ of League of Revolutionary Struggle, New York, January 26—February 8, 1979, page 3.

62 Harvey Klehr, Far Left of Center: The American Radical Left Today, Transaction Books, New Brunswick, NJ, 1988, page 93.

63 Nuevo Progmma y Nueva Constitucidn del Partido Comunista Revoludonario, EEUU, RCP Publications, Chicago, 1981, page 2.

64 Klehr, 1988, op. cit, page 94.

65 Interview with Carl Dix, 1992, op. cit

66 New York Times, November 25, 1977.

67 Interview with Carl Dix, 1992, op. cit.

68 Harvey Klehr, in Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1976, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif., page 529.

69 Revolution, February 1975, page 16.

70 Interview with Carl Dix, 1992, op. cit., and Harvey Klehr in Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1976, page 529.

71 Harvey Klehr, in Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1977, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif., page 501.

72 Harvey Klehr, in Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1978, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif., page 418.

73 Harvey Klehr, in Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif., 1979, page 391; and New York Times, November 21, 1979.

74 Foreign Broadcast Information Service, August 31, 1977.

75 Cited in “Maoists United with Uncle Sam,” Workers Vanguard, organ of Spartacist League, New York, February 22, 1980, page 6.

76 Joseph Shatten, in Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1981, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif., page 108.

77 Interview with Carl Dix, 1992, op. cit.

78 Ibid.

79 Unity and Struggle, organ of Revolutionary Communist League (Marxist-Leninist-Mao Tse-tung Thought), New York, June 1976, page 1.

80 Interview with Carl Dix, 1992, op. cit.

81 Unity and Struggle, June 1976, page 1.

82 Unity and Struggle, October 1976, page 4.

83 Unity, organ of League of Revolutionary Struggle (M-L), New York, September 1978, page 15.

84 Unity, May 4—17, 1979, page 8.

85 Unity, October 5, 1979, page 14.

86 Unity, January 26-Februaiy 8, 1979, page 2.

87 Unity, April 25, 1980, and Letter to the author from William Gallegos, League of Revolutionary Struggle, July 5, 1980.

88 Mass Resistance, organ of Marxist-Leninist League, New York, July 1980, page 5.

89 Letter to the author from “Communist Workers Party,” November 28, 1979.

90 Young Spartacus, September 1978, page 3.

91 Letter to the author from “Communist Workers Party,” op. cit.

92 Workers Viewpoint, organ of Communist Workers Party, New York, June 30, 1980, page 2.

93 Harvey Klehr, Far Left of Center: The American Radical Left Today, 1988, op. cit, page 100.

94 Interview with Carl Dix, 1992, op. cit.

95 Letter to the author from Key Martin of Workers World Party, January 5, 1976.

96 Workers World, organ of Workers World Party, New York, June 23, 1978.

97 Challenge, June 4, 1980.

98 The Workers’ Advocate, organ of Central Organization of U.S. Marxist-Leninist, and subsequently of Marxist-Leninist Party of the U.S., May 12, 1979, pages 4—5.

99 The Workers’ Advocate, November 15, 1979, page 3.

100 The Workers’ Advocate, January 15, 1980, page 1.

101 The Workers’ Advocate, July 1980 page 1.

102 All foregoing from Ron Haywood, “The Rise and Decline of Maoism in Canada,” in Intercontinental Press, an organ of Socialist Workers Party, New York, January 26, 1970, pages 65—67.

103 Keith Locke, “The Maoist Canadian Party of Labour,” Intercontinental Press, March 9, 1970, pages 215—216.

104 Challenge, organ of Progressive Labor Party, New York, November 22, 1970, pages 2 and 15.

105 Desmond J. Fitzgerald, in Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1977, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif., page 415.

106 Desafio, Spanish-language edition of Challenge, September 13, 1979, pages 11—12.

107 Keith Locke, “The ‘Canadian Communist Movement (M-L),” Intercontinental Press, March 23, 1970, pages 262—263.

108 Ivan Avakumovic, in Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1973, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif., page 303.

109 Ivan Avakumovic, in Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1974, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif., pages 294—295.

110 Peter Regenstreif, in Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1975, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif, pages 475—476.

111 Desmond J. Fitzgerald, in Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1979, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif., page 321.

112 Foregoing from David Davies, in Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1980, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif., page 329.

113 Alan Whitehorn, in Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1981, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif., page 44.

114 Davies, 1980, op. cit, page 329.

115 Whitehorn, 1981, op. cit, pages 44—45.

116 Foreign Broadcast Information Service, August 11, 1977.

117 Davies, 1980, op. cit., pages 329—330.

118 Whitehorn, 1981, op. cit, page 145.

119 Revolutionary Worker, organ of Revolutionary Communist Party, Chicago, March 4, 1983, article on “The Dissolution in Struggle.”

120 Friedrich Katscher, “How Communism Died in Austria,” New Leader, Social Democratic magazine, New York, March 26, 1957, pages 17—18.

121 Intercontinental Press, organ of Socialist Workers Party, New York, November 3, 1969, page 969, and November 10, 1965; see also Le Monde, Paris daily, December 13, 1969.

122 World Strength of the Communist Party Organizations, Bureau of Intelligence and Research, State Department, Washington, DC, 1968 edition, page 11.

123 Dennis L. Bark, in Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1973, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif., page 123.

124 Roman Hoenlinger, in Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1974, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif., page 115.

125 Frederick C. Engelman, in Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1981, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif., page 356.

126 Frederick C. Engelman, in Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1978, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif., page 108.

127 Frederick C. Engelman, in Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1979, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif., page 116.

128 Frederick C. Engelman, in Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1980, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif., page 117.

129 Frederick C. Engelman, op. cit, 1981, page 356.

130 “End of the Road for Grippa?,” World Outlook, an organ of the Socialist Workers Party, New York, November 17, 1967, page 930.

131 Kay McKeough, in Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1973, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif., page 127.

132 World Strength of the Communist Party Organizations, Bureau of Intelligence and Research, State Department, Washington, DC, 1968 edition, page 13.

133 World Outlook, op. cit, page 930.

134 Ibid., page 930.

135 World Strength of the Communist Party Organizations, 1968, op. cit., page 13.

136 World Strength of the Communist Party Organizations, Bureau of Intelligence and Research, State Department, Washington, DC, 1973 edition, page 9.

137 Peter Gyallay-Pap, in Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1978, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif., page 112.

138 Peter Gyallay-Pap, 1978, op. cit., page 112, and 1979, page 120.

139 Willy Stersohn, in Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1980, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif., page 121, and 1981, page 361.

140 Peter Gyallay-Pap, in Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1979, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif, page 120.

141 Willy Stersohn, in Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1981, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif., page 361.

142 Le Monde, Paris daily, November 5, 1979.

143 Willy Stersohn, 1980, op. cit, page 121; see also East German Communist Party (SED): Dokumentation 1977, volume 2, page 293.

144 Peter Gyallay-Pap, 1978, op. cit, page 112.

145 Le Monde, Paris daily, November 6, 1979; see also SED: Linkesradikale, page 27.

146 Peter Gyallay-Pap, 1978, op. cit, page 112.

147 Willy Stersohn, 1980, op. cit, page 121.

148 Willy Stersohn, 1981, op. cit, page 361.

149 SED, Dokumentation, 1977, volume 2, page 284.

150 See E. Papaioannu, “For the Independence and Progress of Cyprus,” World Marxist Review, December 1966, pages 10—16.

151 SED, Dokumentation, 1980, page 163.

152 L’Express, Paris, April 19—25. 1965, page 19.

153 Branko Lazitch, in Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1966, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif., pages 110—112.

154 Peking Review, January 19, 1968.

155 Branko Lazitch, in Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1969, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif, pages 333—334.

156 Branko Lazitch, in Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1970, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif., pages 167—168.

157 Milorad Popov, in Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1971, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif., page 168.

158 Milorad Popov, in Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1974, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif, page 146.

159 Le Monde, Paris, January 17, 1980.

160 Nicholas Tandler with Jean Louis Panne, in Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1980, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif., page 152.

161 Le Monde, Paris, January 17, 1980.

162 Foreign Broadcast Information Service, December 29, 1976.

163 Le Monde, Paris, February 24, 1979.

164 Nicholas Tandler with Jean Louis Panne, in Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1980, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif., page 152; see also SED, Dokumentation, 1980, page 66 and SED, Linksradikale, page 69.

165 Basic Principles for the Unity of Marxist-Leninists and for the Line of the International Communist Movement, RCP Publications, Chicago, 1981, page 45.

166 Declaration of the Revolutionary Internationalist Movement, 1984, published in 1987, page 3; and A World to Win, organ of RIM, London, December 1966, page 4.

167 Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1968, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif., page 222.

168 Branko Lazitch, 1969, op. cit., page 335.

169 Ibid., page 334.

170 Challenge, organ of Progressive Labor Party, New York, March 1967.

171 Branko Lazitch, 1969, op. cit., page 334.

172 Intercontinental Press, May 4, 1970, page 400.

173 Branko Lazitch, 1969, op. cit., page 334.

174 Intercontinental Press, May 4, 1970, page 400.

175 Lazitch, op. cit., 1969, page 334.

176 Milorad Popov, 1971, op. cit., page 169.

177 Henri Weber, “Revolutionary Violence or Just Plain Putschism,” Intercontinental Press, May 4, 1970, page 400.

178 Intercontinental Press, September 14, 1970.

179 Milorad Popov, op. cit, 1971, page 169; and Gerry Foley, “French Repression Singles Out Weak Link in Left,” Intercontinental Press, June 25, 1970, page 576.

180 Kay McKeough, in Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1972, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif., page 156.

181 Milorad Popov, in Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1973, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif., page 153; and David Thorstad, “French Left Condemns Renault Kidnapping,” Intercontinental Press, March 20, 1972, page 285.

182 Gerry Foley, op. cit, page 576.

183 Kay McKeough, in Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1973, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif., page 156.

184 Keith Botsford, “If Les Mao Won Their Revolution, They Would Immediately Start Another,” New York Times Magazine, September 17, 1972, page 13.

185 Ibid., page 66.

186 Ibid., page 67.

187 Wayne C. Thompson, in Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1988, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif., page 490.

188 Eric Waldman, in Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1977, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif., page 165.

189 Le Monde, Paris, September 28, 1977.

190 World Strength of the Communist Party Organizations, Bureau of Intelligence and Research, State Department, Washington, DC, 1969 edition, pages 24—25; see also SED, Dokumentation 1977, volume 2, for program of KPD-ML, pages 1—143, and Statutes of KP-ML, pages 144—154.

191 Intercontinental Press, organ of Socialist Workers Party, New York, November 3, 1975, page 1495.

192 Stephen Possony, in Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1973, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif., pages 181—183.

193 Eric Waldman, in Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1976, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif., page 155.

194 Intercontinental Press, November 3, 1975, page 1495.

195 Waldman, 1976, op. cit, page 155.

196 Eric Waldman, in Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1981, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif., page 398.

197 Waldman, 1976, op. cit., page 156.

198 Eric Waldman, in Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1979, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif., page 398.

199 Waldman, 1977, op. cit, pages, 166—167.

200 Eric Waldman, 1979, op. cit, page 154.

201 Eric Waldman, in Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1981, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif., 1981, page 398.

202 Thompson, 1988, op. cit, page 499.

203 Possony, 1973, op. cit, page 162.

204 Eric Waldman, in Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1974, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif., page 155—156.

205 Eric Waldman, in Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1975, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif., page 184.

206 Waldman, 1977, op. cit, pages 165—166.

207 Waldman, 1976, op. cit, pages 154—155.

208 Intercontinental Press, November 3, 1975, page 1495.

209 Eric Waldman, in Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1978, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif., page 149.

210 Waldman, 1981, op. cit, page 398.

211 Waldman, 1979, op. cit, page 154.

212 Waldman, 1974, op. cit, page 183.

213 Waldman, 1976, op. cit, pages 155—156; see also SED, Documentation 1977, volume 2, pages 219—235 for program of KBW, and pages 236—238 for its statutes.

214 Waldman, 1977, op. cit, page 166.

215 Waldman, 1979, op. cit, page 154.

216 Waldman, 1978, op. cit, page 140.

217 Waldman, 1978, op. cit, page 140.

218 Waldman, 1978, op. cit., page 140.

219 Waldman, 1981, op. cit, page 398.

220 Eric Waldman, in Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1980, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif., pages 157—158.

221 Thompson, 1988, op. cit, page 499.

222 Waldman, 1975, op. cit., page 183.

223 Waldman, 1976, op. cit, page 156.

224 Waldman, 1980, op. cit, page 158.

225 Thompson, 1988, op. cit, page 500.

226 Waldman, 1977, op. cit, page 165.

227 For British Trotskyism, see Robert J. Alexander, International Trotskyism, 1929—1985: A Documented Analysis of the Movement, Duke University Press, Durham, NC, 1991, pages 437—499.

228 Interview with Joe Berry, a leader of the Communist Party of Britain, London, July 11, 1991.

229 Michael McCreery, The Way Forward: The Need to Establish a Communist Party in England, Scotland and Wales, The Committee to Defeat Revisionism, For Communist Unity, London, January 1964, page 14.

230 Sunday Telegraph, London, September 13, 1964.

231 Michael McCreery, 1964, op. cit., pages 7—8.

232 A. H. Evans, On N. Khrushchev, Fertilizer and the Future of Soviet Agriculture, The Committee to Defeat Revisionism, For Communist Unity, London, Jamuary 1964, page 17.

233 A. H. Evans, Truth Will Out: Against Modem Revisionism, The Committee to Defeat Revisionism, For Communist Unity, London, January 1964, page iii.

234 A. H. Evans, Against the Enemy!, The Committee to Defeat Revisionism, For Communist Unity, London, November 1963, page 5.

235 Ibid., page 6.

236 Evans, OnN. Khrushchov, etc., 1964, op. cit, pages 20—21.

237 McCreery, The Way Forward, etc., 1964, op. cit, page 13.

238 Sunday Telegraph, London, September 11, 1964.

239 SED, Symposium, volume 2, pages 263—264.

240 SED, Dokumentation, 1980, pages 84—85.

241 World Strength of the Communist Party Organizations, Bureau of Intelligence and Research, State Department, Washington, DC, 1969 edition, page 52.

242 Ibid., 1969 edition, page 50.

243 D. L. Price, in Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1975, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif., page 197, and in Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1976, page 175.

244 D. L. Price, in Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1972, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif., page 174.

245 D. L. Price, in Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1975, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif., page 197.

246 D. L. Price, in Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1973, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif., page 174.

247 D. L. Price, in Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1974, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif., page 169.

248 Richard Sim, in Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1977, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif., page 175.

249 Richard Sim, in Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1979, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif., page 162.

250 SED, Linksradikale, page 83.

251 Richard Sim, in Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1981, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif., page 404.

252 Richard Sim, in Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 980, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif., page 166.

253 Basic Principles for the Unity of Marxist-Leninists and for the Line of the International Communist Movement, RCP Publications, Chicago, 1981, page 45.

254 Declaration of the Revolutionary Internationalist Movement, March 1984, published in 1987, page 3.

255 A World to Win, London, December 1996, page 4.

256 Intercontinental Press, organ of Socialist Workers Party, New York, November 27, 1971.

257 New America, organ of Socialist Party-Social Democratic Federation, New York, March 31, 1968.

258 D. George Kousoulas, in Yearbook, on International Communist Affairs, 1978, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif., page 163.

259 SED, Dokumentation, 1977, volume 2, page 100.

260 D. George Kousoulas, in Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1981, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif., page 408.

261 D. George Kousoulas, in Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1976, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif., page 169.

262 D. George Kousoulas, in Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1973, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif., page 183.

263 “In Laros Prison: Stalinists Play the Colonels’ Games,” Intercontinental Press, February 28, 1971, page 116.

264 Kousoulas, 1976, op. cit, page 169.

265 SED, Dokumentation, 1977, volume 2, page 299.

266 SED, Dokumentation, 1980, pages 80—81.

267 Kousoulas, 1976, op. cit., page 168.

268 SED, Dokumentation, 1980, page 79.

269 Kousoulas, 1976, op. cit, page 168.

270 SED, Dokumentation, 1980, page 79.

271 Kousoulas, 1976, op. cit, page 168.

272 Kousoulas, 1978, op. cit, page 163.

273 D. George Kousoulas, in Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1979, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif., page 166.

274 SED, Dokumentation, 1980, page 79.

275 Kousoulas, 1981, op. cit, page 408.

276 SED, Dokumentation, 1980, pages 79—80.

277 D. George Kousoulas, in Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1987, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif., page 509.

278 SED, Dokumentation, 1977, volume 2, page 100.

279 SED, Dokumentation, 1980, page 100.

280 Richard Sim, in Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1980, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif., page 178.

281 See Rinascita, weekly periodical of Italian Communist Party, Rome, September 5, 1964, and he Monde, Paris, September 5, 1964, pages 1 and 4.

282 Interviews with Angelo Luchi, Provincial Vice Secretary of Partito Socialists Democratico Italiano, in Florence, September 10, 1964, and with Franco Procopi, member of Regional Committee, Partito Socialista Democratico Italiano, in Florence, September 10, 1964.

283 Interview with Gianfranco Rastrelli, member of Secretariat of CGIL labor federation of Florence, Communist Parry member, in Florence, September 11, 1964.

284 Leo J. Wollenberg, “Italian Reds Plagued by Dissidents,” Washington Post, October 9, 1966.

285 World Strength of Communist Party Organizations, Bureau of Intelligence and Research, State Department, Washington, DC, 1968 edition, page 33.

286 Interview with Uderico Moscatelli, local leader in Venice of Unione dei Communisti (Marxisti-Leninisti) in Venice, July 21, 1970.

287 Carla Liverani, in Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1973, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif., page 196.

288 Angelo Codevilla in Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1978, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif., page 193.

289 Codevilla, op. cit., page 180.

290 Judith A. Chubb, in Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1974, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif., page 190.

291 Angelo Codevilla, in Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1976, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif., page 193.

292 Codevilla, 1978, op. cit., page 180.

293 Giacomo Sani, in Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1979, Hoover Institution, Calif., page 182.

294 Curtis Bill Pepper, “The Possessed,” New York Times Magazine, February 18, 1979, page 32.

295 Codevilla, 1976, op. cit, page 193.

296 SED, Dokumentation 1980, page 105—106.

297 SED, Dokumentation 1977, volume 2, page 304.

298 SED, Dokumentation 1980, page 104.

299 Basic Principles for the Unity of Marxist-Leninists and for the Line of the International Communist Movement, RCP Publications, Chicago, 1981, page 45.

300 Declaration of the Revolutionary Internationalist Movement, March 1984, published in 1987, page 3.

301 A World to Win, London, December 1996, page 4.

302 SED, Dokumentation 1977, volume 2, pages 304—305.

303 Livio Maitan, “The Theses of the 11 Manifesto’Tendency,” Intercontinental Press, organ of Socialist Workers Party, New York, December 14, 1970, page 1091.

304 Dan Georgekas, “Italian Left Applies Pressure at Many Points,” Liberated Guardian, pro-Maoist paper, New York, April 15, 1979, page 12.

305 Reprinted in Intercontinental Press, June 20, 1977, page 706.

306 Embassy of People’s Republic of China Press Release, Washington, DC, April 30, 1980.

307 Angelo Codevilla, in Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1987, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif., page 555.

308 Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1969, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif., page 382.

309 World Strength of the Communist Party Organizations, Bureau of Intelligence and Research, State Department, Washington, DC, 1968 edition, page 34.

310 SED, Dokumentation 1980, page 117.

311 Branko Lazitch, in Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1966, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif., pages 135—136.

312 Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1968, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif., page 420.

313 Edith Weyden, in Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1970, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif., page 231.

314 Edith Weyden, in Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1969, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif., page 621.

315 Weyden, 1970, op. cit, page 231.

316 H.J.M. Mennes and Dennis L. Bark, in Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1971, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif., page 229.

317 H.J.M. Mennis and Dennis L. Bark, in Yearbook on international Communist Affairs, 1972, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif., page 207.

318 Ibid., page 207.

319 H.J.M. Mennes and Dennis L. Bark, in Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1973, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif., page 205.

320 Peking Review, December 24, 1976.

321 C. C. van den Heuvel, in Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1979, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif., page 187.

322 Lazitch, 1966, op. cit, page 136.

323 Mennes and Bark, 1971, op. cit, page 230.

324 H.J.M. Mennes and Dennis L. Bark, in Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1974, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif., page 198.

325 Mennes and Bark, 1972, op. cit, page 207.

326 Ibid., page 205.

327 C. C. van den Heuvel, in Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1978, page 185; see also SED, Dokumentation, 1980, page 119.

328 Mennes and Bark, 1974, op. cit, page 198.

329 C. C. van den Heuvel, in Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1980, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif., page 193.

330 Ibid., page 193.

331 Mennes and Bark, 1972, op. cit, page 207.

332 Mennes and Bark, 1973, op. cit, pages 205—206.

333 van den Heuvel, 1980, op. cit, page 198.

334 van den Heuvel, in Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1975, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif., page 224.

335 van den Heuvel, 1978, op. cit, page 185.

336 Mennes and Bark, 1971, op. cit, page 228.

337 Mennes and Bark, 1972, op. cit, page 207.

338 Mennes and Bark, 1973, op. cit, page 206.

339 van den Heuvel, 1978, op. cit., page 185.

340 van den Heuvel, 1979, op. cit, page 187.

341 Mennis and Bark, 1972, op. cit, page 207.

342 Mennes and Bark, 1972, op. cit, page 207.

343 World Strength of the Communist Party Organizations, Bureau of Intelligence and Research, State Department, Washington, DC, 1968 edition, page 40.

344 H. Leslie Robinson, in Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1974, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif., page 208.

345 Gerry Foley, “What the Reformist Left Saw in Spinola,” Intercontinental Press, organ of Socialist Workers Party, New York, October 7, 1974, page 1292.

346 Challenge, organ of Progressive Labor Party, New York, September 29, 1974.

347 “Class Struggle in Portugal at Point of Civil War,” Workers World, organ of Workers World Party, New York, October 17, 1975, page 5.

348 Intercontinental Press, May 12, 1975, page 5.

349 Harry Farrar, “Carvalho Steals the Show From the Portuguese CP,” Intercontinental Press, July 19, 1976, page 1102.

350 Challenge, April 23, 1980.

351 Workers World, October 17, 1975, page 5.

352 Foley, 1974, op. cit, page 1292.

353 Sam Marcy, “Theory of Social-Fascism and the MRPP,” Workers World, February 25, 1975, page 9.

354 Intercontinental Press, June 2, 1975.

355 Gerry Foley, “Halt the Rightist Assault on Portuguese CP!,” Intercontinental Press, September 8, 1975, page 1154.

356 Gerry Foley, “Fresh Attempt by MFA to Stabilize Its Role,” Intercontinental Press, October 6, 1975, page 1322.

357 R. Lapides, “Class Struggle in Portugal at Point of Civil War,” Workers World, September 17, 1975, page 5.

358 H. Leslie Robinson, in Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1978, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif., page 194.

359 H. Leslie Robinson, in Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1979, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif., page 196.

360 Workers Vanguard, organ of Spartacist League, New York, June 6, 1975.

361 SED, Dokumentation 1980, page 128.

362 Robinson, 1978, op. cit, page 194.

363 Robinson, 1979, op. cit., page 196; see also SED, Dokumentation 1977, volume I, pages 27—28.

364 H. Leslie Robinson, in Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1980, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif., page 202.

365 Farrar, 1976, op. cit, page 1102.

366 SED, Dokumentation 1980, page 129.

367 Challenge, April 23, 1980.

368 SED, Dokumentation 1980, page 126.

369 Ibid., page 131.

370 SED, Dokumentation 1980, page 138.

371 SED, Dokumentation 1977, volume 2, page 312.

372 Letter to author from Mads Brunn Pederson, official of Danish Socialist Workers Party, historian, September 18, 1992.

373 John Logue, Socialism and Abundance: Radical Socialism in the Danish Welfare State, University of Minnesota Press, Minneapolis, 1992, pages 74—114.

374 Letter to author from Mads Brunn Pederson, 1992, op. cit.

375 Kommunistisk Tidsskrijl, theoretical journal of Communist Workers Party of Denmark, Copenhagen, #4, 1978, page 91.

376 Ibid., page 8.

377 Ibid., pages 15—16.

378 Letter to author from Eric S. Einhorn, Professor of Political Science at University of Massachusetts in Amherst, August 12, 1992.

379 Kommunistisk Tidsskrijt, #4, 1978, pages 12—13.

380 Ibid., pages 17—19.

381 Ibid., page 25.

382 Ibid., page 26.

383 Ibid., pages 30—34.

384 Ibid., pages 41—42.

385 Ibid., pages 47—49.

386 Ibid., pages 51—52.

387 Ibid., page 80.

388 Ibid., pages 52—60, 66—69, 91—92.

389 Eric S. Einhorn, in Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1979, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif., page 131.

390 Letter to author from Eric S. Einhorn, op. cit.

391 Kommunistisk Tidsskrift, #4, 1978, pages 72—73, 77—78, 92—93.

392 Ibid., page 94.

393 See Sodalisme na Dansk, election manifesto pamphlet of Kommunistisk Arbejderp Parti in 1979, Copenhagen.

394 Eric S. Einhorn, in Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1980, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif., page 133.

395 Letter to author from Mads Brunn Pederson, 1992, op. cit.

396 Foreign Broadcast Information Service, August, 30, 1977.

397 See Sodalisme na Dansk, op. cit.

398 Det Vil Kap—For et Socialistisk Danmark, 1979, election program of Dansk Arbejderparti, Copenhagen, pages 36—37.

399 Letter to author from Mads Bruun Pederson, 1992, op. cit.

400 Det Vil Kap—For et Socialistisk Danmark, 1979, op. cit., page 38,

401 Eric S. Einhorn, in Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1988, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif., page 466.

402 SED, Dokumentation 1980, pages 57—58.

403 Letter to author from Eric S. Einhorn, 1992, op. cit.

404 Einhorn, 1988, op cit., page 466.

405 See Basic Principles for the Unity of Marxist-Leninists and for the Line of the International Communist Movement, RCP Publications, Chicago, 1981.

406 See Declaration of the Revolutionary Internationalist Movement, London, March 1984.

407 World Strength of the Communist Party Organizations, Bureau of Intelligence and Research, State Department, Washington, DC, 1971 edition, page 45.

408 John Logue, 1992, op. cit, pages 253—254.

409 World Strength of the Communist Party Organizations, 1971 edition, page 45.

410 Einhorn, 1980, op. cit., page 195.

411 Einhorn, 1979, op. cit, page 192.

412 Eric S. Einhorn, in Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1978, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif., page 187.

413 Einhorn, 1980, op. cit, page 196.

414 Einhorn, 1978, op. cit, page 185.

415 Einhorn, 1979, op. cit, page 191.

416 Einhorn, 1980, op. cit, page 197; see also SED, Dokumentation 1980, pages 122—123.

417 Marian Leigh ton, in Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1987, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif., pages 575—576.

418 Marian Leighton, in Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1986, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif., page 542.

419 Letter to author from Mads Brunn Pederson, 1992, op. cit.

420 Letter to author from Eric S. Einhorn, 1992, op. cit.

421 John Logue, 1992, op. cit, page 258.

422 Ibid., pages 269, footnote #29.

423 World Strength of the Communist Party Organizations, Bureau of Intelligence and Research, State Department, Washington, DC, 1968 edition, page 45.

424 World Strength of the Communist Party Organizations, 1971 edition, op. cit, page 53.

425 Gunnar Wall, “Swedish Maoists Shelve Defense of Vietnam,” Intercontinental Press, September 23, 1974, page 1198.

426 Bertil Haggman, in Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1978, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif., page 204.

427 Ibid., page 206.

428 Gerry Foley, “Split in Swedish CP Over TDeStalinization, ” Intercontinental Press, March 12, 1977, page 289.

429 Haggman, 1978, op. cit, pages 206—207.

430 Bertil Haggman, in Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1979, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif., page 208.

431 Bertil Haggman, in Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1980, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif., page 211.

432 Bertil Haggman, in Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1981, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif., page 447.

433 Haggman, 1978, op. cit, page 207.

434 World Strength of the Communist Party Organizations, Bureau of Intelligence and Research, State Department, Washington, DC, 1972 edition, page 33.

435 Haggman, 1979, op. cit, page 208.

436 Haggman, 1981, op. cit, page 447.

437 Haggman, 1978, op. cit, page 207.

438 World Strength of the Communist Party Organizations, 1972 edition, op. cit, page 33.

439 Valerie Blum, in Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1970, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif., page 159.

440 Valerie Blum, in Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1971, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif., page 157.

441 Foreign Broadcast Information Service, August 30, 1977.

442 Einhorn, 1979, op. cit, page 136.

443 Letter to author from Eric S. Einhorn, 1992, op. cit.

444 See Robert J. Alexander, International Trotskyism 1929—1985, A Documented Analysis of the Movement, Duke University Press, Durham, NC, 1991, pages 614—615.

445 World Strength of the Communist Party Organizations, 1968 edition, op. cit, page 27.

446 World Strength of the Communist Party Organizations, Bureau of Intelligence and Research, State Department, Washington, DC, 1973 edition, page 23.

447 Alexander, 1991, op. cit., page 514.

448 Einhorn, 1979, op. cit, page 170.

449 Einhorn, 1980, op. cit, page 175.

450 Intercontinental Press, New York, November 27, 1976.

451 Einhorn, 1979, op. cit, page 168; see also SED Dokumentation 1980, page 102.

452 Einhorn, 1980, op. cit, page 175.

453 Einhorn, 1988, op. cit, page 512.

454 For post-Franco Trotskyism, see Robert J. Alexander, International Trotskyism 1929—1985: A Documented Analysis of the Movement, Duke University Press, Durham, NC, 1989, pages 713—723.

455 Interview with Santiago Carrillo, Secretary General of Spanish Communist Party, New York City, November 23, 1977.

456 El Pazs, daily newspaper, Madrid, April 28, 1986.

457 Fernando Ruiz and Joaquin Romero (editors), Los Partidos Marxis-tas: Sus Dirigentes/Sus Programas, Editorial Anagrama, Barcelona, 1977, page 260.

458 Ibid., page 261.

459 World Strength of the Communist Party Organizations, Bureau of Intelligence and Research, State Department, Washington, DC, 1968 edition, page 42.

460 Ruiz and Romero, 1977, op. cit., page 262.

461 H. Leslie Robinson, in Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1974, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif., page 214.

462 Ruiz and Romero, 1977, op. cit., page 262.

463 Ibid., page 262—263.

464 Robinson, 1974, op. cit, page 210.

465 H. Leslie Robinson, in Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1973, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif., page 210.

466 Ruiz and Romero, 1977, op. cit., page 264.

467 H. Roth, in Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1979, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif., page 278.

468 Ruiz and Romero, 1977, op. cit., page 252.

469 Ibid., pages 252—253.

470 Ibid., page 253.

471 Ibid., pages 253—254.

472 Ibid., pages 255—256.

473 Ibid., page 257.

474 Ibid., page 236.

475 Ibid., page 237.

476 Ibid., page 239.

477 SED, Dokumentation 1980, page 148.

478 Ruiz and Romero, 1977, op. cit., page 240.

479 Ibid., page 240.

480 SED, Dokumentation 1980, page 149.

481 SED, Dokumentation 1977, volume 1, page 100.

482 SED, Dokumentation 1980, page 149.

483 Ruiz and Romero, 1977, op. cit., page 266.

484 Ibid., page 267.

485 Ibid., page 269.

486 Ibid., page 270.

487 Revolutionary Worker, organ of the Revolutionary Communist Party, New York, May 14, 1982, page 11.

488 World Strength of Communist Party Organizations, Bureau of Intelligence and Research, State Department, Washington, DC, 1968 edition, page 48.

489 Intercontinental Press, organ of Socialist workers Party, New York, November 14, 1968, page 975.

490 World Strength of Communist Party Organizations, 1968, op. cit., page 48.

491 Le Monde, Paris, October 3, 1964.

492 World Strength of Communist Party Organizations, 1968, op. cit., page 48.

493 SED, Dokumentation 1980, page 145.

494 World Strength of Communist Party Organizations, 1968, op. cit., page 48.

495 Dennis L. Bark, in Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1973, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif., page 229.

496 Urs Altermatt, in Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1974, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif, page 227.

497 . Richard Anderegg, in Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1975, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif., page 251.

498 Dennis L. Bark, in Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1979, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif., page 209.

499 SED, Dokumentation 1980, pages 144—145.

500 Eric Waldman, in Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1987, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif., page 591.

501 Intercontinental Press, organ of Socialist Workers, Party, New York, June 14, 1971, page 547.

502 Kemal H. Karpat, in Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1975, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif., page 263.

503 Foregoing from Frank Tachau, in Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1979, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif., page 213.

504 Frederick C. Engelmann, in Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1979, page 116.

505 SED, Dokumentation 1980, page 160.

506 Frank Tachau, in Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1981, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif., page 453.

507 SED, Dokumentation 1980, page 160.

508 Ibid., page 161.

509 Interview with Carl Dix, National Spokesperson of Revolutionary Communist Party, New York City, December 15, 1992; see also A World to Win, organ of Revolutionary Internationalist Movement, London, March 1992, page 31.

510 A World to Win, London, March 1992, page 31.

511 SED, Linksradikale, pages 137—138.

512 Foregoing from Taketo Yamabe, “Japanese CP in Quandary as Cominform Blast Seeks to Impose Suicidal Line-Toeing Course,” Labor Action, organ of “Schachtmanites,” New York, February 20, 1950, page 4.

513 Foreign Report, published by The Economist, London, April 30, 1957, page 4.

514 Kenneth Ledlard Ward, “Postwar Splits in the Japanese Communist Party,” (manuscript), May 1979, page 8.

515 Ibid., page 9.

516 Ibid., page 10.

517 Ibid., page 12.

518 Yoshio Shiga, “The Communist Party of Japan and My Convictions,” New Times, Moscow, July 15, 1964, page 8.

519 Ibid., page 9.

520 Kenneth Ledlard Ward, op. cit, pages 20—21.

521 Daily Worker, newspaper of Communist Party of United States, New York, December 9, 1945.

522 International Socialist Review, organ of Socialist Workers Party, New York, Fall 1964, page 121.

523 Letter of the Central Committee of the Communist Party of China in Reply to the Letter of the Central Committee of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union Dated June 15, 1964, Foreign Language Press, Peking, 1964, pages 18—19.

524 World Strength of the Communist Party Organizations, Bureau of Intelligence and Research, State Department, Washington, DC, 1968 edition, page 85.

525 World Strength of the Communist Party Organizations, Bureau of Intelligence and Research, State Department, Washington, DC, 1969 edition, pages 83—84.

526 Quoted in Intercontinental Press, organ of Socialist Workers Party, New York, February 9, 1970, page 105.

527 John Emmerson, in Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1973, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif., pages 492—493.

528 John Emmerson, in Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1975, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif., pages 363—364.

529 John Emmerson, in Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1976, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif., page 314.

530 John Emmerson, in Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1977, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif., page 321.

531 H. Roth, in Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1979, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif., page 278.

532 SED, Dokumentation, 1980, page 246.

533 SED, Linksradikale, page 204.

534 John F. Copper, in Yearbook on InU 1979, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif., page 255.

535 Hong N. Kim, in Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1981, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif., page 163.

536 SED, Dokumentation, 1980, page 246.

537 Unity, organ of League of Revolutionary Struggle (M-L), New York, October 1979.

538 Cited in SED, Dokumentation, 1977, volume I, pages 78—79.

539 Emmerson, 1977, op. cit., page 321.

540 Kim, 1981, op. cit., page 163.

541 John F. Copper, in Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1987, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif., page 106.

542 John F. Copper, in Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1988, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif., page 183.

543 World Strength of the Communist Party Organizations, Bureau of Intelligence and Research, State Department, Washington, DC, 1972 edition, page 70.

544 Justus M. van der Kroef, “Australia’s Maoists,” Journal of Commonwealth Political Studies, volume 8, no. 2, Leicester University Press, Leicester, Great Britain, 1970, page 88.

545 Ibid., pages 88—89.

546 Ibid., page 89.

547 Ibid., page 90.

548 Ibid., page 91.

549 Ibid., page 92.

550 Ibid., page 93.

551 Ibid., page 98.

552 Ibid., page 97.

553 Ibid, pages 93—98.

554 Ibid., page 88.

555 Ibid., page 88.

556 Ibid., page 107.

557 Peter Beilharz, in Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1976, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif., page 234.

558 Van der Kroef, 1970, op. cit, page 107.

559 Alistar Davidson, in Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1973, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif., page 412.

560 Beilharz, 1976, op. cit, page 233.

561 Patrick J. OBrien, in Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1979, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif., page 218.

562 Van der Kroef, 1970, op. cit, page 98.

563 Ibid., page 100.

564 Ibid., page 103.

565 Cited in Ibid., page 103.

566 Ibid., page 99.

567 Ibid., page 100.

568 Beilharz, 1976, op. cit, page 233.

569 Van der Kroef, 1970, op. cit, page 97.

570 Angus Mclntyre, in Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1977, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif., pages 250—251.

571 Angus Mclntyre, in Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1978, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif., page 213.

572 Ibid., page 214.

573 Patrick J. O’Brien, in Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1979, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif., page 219.

574 Joanne P. Cloud, in Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1987, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif., page 165.

575 Michael Danby, in Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1988, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif., page 141.

576 Van der Kroef, 1970, op. cit, pages 95—96.

577 Angus Mclntyre, in Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1975, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif., pages 281—282.

578 Mclntyre, 1977, op. cit, pages 252—253.

579 Mclntyre, 1978, op. cit, page 214.

580 SED, Dokumentation, 1980, page 276.

581 Cloud, 1987, op. cit, page 165.

582 Denby, 1988, op. cit, page 141.

583 Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1968, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif., page 442.

584 Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1970, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif, page 657.

585 Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1969, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif., pages 623—624.

586 For a Lasting Peace, For a People’s Democracy, organ of the Comin-form, Bucarest, April 8, 1955.

587 Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1966, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif., page 368.

588 Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1968, op. cit., page 474.

589 Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1966, op. cit., page 371.

590 Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1968, op. cit., page 423.

591 Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1969, op. cit., page 625.

592 H. Roth, in Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1973, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif., page 530.

593 Ibid., page 530.

594 Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1966, op. cit, page 370.

595 Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1969, op. cit., page 526.

596 Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1966, op. cit., page 369.

597 Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1966, op. cit., page 369.

598 Ibid., pages 370—371.

599 Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1966, op. cit., page 369.

600 Cited in Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1969, op. cit., page 625.

601 Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1973, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif., page 528.

602 H. Roth, 1973, op. cit, page 528.

603 Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1966, op. cit., page 370.

604 Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1971, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif., page 647.

605 H. Roth, 1973, op. cit, page 529.

606 Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1971, op. cit, page 649.

607 H. Roth, 1973, op. cit, page 529.

608 Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1969, op. cit, page 622.

609 Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1971, op. cit, pages 649—650.

610 Ibid., 648.

611 H. Roth, 1973, op. cit, page 528.

612 H. Roth, in Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1975, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif., pages 392 and 394.

613 H. Roth, in Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1976, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif., page 353.

614 H. Roth, in Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1977, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif., page 356.

615 H. Roth, in Yearbook on Intemaional Communist Affairs, 1979, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif, pages 275—276.

616 Ibid., page 276.

617 H. Roth, 1979, op. cit, page 277.

618 Cited by H. Roth, in Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1980, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif., page 287.

619 H. Roth, in Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1981, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif., page 187.

620 Obrero Revolucionario, organ of Revolutionary Communist Party, Chicago, October 3, 1980, page 13.

621 Barry Gustafson, in Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, 1987, Hoover Institution, Stanford, Calif., page 231.

622 H. Roth, 1981, op. cit, page 187.

623 Barry Gustafson, 1987, op. cit, pages 233—234.




OEBPS/images/img00001.jpg





