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THE REAL LESSON OF CHINA ON
GUERRILLA WARFARE

In Reply to a

"Letter From a Chinese Trotskyist”

by Chen Pi-lan

Upon reading "Guerrilla Warfare: the Lesson of China,”
which was published in issue No. 7, September 1970,
of the International Information Bulletin as a "Letter from
a Chinese Trotskyist,” I was surprised that the author
did not put his name to it. Nonetheless I know that the
author of the article was Wang, inasmuch as we received
a copy of the original in Chinese. In order to help read-
ers to understand better what the letter is about, I should
like to say a few words about Wang.

He was the leader of a small group that split from the
Communist League of China, the Chinese section of the
Fourth International, early in 1942.

Prior to the outbreak of the Japanese-American war in
December 1941, Wang advanced the theory that if such
a war were to occur, China would become involved in
an interimperialist conflict and that this would lead to a
qualitative change in the character of the "anti-Japanese
war." As a consequence, the Chinese national war of resist-
ance against Japanese imperialism would lose its pro-
gressive nature. According to Wang's reasoning, thiswould
require us to adopt a defeatest attiude toward the war
of resistance conducted under the leadership of Chiang
Kai-shek.

Peng Shu-tse argued against this, holding that the war
of resistance against Japanese imperialism would retain
its progressive character even if war broke out between
Japan and the United States. So long as Japanese troops
occupied China on a large scale it would be necessary
to continue fighting Japanese imperialism in order to win
freedom for China. Peng held that Wang's proposed defeat-
ist policy would objectively serve the interests of Japanese
imperialism.

At the national convention of the Communist League of
China in August 1941, Wang's position was rejected and
Peng's proposed resolution was adopted by an overwhelm-
ing majority. Wang, however, not only insisted on his
defeatist position; he also violated the norms of democratic
centralism by having his group (at that time consisting
of only four members) publish an internal bulletin that
continued to attack the resolution adopted by the conven-
tion. He followed this up by publishing a public journal
that openly propagated a defeatest position. In this way
the group led by Wang split from the Communist League
of China shortly after hostilities opened between Japan
and the United States. The split, as can be seen, took
place not long after the Shachtmanite split from the Social-
ist Workers Party in 1940.

It is worth observing in addition that in June 1950
Wang published a pamphlet entitled The Soviet Union
and Socialism in which he argued for the theory of bu-
reaucratic collectivism. Analyzing the social layers and
their relationship in the Soviet Union in detail, he held
that the bureaucracy in the Soviet Union represented not
a caste but a social class (he called it the "collective

bureaucratic class"), since it controlled all the means of
production in the country and had succeeded in
expropriating the workers and peasants. His conclusion
in accordance with this was that the character of the state
in the Soviet Union had to be defined not as a degenerated
workers state but as a collective bureaucratic class state;
i.e., essentially a capitalist state. He proposed therefore
that "the old position held by the Fourth International on
the degenerated workers state, which was based upon the
nationalization of property, should be abandoned.” And
he called on the Fourth International to take the following
stand: "If a third world war cannot be prevented and
breaks out, our position will be, of course, to take a
defeatist attitude toward both sides. Defense of a bureau-
cratic collectivist Soviet Union is just as reactionary as
defense of an imperialist United States." ( The Soviet Union
and Socialism, p. 70.)

Wang's position on the Soviet Union, it is quite clear,
reflected that held by Shachtman.

Confronted with the 1956 Hungarian revolution, Wang
said that the new events could not be explained on the
basis of his position on the Soviet Union. This position
therefore had to be dropped. While he returned to Trotsky's
position of defense of the Soviet Union, he still maintained
the correctness of his theory concerning the existence of
social classes in the Soviet Union.

Finally, in my judgment, Wang was impressionistic. He
often changed positions under the influence of passing
events. Sometimes he shifted to the right, supporting op-
portunism, sometimes he shifted in favor of ultraleft adven-
turism. In the organization he was an advocate of
democracy to the nth degree, a stand that often led to
splits.

Let me now turn to Wang's article, "Guerrilla Warfare:
the Lesson of China.”

According to Wang, "Comrade Peng's opinions about
guerrilla warfare are absurd." This is a reference to the
article by Peng, "Return to the Road of Trotskyism" in
the International Information Bulletin No. 5, March 1969.
Unfortunately, Wang did not specify what part.of Peng's
article was absurd. Wang claimed that Peng did not under-
stand the lessons of the Chinese revolution or the experi-
ences of the Chinese Trotskyists. Again, unfortunately,
he did not specify what lessons. Instead, he cited two
paragraphs written by Trotsky.

The first one reads as follows:

"Of course, we shall not ourselves be engaged in the
guerrilla war (against the Kuomintang). We have another
field of action, other tasks to perform. Yet we very
earnestly hope that at least we should have our own
men in some of the most powerful armed detachments
of the Red Army. The Oppositionists should live and die
together with these armed detachments. They should help
maintain contact between the detachments and the peas-
ants and should have the (guidance of the) organization
of the Left Opposition when carrying on this kind of



work." ("Letter to the Left Opposition of China,"” January
8, 1931.) (See International Information Bulletin, Sep-
tember 1970, p. 4.)1

Wang quoted only the latter part of the paragraph. The
complete paragraph reads as follows:

"In some letters, complaints have been made about some
groups or individual comrades taking a wrong position
with regard to the Chinese 'Red Army' by likening its
detachments to bandits. If that is true, then a stop must
be put to it. Of course lumpenproletarian elements and
professional bandits are joining the revolutionary peasant
detachments. Yet the movement as a whole arises from
wellsprings deep in the conditions of the Chinese village,
and these are the same sources from which the dictatorship
of the proletariat will have to nourish itself later on. The
policy of the Stalinists toward these detachments is a policy
of criminal bureaucratic adventurism. This policy must be
mercilessly exposed. We must not share or encourage the
illusions of the leaders and the participants of the partisan
detachments. We must explain to them that without a
proletarian revolution and the seizure of power by the
workers the partisan detachments of the peasantry cannot
lead the way to victory. [Emphasis added.] However,
we must conduct this work of clarification as real friends,
not detached onlookers and — especially —not as enemies.
Without abandoning our own methods and tasks, we must
persistently and courageously defend these detachments
against the Kuomintang repression and bourgeois slander
and persecution. We must explain to the workers the enor-
mous symptomatic [emphasis in original] significance of
these detachments. Naturally, we cannot throw our own
forces into the partisan struggle— at present we have
another field of endeavor and other tasks. [emphasis
added.] Nevertheless, it is very desirable to have our
people, Oppositionists, at least in the larger divisions of
the 'Red Army,' to share the fate of these detachments,
to observe attentively the relations between these detach-
ments and the peasantry and to keep the Left Opposition
informed." (See the Chinese edition of Problems of the
Chinese Revolution, page 285, "A Letter to the Chinese
Left Oppositionists" by Leon Trotsky, dated January 8,
1931.)

From the paragraph as a whole, it can clearly be seen
that Wang took a section out of context to suit his own
purpose, thereby grossly distorting Trotsky's views. He
presented a small excerpt from the latter part of the para-
graph, not Trotsky's fundamental views on the question
of guerrilla warfare. Trotsky's basic position was: "The
policy of the Stalinists toward these detachments is a
policy of criminal bureaucratic adventurism. This policy
must be mercilessly exposed. We must not share or en-

1. The English translation from the original Russian reads
somewhat differently from the above translation from the
Chinese version: "Naturally, we cannot throw our own
forces into the partisan struggle—at present we have
another field of endeavor and other tasks. Nevertheless,
it is very desirable to have our people, Oppositionists,
at least in the larger divisions of the 'Red Army,' to share
the fate of these detachments, to observe attentively the
relations between these detachments and the peasantry
and to keep the Left Opposition informed." The full text
of the letter has been published by Intercontinental Press
(November 6, 1972, pp. 1217-20). — Translator.

courage the illusions of the leaders and the participants
of the partisan detachments. We must explain to them
that without a proletarian revolution and the seizure of
power by the workers the partisan detachments of the
peasantry cannot lead the way to victory . . . Naturally,
we cannot throw our own forces into the partisan strug-
gle—at present we have another field of endeavor and
other tasks.”

In this letter, Trotsky did not specify what our field
of endeavor should be or name our tasks. However, he
had covered these in other documents. In his article "The
Chinese Question After the Sixth Congress,” he advanced
the following program of democratic demands for the
period lying ahead; namely, the eight-hour working day;
complete freedom of speech, of the press, and the right
to strike; confiscation of the land; full national indepen-
dence for China; a Constituent Assembly with full powers,
elected by universal, equal, direct suffrage exercised
through a secret ballot. Equipped with these slogans, the
Left Oppositionists in China would be able to reorganize
the workers and peasants in their fight against the mili-
tary dictatorship of Chiang Kai-shek. These were the
tasks we persisted in carrying out

Wang does not grasp Trotsky's fundamental views con-
cerning Stalin's adventuristic policy. Nor does he grasp
the import of the slogans that Trotsky worked out for
the Chinese Left Oppositionists. He cites but a few sen-
tences from Trotsky's paragraph and asserts that" Trotsky
repeatedly counselled his Chinese followers (circumstances
permitting) to support and where possible participate in
armed struggles against the Kuomintang. . ." (Op. cit.)
If Wang's assertion were correct, how explain Trotsky's
insistence on attacking the "policy of the Stalinists toward
these detachments” as a "policy of criminal bureaucratic
adventurism”" and his insistence that "without a prole-
tarian revolution and the seizure of power by the work-
ers the partisan detachments of the peasantry cannot
lead the way to victory"? And how explain Trotsky's
comment, "Naturally, we cannot throw our own forces
into the partisan struggle—at present we have another
field of endeavor and other tasks"?

The truth is that Trotsky was in fundamental opposi-
tion to the policy of the Stalinist bureaucracy toward
these detachments. He sought to replace that policy with
a policy based on a program of democratic demands.
Numerous documents written by him in that period tes-
tify to this. Why then did he say: "Nevertheless, it is very
desirable to have our people, Oppositionists, at least in
the larger divisions of the 'Red Army,' to share the fate
of these detachments. . ."? Had the Left Opposition in
China possessed a strong organization with a large mem-
bership at that time, this "hope" or opinion of Trotsky
would have been acceptable to us. We could even have
had our own people in the armies of the Kuomintang
carrying out revolutionary work, not to mention the
Stalinist guerrilla forces which by their nature were anti-
Kuomintang and revolutionary minded. Unfortunately,
we were too weak then.

I should point out that when Trotsky wrote his letter
of January 8, 1931, the Left Oppositionists were split
and had just begun unity negotiations. In that situation
it was impossible to send people into the "Red Army."
Within two weeks after the Left Oppositionists acheived
unity in May 1931, a nupber of cadres were arrested
by the Kuomintang. Not long after that, another layer



of cadres was arrested. These repeated arrests greatly
depleted the newly unified Left Opposition.

After the Japanese imperialist army invaded Manchuria
on September 18, 1931, a great movement against Jap-
anese imperialism swept China. The Left Oppositionists
gained some strength then. But a year later, a bigger
disaster struck us. On October 15, 1932, Chen Tu-hsui,
Peng Shu-tse, and a number of other cadres were ar-
rested. These arrests almost completely disrupted and
paralyzed the Left Opposition. The paralysis lasted five
years until Chen, Peng, and other cadres were released
from prison in August 1937. In the desperate situation
we faced from 1931 to 1937 it was impossible to send
people into the Stalinist"Red Army."

On the other hand, beginning in 1931 Chiang Kai-
shek repeatedly sought to encircle and destroy the Stalin-
ist "Red Army." It finally had to give up its guerrilla
bastion in Kiangsi Province in central east China and
start the "long march" in 1934. By the time the "Red Army"
reached Yenan in northwest China toward the end of
1935, it had lost over 90 percent of its initial 300,000
men, and was still constantly under threat of being encir-
cled and wiped out by Chiang Kai-shek's armies.

The Japanese imperialist armies then opened up fresh
savage attacks in north China. Most of Chiang's forces
deployed against Yenan consisted of the "Northeast Army"
which had withdrawn from its home base in Manchuria
after the Japanese occupied this area in 1931. These sol-
diers were very indignant over Chiang's policy of not
resisting the Japanese—it had cost them the loss of their
homeland, Manchuria. When Chiang went to the Sian
base of the "Northeast Army" to order an attack on the
"Red Army," a group of lower-ranking officers rebelled
and forced their commander, Chang Hsueh-liang, to kid-
nap Chiang. Their idea was to execute him. This became
known as the "Sian incident of December 1936," a rather
famous event.

Stalin exploited the kidnapping of Chiang in his own
way. He ordered the Chinese Communist Party to make
peace with Chiang so as to fight jointly against Japan-
ese imperialism. The CCP sent Chou En-lai to Sian to
negotiate directly with Chiang. A deal was made: (1)
The CCP guaranteed Chiang Kai-shek's safety if he agreed
to lead the fight against the Japanese. (2) The CCP
agreed to liquidate the "Soviets" and the "Red Army" and
to give up the agrarian revolution. This was the con-
clusion of the guerrilla warfare conducted by the CCP
from 1928 to 1937. Trotsky referred to it as follows
in the Transitional Program:

"Following the inevitable collapse of the Canton up-
rising, the Ccmintern took the road of guerrilla warfare
and peasant soviets with complete passivity on the part
of the industrial proletariat. Landing thus in a blind alley,
the Comintern took advantage of the Sino-Japanese War
to liquidate 'Soviet China' with a stroke of the pen, sub-
ordinating not only the peasant 'Red Army' but also
the so-called 'Communist' Party to the identical Kuomin-
tang, ie., the bourgeoisie.”

That is Trotsky's summary of the CCP's ten years of
guerrilla warfare (1928-37). This is the real "esson of
China." But Wang did not mention this in his article.
Clearly he is either completely ignorant or is deliberately
distorting the real lesson of guerrilla warfare in China.

The second paragraph that Wang cited from Trotsky
was: "I said all workers' organizations in China should

participate in the present war against the Japanese in-
vasion. They should put themselves in the front lines. At
the same time, they should not give up their program
and their independent activities."2

According to Wang this advice was never followed:

"We did not participate in the anti-Japanese war, except
by manifestoes and articles, although the conditions for
such participation were excellent.

"For this false attitude toward armed struggle, Com-
rade Peng is not, of course, alone responsible. I, as one
of the leading members of the organization, bear a share
of the responsibility, although I did once attempt to enter
the armed struggle and Comrade Peng condemned it. How-
ever, it was Comrade Peng who insisted most stubbornly
on the false line of the Chinese Trotskyists in the question
of armed struggle. He has not examined his attitude in
retrospect and still clings to it." (Op. cit., p. 5.)

Not only is Wang's condemnation of Peng false; his
boast about himself is completely contrary to the facts.
Because of this it is necessary to take it up in detail by
going back to those times.

After the outbreak of the Sino-Japanese war in August
1937, three tendencies formed in the Communist League
of China, the Chinese Trotskyist organization.

The first tendency, represented by Peng, held a position
that was adopted by the majority of the CLC. In the mili-
tary field we supported the war against Japanese imperial-
ism being waged under Chiang; but politically we re-
mained independent, criticizing Chiang's reactionary policy
of passive resistance and continual repression of the'pop-
ular movement against the Japanese.

The second tendency, represented by Chen Tu-hsiu, was
completely opportunistic. Chen supported the war against
Japanese imperialism but in an uncritical way. He op-
posed publishing in our party press any criticism of the
Chiang regime's reactionary policy toward the popular
movement.

The third tendency, led by Cheng Chao-ling was ultra-
leftist. Cheng considered the Sino-Japanese conflict to be
a "war between the Chiang government and the imperialist
Hirohito." Consequently he advocated a policy of de-
featism.

In addition to his uncritical support of Chiang's con-
duct of the war against Japan and his opposition to our
criticizing Chiang's political acrobatics, Chen Tu-hsiu was
firmly against rebuilding our political organization and
developing its program. Following his release from prison
in August 1937, he stated publicly that he no longer be-
longed to the Trotskyist organization. He was ready to
cooperate with a petty-bourgeois "third party" in publish-
ing a journal. Furthermore, through this group he made
connections with a small Kuomintang warlord, and was
prepared to send Wang and others to do "political work"
in his army. This is the truth about what Wang claims to
be his "attempt to enter the armed struggle.” He and his
group did not need a Trotskyist organization and pro-

2. The text of the letter was published by Pathfinder Press
in Writings of Leon Trotsky (1937-38), p. 107. There
the sentence in question reads: "In my declaration to the
bourgeois press, I said that the duty of all the workers'
organizations of China was to participate actively and in
the front lines of the present war against Japan, without
abandoning, for a single moment, their own program
and independent activity."



gram. They wanted only to send a few men into Chiang's
army to do "political work" and to "propagate” uncritical
support to Chiang's leadership. Was this not a military
gamble? Although Chen and Wang and company did not
succeed in carrying out their plan of taking a gamble in
the military field, they did clearly reveal their opportunist
tendency. It was this military opportunism that Peng
harshly criticized.

After being criticized by Peng and in response to the
pressure from the great majority of comrades, Wang
moved a little closer to Peng's position. But just before the

outbreak of the war in the Pacific between Japan and .

the United States, Wang started to move "leftward,” finally
landing in Cheng Chao-ling's camp of ultraleftist "defeat-
ism." Here I should like to ask him a question. Since he
supported Cheng's "defeatism,” how could he have par-
ticipated in the "armed struggle" against the Japanese
under the banner of his defeatism; would he not have
sought to defeat the war led by Chiang Kai-shek? Is this
not a gross contradiction?

The position of the Communist League of China, which
Peng represented, was on the one hand tosupport Chiang's
anti-Japanese war militarily, while on the other hand to
criticize his reactionary policy politically. The CLC called
on "all the workers' organizations in China to participate
in the present war against the Japanese invasion." This
call was clearly stated in the political resolution passed
at the emergency meeting of the CLC in November 1937.
Yet Wang holds Peng responsible for the organization's
not actually participating in the anti-Japanese war "ex-
cept by manifestoes and articles.”

The fact is that the Chinese Trotskyist organization
fell into a state of complete paralysis after Chen and
Peng and a number of other cadres were imprisoned
in 1932. These comrades were not released until after
the outbreak of the Sino-Japanese war in August 1937.
After they were released, their most urgent and funda-
mental tasks were to restore the Trotskyist organization,
to reestablish a leadership, to design a program for par-
ticipating in the anti-Japanese war, to publish a party
organ, to restore connections with local branches, and
to reestablish our connections with the masses, etc. In
such a situation, where everything had to be started anew,
how could we have had sufficient strength to send people
to participate in "armed struggle"?

In 1940, with the expansion of the organization and
the development of new opportunities, Peng consulted with
a branch in Chekiang Province about the possibility of
their organizing a peasant guerrilla force in the villages
to participate in the anti-Japanese "armed struggle." Be-
cause of the limited number of cadres and the weakness
of our relations with the peasants, it was not possible
to organize the peasants on sufficient scale to begin armed
struggle immediately. We had to prepare. It was just at
that time that Wang announced his theory of a possible
qualitative change occurring in the anti-Japanese war
(August 1940). He proposed that as soon as the Japanese-
American war broke out, we should adopt a policy of
defeatism toward Chiang's anti-Japanese war. This
touched off a stormy dispute and caused considerable
confusion in the Chinese Trotskyist organization. Under
such circumstances we had to give up preparations for
"armed struggle.”

After the outbreak of the "Japanese-American" war in
December 1941, the Japanese army occupied Shanghai and

the entire area of southeast China. Our party now suf-
fered the heaviest blows of all. Connections with almost all
the local branches were cut off. A number of cadres were
arrested by the Japanese military police. A large num-
ber of our books and documents were confiscated. The
minority group led by Wang split away. That was the
difficult situation we faced in which Wang, in retrospect,
now condemns Peng for not having sent comrades to par-
ticipate in the armed struggle. This not only reveals
Wang's complete blindness with regard to the difficult and
even disastrous situation in which the Chinese Trotskyists
found themselves, it also exposes his ill will toward a
political opponent. Let me ask him again: Why didn't
he and his "defeatist” followers engage in an armed strug-
gle to help defeat Chiang in the anti-Japanese war?

Wang said: "The Chinese Trotskyists formally organized
themselves into a unified political group in 1931. When
the Chinese Communist Party seized power, they had
existed as a political tendency, if not as a party, for twen-
ty years. Yet they had carried out no significant action
or any work of great significance. One could advance
many reasons, whether real or imaginary, to explain
this regrettable fact. The most important, or one of the
most important, however, was our erroneous position
toward armed struggles . . . Hence we never thought of
sending some of our comrades to work in the anti-Kuo-
mintang armed detachments . . . We did not participate
in the anti-Japanesewar . . . "

I have pointed out above that from 1931 to 1945 the
Chinese Trotskyist organization was under double repres-
sion—from Chiang Kai-shek and from the Japanese im-
perialists. It had suffered severe damage. This fact alone
is sufficient to expose the fallaciousness of Wang's reason-
ing and to show that he is either blind to the facts or is
deliberately spinning tales to deceive comrades abroad.

I should point out one thing: If it is true that "for twen-
ty years" the Chinese Trotskyists, because of various set-
backs, "had carried out no significant action," they did
consistently uphold the concepts and tradition of Trotsky-
ism and did take a correct stand on the Stalinist "policy
of criminal bureaucratic adventurism." After the outbreak
of the Sino-Japanese war they waged an uncompromising
struggle against Chen Tu-hsiu's rightist opportunism and
Chen Chao-ling's ultraleftist "defeatism." In particular in
1940, on the eve of the Japanese-American war, they
conducted a serious struggle against Wang's defeatism
as embodied in his theory of a qualitative change in the
character of the anti-Japanese war, and his petty-bour-
geois democratism that threatened to destroy democratic
centralism in the party. The Chinese organization consis-
tently upheld Trotsky's correct position on the anti-Japan-
ese war in China, the Second World War, and the class
nature of the Soviet Union, as well as upholding the
principle of democratic centralism. These were the contri-
butions of the Chinese Trotskyists during that period,
and we should always remain proud of them.

In addition, after the victory of Mao's party in 1949,
the Chinese Trotskyists contributed an objective, correct
analysis of the cause of this victory and forecast the even-
tual outcome of that victory. All these analyses and fore-
casts have held up under the test of events in the past
twenty years (see Peng's "Report on the Chinese Situation”).
We made objective analyses as well as taking correct posi-
tions with regard to Mao's policies in the Great Leap For-
ward, the People’'s Communes, and the Cultural Revolu-



tion. Peng's numerous documents on these subjects can
be cited on this. But what did Wang contribute during
these major events? Absolutely nothing! What he has done
is to confuse the issues and to commit gross errors. An
example is his attributing the cause of the victory of the
CCP to its twenty years of guerrilla warfare and armed
struggle. I shall discuss this problem below.

Wang spent a good part of his "letter" dealing with
the cause of the victory of the Chinese Communist Party
in 1949. He charged Peng with inability to comprehend
the cause of the CCP's victory. He claimed that the vie-
tory of the CCP resulted from guerrilla war and armed
struggle waged by the Kuomintang after the defeat of
the second Chinese revolution in 1925-27. If Wang thinks
his view is correct, he should first of all blame Trotsky,
because Trotsky clearly stated that the "policy of the Stalin-
ists toward these detachments is a policy of criminal bu-
reaucratic adventurism . . . without a .proletarian revolu-
tion and the seizure of power by the workers the partisan
detachments of the peasantry cannot lead the way to vic-
tory.” (Emphasis added.) Why doesn't Wang criticize
Trotsky?

I have pointed out that the policy of waging guerrilla
war against the Kuomintang, which the CCP started in
1928, ended in bankruptcy in 1937 when it capitulated
to Chiang Kai-shek. Trotsky summarized the main lesson
in the Transitional Program. Does Wang propose to erase
this disastrous and bloody chapter in history and revise
the "lesson of China" which Trotsky included in the Tran-
sitional Program?

As to how the CCP entered the anti-Japanese war in
1937, at first under the (nominal) command of Chiang
Kai-shek, how the CCP escalated its conflict with him dur-
ing the anti-Japanese war, and how the CCP at last over-
threw the Chiang Kai-shek government in 1949, we can
only explain this process in the light of the "exceptional
historical circumstances created as a result of the Japanese
invasion of China and the Second World War." Peng has
given a most detailed explanation of the various causes of
this victory in his "Report on the Chinese situation." (See
"The Chinese Revolution,” Education for Socialists, pub-
lished by the Socialist Workers Party, Part 1.) Here is an
excerpt:

"From the facts illustrated above, we are able to make
out a clear picture as follows: the bourgeois-landlord re-
gime of Chiang Kai-shek collapsed automatically in toto,
both on the economic and political planes and in its mili-
tary organization. Its only supporter, American imperial-
ism, foresook it at last. The peasant army of the CCP,
having won the support of the peasants and the petty
bourgeoisie in general and especially having obtained
military aid from the Soviet Union, had become a colossal
and more or less modernized army. The combination of
these objective and subjective factors paved the way for
this extraordinary victory. . . .

"Now we can comprehend that it was under the spe-
cific conditions of a definite historical stage—the com-
bination of various intricate and exceptional conditions
emerging from the Second World War that the CCP which
relied on the peasant army isolated from the urban work-
ing class could win power from the bourgeois-landlord
rule of Chiang Kai-shek. The essential features of these
exceptional conditions are as follows: the whole capitalist
world wherein China is the weakest link, tended to an
unparalleled decline and decay; the automatic disintegra-
tion of the bourgeois Chiang Kai-shek regime was only

the most consummate manifestation of the deterioration of
the whole capitalist system. While on the other hand,
resting on the socialized property relations of the October
Revolution and exploiting the contradictions among the
imperialist powers, the Soviet bureaucracy was able to
achieve an unprecedented expansion of its influence dur-
ing the Second World War, and this expansion greatly
attracted the masses, who were deprived of hope under
the extreme decline and decomposition of the capitalist
system, especially the masses of the backward oriental
countries. This facilitated the hypertrophy of the Stalinist
parties in these countries. The CCP is precisely a per-
fected model of these Stalinist parties.

"Meanwhile, placed in an unfavorable position in the
international situation-—the situation brought forth by
the Second World War— American imperialism was
obliged to abandon its aid to Chiang and its interference
with Mao. Whilst the Soviet Union, which had secured a
superior position in Manchuria at the end of the war,
inflicted serious damage upon Chiang's government and
provided direct aid to the CCP on this basis, enabling
the latter to modernize its backward peasant army. With-
out the combination of these conditions, the victory of
a party like the CCP which relied purely on peasant forces
would be inconceivable. For example, if Manchuria had
not been occupied by the Soviet Union but had fallen
entirely under Chiang's control, Chiang Kai-shek would
have utilized the economic resources and the Japanese
arms in Manchuria to cut off direct connection between
the CCP and the Soviet Union, and block the armed sup-
port by the latter to the former. Similarly: if the situation
at that time had permitted direct intervention by Ameri-
can imperialism in relation to the military activities of
the CCP—under either of these two conditions — the vic-
tory of Mao Tsetung would have been very doubtful.
Or on the other hand, if we recall the defeat which the
peasant army of the CCP suffered during the Kiangsi
Period of 1930-1935 when the power of the bourgeois
Kuomintang was considerably stabilized, owing to the
incessant aid from imperialism and the isolation of the
CCP from the Soviet Union, we can also derive sufficient
reason to justify the conclusion that today's victory of
the CCP is entirely the result of the specific conditions
created by the Second World War.” (Pp. 26-27.)

From this quotation we can see the correctness of the
following judgment made by Peng, which was quoted by
Wang: "The taking of power in 1949 by the CCP, however,
was in no way a result of the guerrilla warfare strategy
itself, but rather, a result of the exceptional historical cir-
cumstances created as a result of the Japanese invasion
of China and World War IL" ("Return to the Road of
Trotskyism," International Information Bulletin, March
1969, p. 20.) Wang closed his eyes completely to the
historical fact of the CCP's surrender to Chiang Kai-shek
in 1937, and to the "exceptional historical circumstances
created as a result of the Japanese invasion of China
and World War IL" Yet he has the audacity to say of Peng
that "if he has not forgotten anything, he has learned
nothing either™

Continuing his ridiculous argument, Wang asks: "If
the Chinese Communist Party had not engaged in armed
struggle against the Kuomintang during the preceding
twenty years, how would they have been able to take
advantage of the 'exceptional historical circumstances’
created as a result of the World War IT"?



But one could ask him: If there had been no such "ex-
ceptional historical circumstances,” what would the CCP
have achieved even if they had "engaged in armed strug-
gle against the Kuomintang during the preceding twenty
years™ Didn't they in 1937 abolish the "Soviets” and the
"Red Army,” abandon the agrarian revolution, and sur-
render to Chiang Kai-shek? Had there been no such "ex-
ceptional historical circumstances" created as a result of
the Japanese invasion of China and World War II, the
CCP would not only have been unable to take power —
its military forces would have been crushed by Chiang
Kai-shek.

Wang thinks that the reason why the CCP was in posi-
tion to take advantage of the "exceptional historical cir-
cumstances” was owing to their having "engaged in armed
struggle . . . during the preceding twenty years." This is
equivalent to admitting that it was correct of Stalin to
engage in an adventurist policy of armed struggle which
he ordered the CCP to carry out after the defeat of the
second Chinese revolution. It follows logically from this
that Trotsky's criticism of Stalin's policy was erroneous.
See what a trap Wang has fallen into! Under the impact
of the CCP's victory, he so completely lost his bearings
that he entirely forgot the teachings of Trotsky and fell
into a position where—if he were logical —he would re-
vise his position on the Stalinist policy of "criminal bureau-
cratic adventurism" and become its defender!

I should like to remind him at this point: Despite the
CCP's taking power in 1949, its Stalinist adventurist
policy of "armed struggle" after the defeat of the second
Chinese revolution in 1927 was fundamentally wrong.
This policy led to great disasters. More than 30,000
fighters were lost when the CCP ordered Ho Lung and
Yeh Ting to stage the Nanchang uprising on August 1,
1927. In the Autumn Harvest uprising in the provinces
of Honan and Hopei in the fall of 1927, the bases of
peasant organizations extending over wide areas were
destroyed. In the peasant revolt and ensuing Soviet
movement in Hai-Fond and Lu-Fong counties in the pro-
vince of Kwantung, the powerful peasant organization
in that region was destroyed. In the Canton uprising
on December 11, 1927, entire organizations of the work-
ers in that city were destroyed and more than 5,000
party members and workers lost their lives. In the guer-
rilla war during the ensuing ten years (1928-37), more
than 10,000 party members and more than 1,000,000
workers and peasants were killed. In short, the CCP's
adventurist policy of "armed struggle" cost the lives of
the great majority of the most militant cadres and party
members and the complete liquidation of strong bases
among the workers and peasants. The CCP then trans-
formed itself from a proletarian party into a petty-bour-
geois party based mainly on the peasantry. Its guerrilla
war (or "armed struggle") was defeated in 1934. It es-
caped from Kiangsi in central-east China to Yenan in
northwest China in 1935 and surrendered politically to
Chiang Kai-shek in 1937. In the eyes of Wang, all these
grim historical facts and man-made disasters either did
not occur or lacked any significance! He sees only the
fact that the CCP came to power; he has forgotten the
great disaster brought on by that adventurist policy.

To this it should be added that if the CCP had carried
out Trotsky's defensive policy instead of Stalin's adven-
turist policy of "armed struggle" after the defeat of the
second Chinese revolution—in other words, if the CCP

had followed the process proposed by Trotsky of re
organizing the workers' and peasants' organizations and
mobilizing the masses to wage a struggle against the
military dictatorship of Chiang Kai-shek —the aftermath
would have been entirely different.

First of all, the CCP could have retained its strong
organizational bases among the revolutionary workers
and peasants and could have avoided the unnecessary
sacrifice of the lives of more than 10,000 of the most
militant members of the party and the Young Commu-
nists. On this huge mass base, the CCP could have
turned to account the conflicts between Chiang Kai-shek
and the various warlords, the factional struggle within
the Kuomintang, and the anti-Japanese and anti-Chiang
Kai-shek sentiments of the masses to topple the govern-
ment. This held especially true in the period following
the Japanese occupation of Manchuria on September 18,
1931, and the Japanese invasion of Shanghai on January
28, 1932, when opposition to Japanese imperialism swept
like a tide over all of China. In protest against Chiang
Kai-shek's policy of nonresistance, the student masses
from Peking and Shanghai marched to Nanking, then the
capital of the Chiang Kai-shek government, occupied the
headquarters of the Central Committee of the Kuomintang,
and beat up high-ranking Kuomintang officials. Chiang
Kai-shek fled from the capital, and his military dictator-
ship stood on the verge of collapse. Had the CCP followed
Trotsky's policy of maintaining strong party and mass
bases in the cities instead of turning to guerrilla warfare
in the remote countryside, it could at a certain point have
turned from the defense and taken the offensive, calling
upon the people of the entire country to fight against the
Japanese invasion of China and the nonresistance policy
of Chiang Kai-shek. In this way the CCP could have
become the leader of the countrywide anti-Japanese and
anti-Chiang Kai-shek movement. The third Chinese rev-
olution could have occurred in the thirties, enabling the
CCP to take power and establish the dictatorship of the
proletariat and poor peasants before World War II. This
would have had tremendous repercussions internationally,
above all in the Soviet Union where it would have shaken
Stalin's bureaucratic dictatorship. It could even have pre-
vented the outbreak of World War II.

Unfortunately, the path followed by the CCP after the
defeat of the second Chinese revolution was not that
pointed to by Trotsky but the one ordered by Stalin—the
adventurist policy of guerrilla war that Wang calls "armed
struggle." This erroneous policy of "armed struggle" not
only destroyed a great majority of the party's cadres,
its entire organizational bases in the cities, the huge
workers' and peasants' mass organization, and its clan-
destine forces in the Kuomintang army (such as the forces
of Hu Lung and Yeh Ting and a number of sympathizers
of the Kuomintang army), but also drove the various
Kuomintang warlords into a united front in pursuit of the
common aim of defeating the guerrillas of the CCP. As
a result of all this, Chiang Kai-shek was able to stabilize
and strengthen his military dictatorship and concentrate
his entire military force on the objective of encircling and
attacking the CCP guerrillas, driving them from central-
east China to northwest China, and forcing their even-
tual political capitulation in 1937.

Even more absurd is the following question asked by
Wang: "If the Chinese Communists had not trained them-



selves as 'soldier-revolutionaries,’ how could they have
utilized the modern weapons given them by the Russians?"
We could ask him in return: If the Russians had not
occupied Manchuria at the end of World War II, had not
captured the modern weapons from the Japanese armies,
and had not given these weapons to the CCP, how could
the "soldier-revolutionaries” have utilized their training?
Did not the CCP train several hundred thousand "soldier-
revolutionaries” in central-east China when they started
to engage in "armed struggle” in 1928? Were they not
driven by Chiang Kai-shek from central-east China to
northwest China in 1934-35? Did they not capitulate to
Chiang Kai-shek in 1937?

Still another theoretical question might be asked Wang:
In order to organize and lead the working class to power,
should the proletarian vanguard party in its initial stage
begin to engage in "armed struggle” so as to provide some
training for its "soldier-revolutionaries"? If Wang's posi-
tion were correct, it would be very difficult for the prole-
tarian vanguard party to take power, inasmuch as the
proletarian vanguard party in the advanced capitalist
countries (and even in the backward ones) cannot arbi-
trarily engage in "armed struggle" to train its "soldier-
revolutionaries." Before 1917, the Bolsheviks did not train
its "soldier-revolutionaries” by such means. What made it
possible, then, for them to win power in October through
armed struggle of a different kind?

Wang should understand that a Marxist revolutionary
party cannot and should not attempt to wage "armed
struggle" in the initial stages of preparing for the revolu-
tion in order to provide the military training required
for its "soldier-revolutionaries” in the process of leading
the working class toward the conquest of power. It is
not that easy, not that simple. The primary task for the
party in the beginning is to patiently conduct propaganda
work among the working class and other poor people,
to organize them, and to bring them to an understanding
of the irreconcilability of their interests with preservation
of the capitalist system. Furthermpre, the vanguard party
needs to convince the working class that its emancipation
depends on doing away with the capitalist system com-
pletely and constructing a socialist society. With this aim
in mind, the vanguard party must organize the working
class, win their support, and become a truly revolutionary
mass party. Then it will be in position to stage an "armed
uprising" to seize power and establish the dictatorship of
the proletariat.

The timing of the "armed uprising" is very important.
It should take place at the height of the revolutionary
tide, when the bourgeoisie has become completely shaken
and demoralized, when the lower layer of the petty bour-
geoisie is utterly disillusioned with the rule of the big
bourgeoisie and wants a radical change, and when a
serious differentiation has eroded the bourgeois army
so that a large section of it has become sympathetic to
the revolution or is turning toward it. Only under these
conditions is it possible for the proletarian vanguard
party to project without adventurism an "armed uprising”
to seize power from the bourgeoisie. The October revo-
lution constitutes a model in this. On the eve of the Oc-
tober revolution, Lenin stressed:

"To be successful, insurrection must rely not upon con-
spiracy and not upon a party, but upon the advanced
class. That is the first point. Insurrection must rely upon
a revolutionary upsurge of the people. That is the second

point. Insurrection must rely upon that turning-point in
the history of the growing revolution when the activity
of the advanced ranks of the people is at its height, and
when the wvacillations in the ranks of the enemy and in
the ranks of the weak, half-hearted and irresolute friends
of the revolution are strongest. That is the third point.
And these three conditions for raising the question of in-
surrection distinguish Marxism from Blanquism.

"Once these conditions exist, however, to refuse to treat
insurrection as an art is a betrayal of Marxism and a
betrayal of the revolution.” ("Marxism and Insurrection,”
Collected Works, Vol. 26, pp. 22-23. Emphasis in orig-
inal.)

Recognition of these conditions for a successful insurrec-
tion is of utmost importance, for they are decisive. But
when Wang talks about his type of "armed struggle,” he
never mentions these conditions. This shows that the kind
of "armed struggle” he advocates in such an emphatic way
is nothing but a version of adventuristic Blanquism.

We should note with regard to this Wang's formulation:
" .. the question of armed struggle (including guerrilla
warfare as one of its forms) must be considered and dealt
with on the level of strategy.” (Wang's "letter,” p.6.) This
formulation, which is linked to his adventuristic position,
reveals the fact that he does not understand the point
concerning tactics and strategy that arose during the dis-
cussion on orientation in Latin America. The line adopted
by the majority reflected the view that guerrilla war should
be followed as a strategy offering the best chances for
success to the revolutionary struggle. Counterposed to
this concept was the view held by the minority that the
correct strategy is to construct a revolutionary mass party,
that is, the political leadership needed to organize the
masses and guide them to the conquest of power. The
latter concept places armed struggle on the level of a
tactical question within the general process of building
a revolutionary party able to lead the masses along the
road outlined in the Transitional Program. The problem
of armed struggle, the minority delegates held, must be
fitted within the party building strategy.

The question of armed struggle, even though tactical
in character, is an acute one, for it is precisely here that
the responsibility of the leadership is heaviest The pur-
pose of the armed insurrection is to destroy the bourgeois
state and to seize power from the bourgeoisie. If it is not
successful, the revolution will end in a disastrous defeat.
Consequently an armed insurrection cannot be staged
arbitrarily. It must come within the context of the pre-
conditions pointed out by Lenin: "Insurrection must rely
upon that turning-point in the growing revolution when
the activity of the advanced ranks of the people is at
its height . . ."

The tactic of guerrilla warfare can and should be used
in the countryside to aid the armed insurrection of the
working class in the cities when the conditions are ripe
for an insurrection in the main cities. The tactic of guer-
rilla warfare or "armed struggle” should not be used when
the conditions for an insurrection by the working class
in the cities do not exist To wage a premature guerrilla
war or "armed struggle” results in either its being smashed
by the ruling classes or in a protracted struggle that
not only entails immense suffering but can lead to even-
tual surrender to the ruling class. The guerrilla war waged
by the CCP from 1928 to 1937 is clearly a case in point.
As to why the CCP came to power in 1949, that is a



different problem which I have dealt with above.

The line of "armed struggle" advocated so strongly by
Wang means abandoning the working class and the peas-
ant masses for the sake of organizing small groups of
guerrilla bands in the countryside with the idea that ul-
timately this will make it possible to take power in the
country as a whole. This is Blanquism, or Stalinist ad-
venturism, and has nothing in common with Marxism.

At the root of Wang's adventurist line of "armed strug-
gle" lies his reaction to the experience of the CCP's vic-
tory in 1949, what he calls "the lesson of China." Over-
whelmed by the victory of the CCP, he missed seeing that
the cause of the victory lay in the "exceptional historical
circumstances created as a result of the Japanese invasion
of China and World War IL" And he did not bother to
examine the causes of the failure of guerrilla warfare in
Burma, Malaya, and the Philippines after World War IL
He simply plunged ahead, recommending the "lesson of
China" to the sections of the Fourth International and
asking them to engage in "armed struggle." This is the
same trend of thought to be seen in the line of the present
majority in the International who oriented toward "guer-
rilla warfare" in Latin America.

Bedazzled by the victory of the Cuban revolution
in 1959, these comrades never studied whether in the light
of its specific causes it could be repeated elsewhere in Latin
America. Nor did they draw the true lesson of the defeats
suffered in the guerrilla wars in Guatemala, Peru, Colom-
bia, and Venezuela, and especially the tragedy that ended
Che Guevara's attempt in Bolivia. They simply went ahead
to wage "guerrilla war" in Bolivia with the aim of estab-
lishing a second Cuba there. What was the result? In July
1969, the Bolivian guerrilla front led by Inti Peredo col-
lapsed miserably. Inti was murdered by the police in Sep-
tember 1969. Last summer his brother Osvaldo "Chato"
Peredo tried again, but still did not succeed. These fresh
tragic facts are sufficient to prove the indefensible na-
ture of the mistake committed by these comrades in
insisting on a policy of guerrilla warfare.

In his letter to a "Dear Friend," Wang repeatedly con-
demned Peng as being interested in nothing but publish-
ing magazines and writing articles and manifestos, pay-
ing no attention to engaging in "armed struggle." The
obvious implication of this is that Peng is an opportunist,
a reformist, who has been perennially against a policy
of "armed struggle." This is completely without foundation.
To refute this charge, I should like to call attention to the
following items:

1. In an article commemorating the seventh anniversary
of the October revolution, published in the November 7,
1924, issue of the Guide Weekly, Peng wrote: "The Chinese
revolution must follow the path of the October revolution."
In other words, in the process of the national democratic
revolution, the proletariat in China must be prepared to
undertake an armed insurrection in order to take the power
into their own hands.

2. In an article commenting on the shutdown of the
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Shanghai Inter-City Trade Union, Peng wrote in the
October 5, 1925, issue of the Guide Weekly: "In the future,
they [the workers in Shanghai] will advance further along
the road of armed insurrection, following the example
set by the workers of Petrograd from the February revo-
lution to the October revolution.”

3. The armed uprising of the workers in Shanghai on
March 21, 1927, was directly led by the Standing Com-
mittee of the Central Committee of the CCP. Peng was one
of the members of the Standing Committee. Our residence
was used as the headquarters to direct that uprising. This
was also the seat of the party's Propaganda Department
which was headed by Peng.

After the defeat of the second Chinese revolution, Peng
was undoubtedly against Stalin's adventurist policy of
guerrilla warfare. As party secretary of the north China
region in the fall of 1927, Peng used the excuse of insuf-
ficient preparations for an armed uprising in that region
as a delaying tactic to avoid carrying out the orders of
the Political Bureau headed by Chu Chui-pai, thus block-
ing unnecessary sacrifices. Because of this he was ousted
by Chu. From then on, Peng consistently criticized the CCP
for carrying out the Comintern's adventurist policy of
guerrilla warfare.

On the basis of the fundamental Marxist concept of the
role of armed insurrection, the experience of the October
revolution, and forty years of tragic experiences in the
use of guerrilla warfare in a number of countries where
revolutionary groups fought by themselves in complete
isolation from the worker and peasant masses, Peng is
resolutely opposed to any section of the Fourth Inter-
national, especially the tiny sections in Latin America,
attempting to organize small bands to engage in guerrilla
warfare or "armed struggle." He is of the opinion that
adventuristic guerrilla warfare of this kind invites failure,
the sacrifice of the most militant cadres, and the hopeless
isolation of these sections from the workers, peasants, and
other sectors of the revolutionary masses.

In my opinion, Peng's criticism of the strategy of guer-
rilla warfare now being implemented by the International
in Latin America is completely correct. (See "Return to
the Road of Trotskyism.") It is not necessary for me to
repeat what he has said with regard to this. I only hope
that the leading comrades of the majority in the Inter-
national seriously reconsider their position on guerrilla
warfare or "armed struggle” in Latin America and cor-
rect their mistake in time. Otherwise they will become
responsible for the failure of this orientation and the fu-
ture of the whole movement in Latin America.

In closing, I should point out that the criticism of the
"new statutes” of the Fourth International made by Wang
in his letter, is abstract and lacking in both content and
meaning. Moreover, in view of his present status, that
is, a person who has split from the Fourth International,
he is not at all qualified to criticize the statutes of our
International.

January 10, 1971



ON THE MIR

[The following comments on the Chilean MIR (Movimiento
de la Izquierda Revolucionaria —Movement of the Rev-
olutionary Left) were drawn up by the Latin American
Commission of the French section, the Ligue Commu-
niste, in response to the statement on the situation in
Chile unanimously adopted by the United Secretariat of
the Fourth International in December 1971. The state-
ment, "Chile— The Coming Confrontation,"” is published
in the February 21, 1972 (Volume 10, Number 7), issue
of Intercontinental Press, p. 186.]

First of all we wish to emphasize our agreement with
the general line of the United Secretariat's document on
Chile. It seems to us, however, that the passages which
deal with the MIR are very questionable,- and lend them-
selves to a certain number of criticisms. We are aware
that this document was drafted several months ago, and
it is normal and understandable that certain passages
in it are out of date in certain respects. The following
remarks should not be regarded as a rebuke to the au-
thors of the document but rather as a request for a cor-
rection and for a more balanced judgment.

1) In Relation to the Facts

According to the information in our hands, it would
seem that the majority of the criticisms of the MIR made
by the document are exaggerated, unilateral, and frequent-
ly bypassed by events.

Did the MIR really display a "clear tendency to adapt
to the concepts and desires of the Unidad Popular (UP)"?
This stands in contradiction moreover with another crit-
icism made in the same paragraph on the "sudden os-
cillations from ultra-left to opportunist positions." If there
was a "clear tendency" on the part of the MIR to adapt
to the UP, it would be hard to understand the Commu-
nist Party's furious attacks against the MIR.

Does the MIR really utilize such "administrative" and
"bureaucratic" methods in its relationships with the mass
organizations? How then are we to explain the free par-
ticipation of other political tendencies in these organiza-
tions (e.g., Vitale's FR [Freate Revolucionario— Revo-
lutionary Front] in the FTR [Frente de Trabajadores Re-
volucionarios — Revolutionary Workers Front]), the demo-
cratic discussion which takes place in these mass fronts,
the election to their leadership of cadres of other polit-
ical tendencies (e.g., Humberto Valenzuela of the FR
was elected as a candidate of the FTR for the leadership
of the CUT [Central Union de Trabajadores — Workers
Central Union], etc.?

Etc., etc.

2) The Very Character of the Criticisms Made of the MIR

These criticisms are much more negative and severe
than those we usually make of the organizations of the
"OLAS current” such as the Tupamaros, the ELN [Ejército
de Liberacién Nacional — National Liberation Army], etc.
Why? This is all the less understandable in that the MIR
is much closer to us politically than the majority of these
organizations.

The somewhat "categorical” tone of these criticisms is
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all the more out of place in that the document contains
no criticism of the Chilean Trotskyist groups, and in
particular no criticism of the group which presents itself
as the Chilean section of the Fourth International (the
TRO— Tendencia Revolucionario de Octubre [Revolution-
ary October Tendency]), whose sectarian and opportunist
oscillations are much more pronounced than those of
the MIR, and whose organizational structure and prac-
tical intervention (or more correctly: lack of intervention)
are unfortunately a far cry from Leninism. It may be
that a criticism of the TRO is out of place in a public
document, but much more caution was called for because
of this in the criticisms of the MIR.

3) The Problem of Characterizing the MIR

The United Secretariat document notes that the MIR
is an organization which is "the only one of its kind in
Latin America at the moment." Why? The United Sec-
retariat document gives no explanation, and furnishes
almost no analysis of the MIR's exceptional character.
In our opinion the document ought to have explained
clearly what the MIR has in common with the OLAS
current: the strategy of armed struggle, the genuine ability
to lead politico-military actions. But the MIR contrasts
favorably to the majority of the organizations in this
current through:

a) an absolutely clear position on the question of per-
manent revolution and the socialist character of the rev-
olution,

b) the understanding of the need to build a revolution-
ary party,

c) a theory and a practice which grants mass work
a central role in the revolutionary struggle,

d) the influence of Trotskyist positions, which goes back
to the origin of the MIR, which was founded with the
participation of Trotskyist groups. This influence con-
tinued in a certain way even after Vitale had left.

In talking of the building of the revolutionary party,
the document of the United Secretariat seems to place
on an equal footing "the forces organized by the MIR,"
the "militant activists and cadres" of the Socialist Party
and sectors of the working-class base of the Communist
Party. To pose the question in this way underestimates
enormously the difference between a revolutionary van-
guard organization, already organized, and the social
base of reformist workers parties. Would we speak in
the same terms in Uruguay of the "forces organized by
the Tupamaros" and of the "militant activists”" of the So-
cialist and Communist parties?

Because the United Secretariat document does not cor-
rectly characterize the MIR, it does not draw the polit-
ical conclusion which in our view is essential: the MIR
should be the primary ally of the Chilean revolutionary
Marxists, who should work in close collaboration with
it and with the mass organizations it has founded (FTR,
MCR [Movimiento Campesino Revolucionario — Revolu-
tionary Peasant Movement], etc.).

4) The Political Goals of the United Secretariat Docu-
ment's Criticisms



The kind of criticism which the document makes of
the MIR — an enormous catalogue of all the errors, large
and small, which it was possible to pull together —is
correct in relationship to an opponent organization which
you wish to demoralize and destroy, and whose mili-
tants you hope will leave it in order to join your own
organization. Examples are the PSU [Parti Socialiste Uni-
fié — United Socialist Party] in France, I1 Manifesto in
Italy, etc. This however is not the case in Chile at all.
We can hardly suggest the TRO as an alternative to the
activists of the MIR. The kind of criticism required is
responsible, "fraternal,” "constructive" criticism, dealing
with the essential points of principle where it would be
opportunist on our part to be silent. For example it was
correct to criticize the MIR's relatively undefined posi-
tion on international politics, which expressed itself for
example in the failure to take a clear stand against the
UP government when the "gorilla" Lanusse was invited
to come to Chile.

We must admit therefore that we do not understand
what political goals the United Secretariat had in mind
with the criticisms of its document— criticisms which will
certainly not facilitate the work of the Chilean Trotskyists
with the MIR.

A final remark. Given the capital importance of the
events in Chile for all Latin America, and the impor-
tance of a United Secretariat statement on this problem,
would it not have been advisable to consult the chief
Latin American sections before publishing it? According

to what we have learned, the view of the Argentine PRT
[Partido Revolucionario de los Trabajadores — Revolu-
tionary Workers Party], the Bolivian POR [Partido Obrero
Revolucionario— Revolutionary Workers Party], and the
Peruvian FIR [Frente Izquierda Revolucionario— Front
of the Revolutionary Left] on the MIR differs consider-
ably from that expressed in the United Secretariat doc-
ument. This lack of coordination can only encourage
the Latin American sections, in turn, to publish state-
ments without consulting the center.

In conclusion, we present the following proposal to
the comrades of the United Secretariat.

1) To authorize that this statement be sent to the sec-
tions as the position of the Latin American Commission
of the Communist League.

2) To bring the United Secretariat document up to date,
and to correct it, by a future statement which greets the
development of the MIR and the correctness of its crit-
icisms of the Chilean CP.

3) To open a discussion on the problems of building
the revolutionary party in Chile, a discussion to which
the Latin American Commission aims to contribute a
document shortly.

Latin American Commission
of the French Communist League

March 18, 1972

RELATIONS OF THE PRT (COMBATIENTE),
ARGENTINE SECTION OF THE FOURTH INTERNATIONAL,
WITH THE UNITED SECRETARIAT

To the United Secretariat of the Fourth International:

Comrades:

We have read with great concern the motion made by
Comrade Juan at the meeting of April 15 and the SWP
and LSA articles about the activities of the PRT and
our army in connection with the Sallustro operation.* Un-
fortunately these show a complete contempt for the line
adopted at the last Congress of the Fourth International
on the central task of the International in dependent coun-
tries — the development of revolutionary war. Within five
days of Sallustro's execution Comrade Juan ventures to
judge our organization solely on the basis of the opinion
of the bourgeois press without having visited our organi-
zation a single time, without knowing anything at all
about our goals, and without taking into account our
own analysis of this operation. In short, he made a typ-
ically superficial analysis without applying the proletarian
methodology, disclosing an opportunist, petty-bourgeois
conception which we propose to refute. The continued
existence of these factional currents that do not comply
with the resolutions adopted by the Congress makes more
difficult the task of building an International that acts
in unison, throwing all its forces in a united way in the
struggle against imperialism and for the interests of the

See Appendices I-V, pp. 14-19.
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international proletariat. It is no accident that the com-
rades who have had an opportunity to visit our organi-
zation and who know us well opposed Comrade Juan's
motion. If we compare the SWP and LSA articles with
those of our Party we see that the former coincide with
each other in all respects. The analysis is one-sided, boil-
ing down to an attack on our central task of extending
the political struggle of the masses by building a People's
Army that carries out the armed tasks of the masses.
They claim that the guerrillas substitute for the mass-
es; they deny the inevitability of the revolutionary war
as a continuation of the struggle by other means; they
picture our activities as unilateral; they lie, making it
appear that our party does nothing but fight. It should
be enough to skim through the daily papers and note
the presence of the PRT and the ERP on the barricades,
in the worker and student mobilizations, participating
in all the struggles, carrying on the struggle in all fields —
in the legal arena with our organizations against the
repression and torture and with our forces against the
electoral farce, in the student and union areas and in
our central task of bringing together all these struggles
by construction of the great PRT and ERP to lead the
masses on the correct road of revolutionary war for so-
cialism. Clearly, sectors like Moreno's, which have nothing
in common with the proletariat and even less with the
long, hard, and difficult road we have started on, view



with panic the tasks of the combat and put into question
every guerrilla action of the masses, and accuse us of
being terrorists, isolated groups—an opinion also held
by the vacillating groups who agree with any declaration
made by Lanusse or Mor Roig.

Our Party had to struggle ceaselessly against the ten-
dencies hostile to the revolutionary war. Our Congress
defeated these vacillating tendencies, along with their po-
sitions, and they left the Party. Our delegate at the Con-
gress of the Fourth was forced to accept the inclusion
of the Moreno clique as a sympathizing group. Basing
ourselves on the stipulations in our international statutes
for defense of a revolutionary International, we oppose
the continued existence of this group within the Interna-
tional, since it has nothing in common with the line adopt-
ed at the Congress nor with the proletariat.

Returning to the criticism of Juan and the North Amer-
ican parties: They accuse us precisely of having complied
with the line adopted by the Congress. In practice, the
SWP has acted in Argentina against the Congress and
the International. They have come to Argentina with an
openly factional attitude to collaborate with the Moreno
group, to encourage the electoralist perspective, to pro-
pose things that have nothing to do with revolutionary
war, nor with the working-class struggle nor the Argen-
tine people. In the recent visit of Linda Jenness, her trip
served this purpose, to encourage sectors hostile to, or
on the fringes of the revolution, bringing on ridicule from
the vanguard sectors of the working class and the Ar-
gentine people. Isn't this something that truly lowers the
prestige of the International! It seems that the comrades
of the SWP . . . [line missing] . . . we have full confidence
that the opinion that the activities of the ERP lower the
prestige of the International comes from only a small
sector. We have full confidence that the revolutionary
sectors of our International will be able to handle these
tendencies. Finally, the compaiieros of the minority fac-
tion offer us a false solidarity which is certainly very
limited with regard to the kind of solidarity that should
be maintained in the International with parties that are
engaged in war. They say the International should so-
lidarize with just the democratic tasks (prisoners, tortures,
etc.). Although this is a very important task that must
be developed, it is only in connection with the major
activities. Have the compaiieros forgotten the tasks con-
nected with revolutionary war and socialism? The de-
velopment of solely this aspect of activities is what Lenin
and Trotsky fought as reformism. In no wise do they
differentiate themselves from the CP or some sector of
the progressive bourgeoisie. Without a doubt this false
solidarity includes in practice total abandonment of the
practice of revolutionary war and socialism adopted by
the last Congress of the International. Likewise, we ask
that you check into and clear up for us the activities
of the International in the Caribbean and the rest of Latin
America, since we are emphatically opposed to any kind
of activity in Cuba outside the CCP and its leadership.

Compaieros: The continued existence of these tenden-
cies and these methods of work in the International keep
us from making the necessary advances in its construc-
tion. They damage our standing with the proletariat,
making it difficult to recruit truly revolutionary forces,
since it signifies falling back prior to the last Congress.
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We have full confidence that the revolutionary parties
and militants will be able to energetically confront these
tendencies so as to achieve a solid International that
undertakes with decision the tasks of the international
proletariat: unity of the socialist camp, revolutionary peo-
ple's war against imperialism, and the revolutionary strug-
gle of the proletariat in the metropolitan centers in order
to build the great Proletarian International Party.

Fraternal revolutionary greetings,
Political Bureau, PRT Argentina

June 10, 1972

We ask that this memorandum be published in the Inter-
national Internal Discussion Bulletin immediately and that
the Political Bureau attach a resolution against factional-
ism and also communicate the Argentine PRT resolution
to remove the Moreno group from the International.

* * *

Proposed resolution on factionalism and democracy:

WHEREAS: It is the norm of the International to apply
the Leninist method of democratic centralism. All orga-
nizations must respect the decisions adopted by the Con-
gress and the leading bodies. In the case of Argentina,
our official section the PRT has been hampered by the
factional activities of the SWP and the sympathizing group,
whose practice is to oppose the line for Latin America
adopted by the Congress. Articles have appeared in the
journals of the SWP and LSA with positions opposed
to those of the Congress with regard to Latin America.
The activity of these parti¢s and groups injures the ac-
tivity of the International. The main task of the United
Secretariat is to make certain that the resolutions of the
Congress are complied with. It is not the job of any body
or of any organization to discuss the questions already
settled by the Congress, and this will be possible in the
pre-Congress period within the framework of applying
the line already adopted.

The United Secretariat resolves:

1. To severely call to order the SWP and LSA for their
factional activities in Latin America, especially in Argen-
tina.

2. No section will be allowed to maintain relations in
other countries with sympathizing groups without the au-
thorization of the official section.

3. To begin a campaign against factionalism and for
democracy in the International, applying severe sanctions
as provided for in the statutes against factional groups
and parties.

Proposed resolution on the sympathizing group in Ar-
gentina:

WHEREAS: On the basis of the statutes of the PRT of
Argentina the sympathizing group (Moreno) has been



removed from the International in conformity with the
fundamental conceptions contained in the resolutions of
the Fourth and Fifth Congresses of the PRT-A and sub-

sequent documents.
The United Secretariat resolves:

organization.

1. To communicate to the sympathizing group of Mo-
reno this resolution of exclusion from our international

2. To communicate to our entire organization the res-
olution adopted by the Argentine PRT.

APPENDIX 1

STATEMENT OF THE POLITICAL COMMITTEE
OF THE SOCIALIST WORKERS PARTY
ON THE SALLUSTRO KIDNAPPING

The following statement was issued
April 3, 1972, by the Political Com-
mittee of the Socialist Workers Party.

The kidnapping of Oberdan Sallustro
by the Revolutionary Army of the
People (ERP) created an international
sensation, as was to be expected in
view of Sallustro's prominence as the
general manager of the Argentine
branch of Fiat Concord. The sensa-
tional aspects were further heightened
by the exceptional ransom the guer-
rillas sought from the government and
the company, by the ultimatum of
the guerrillas to place Sallustro be-
fore a "firing squad” if the terms were
not met, and by the decision of Gen-
eral Alejandro Lanusse not to "nego-
tiate” with the ERP even if it meant
the death of the hostage.

However, this particular action was
only the most spectacular in hundreds
of guerrilla actions that have been
carried out in Argentina in the past
two years by seven guerrilla groups
of varied political coloration.

The rise in such actions is ascrib-
able to four fundamental causes: 1)
the economic 4impasse of Argentine
capitalism and the efforts of the rul-
ing class to find a way out by fur-
ther depressing the standard of living
of the working masses; 2) the impo-
sition of dictatorial military rule and
the banning of political opposition;
3) the use of troops and police against
workers who engage in strikes or stu-
dents and others who initiate protest
demonstrations; 4) the arbitrary im-
prisonment of unionists and union
leaders, use of torture on suspects,
secret killing of persons seized by the
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police, and imposition of abysmal
conditions on political prisoners held
by the hundreds in the jails of the
country.

The victimizations under the mili-
tary junta headed by General Lanusse
have led to numerous international
protests. We are in full solidarity with
this campaign for the release of all
the political prisoners in Argentina
and an end to the repression.

The anger and bitterness of the
youth in Argentina are understand-
able. Their natural reaction is to turn
to revolutionary means to open up
a new perspective for Argentina. They
have been encouraged in this way
by the explosive social tensions that
have given rise to repeated upsurges
by sectors of the masses.

Unfortunately no mass revolution-
ary-socialist party exists in Argentina
that could draw these youth into its
ranks and provide them with the most
effective avenues of struggle. The ex-
ample set by the Bolsheviks in pre-
paring for the Russian revolution has
become obscured because of the re-
pellent policy of "peaceful coexistence”
with capitalism followed by the Soviet
bureaucracy since Stalin's time. Thus,
many revolutionary-minded youths
are attracted to the examples set by
Che Guevara in Bolivia and by guer-
rilla formations like the Tupamaros
in Uruguay.

Under the influence of such ex-
amples, the ERP has committed every-
thing to practicing urban guerrilla
warfare. In place of powerful actions
by the masses themselves, the ERP
is attempting to substitute small ac-
tions by a tiny group. Their hopes
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are placed on these actions serving
as examples to the people living in
the slums. They hope that the dra-
matic nature of the "exemplary ac-
tions" will inspire the masses to be-
gin moving toward toppling the old
regime and establishing a government
of their own. .

In reality, the work of bringing the
masses into the political arena in all
their invincible power differs qualita-
tively from such notions. It requires
deep involvement in the daily life of
the masses. It requires patient strug-
gling, under the guidance of a rev-
olutionary-socialist party, to project
demands directly linked to the eco-
nomic, social, and political needs of
the masses, and to organize support
for these demands in such a way as
to raise the self-confidence of the mass-
es and take them through transitional
steps onto the road of a socialist rev-
olution.

The primary task at present is to
build a revolutionary-socialist party
capable of providing effective political
guidance in this process. Guerrilla ac-
tions like the kidnapping of Sallustro
separate the revolutionists from the
masses, divert attention and energy
from party building, and lead to un-
necessary defeats.

Of the courage of the ERP guer-
rillas and their readiness to stake their
lives in the cause of socialism, there
can be no doubt. Nonetheless, in our
opinion, actions like the kidnapping
of Sallustro represent a mistaken
course, which we urge the ERP and
the other guerrilla groups in Argen-
tina to reconsider.



APPENDIX II

STATEMENT OF THE LEAGUE FOR SOCIALIST
ACTION — LIGUE SOCIALISTE OUVRIERE
ON THE SALLUSTRO KIDNAPPING

The following is a statement of the Political Committee
of the League for Socialist Action-Ligue Socialiste Ouv-
riere.

On March 2] the general manager of the Argentine
branch of Fiat Concorde was kidnapped by commandos
of the ERP (Ejercito Revolucionario del Pueblo — Revolu-
tionary People's Army). Their action has aroused wide
attention across the world, including Canada where an
action similar in many ways was carried out in October
1970 under the banner of the Front de Liberation du
Quebec (FLQ).

The violence in Argentina today clearly originates from
the repressive measures carried out against the masses
by a dictatorial regime.

Argentina has been under military rule almost continu-
ally since 1955. The present military junta of General
Alejandro Lanusse has crowded the jails with political
prisoners. Union and student militants have been abducted
and secretly killed by the police.

A worldwide solidarity campaign is now underway to
protest torture and repression in Argentina and to aid
its victims.

Under the influence of guerrilla strategies such as those
carried out in other parts of Latin America by Che Gue-
vara in Bolivia or the Tupamaros in Uruguay, many
revolutionary militants in Argentina have staked their
hopes in dramatic actions by small groups. Such actions,
they feel, can spark the masses into moving to overthrow
the dictatorship and taking power into their own hands.

Similar thinking motivated the FLQ kidnappings of
Pierre Laporte and James Cross in Quebec in October
1970.

Carried out by a handful of persons in the name of the
FLQ, the two kidnappings were seen by many in the Que-
bec left as a spark which would ignite a revolutionary
upsurge in Quebec. In the first days following the kid-
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nappings, considerable sympathy was evident for the de-
mand of the FLQ —Iliberation of political prisoners. But
these actions by their very nature sought not the partici-
pation or mobilization of the masses but their applause.

The LSA-LSO said at the time that "the FLQ has sub-
stituted the isolated actions of a small handful for the
mass political action of the working class, the only road
for Quebec's liberation.”

Reducing the masses to the role of spectators, the kid-
nappings created the conditions for a massive wave of
government repression. Quebec was occupied with 7,000
troops; civil liberties were suspended; over 500 persons
were jailed, including leaders of the LSA-LSO.

It was only after months of concerted cross-country
and international campaigns to defend civil liberties and
to expose government sedition trials that the mass move-
ment recovered in Quebec. It did so through a series
of mass actions around the defense of political prisoners
and through independentistdemonstrations which expressed
the deepening nationalist consciousness of the Quebecois.

This experience has been indeed "examplary" for the
entire left and nationalist movements in Quebec and Cana-
da.

The ERP action, like that of the FLQ supporters in
Quebec, reduces the masses to the role of spectators. It
avoids the necessary consistent work of bringing the mas-
ses into struggles around a program linked to their most
urgent economic, social and political needs.

Our recent experience in Quebec convinces us all the
more that rather than involving the revolutionary forces
in mass struggles, such actions separate the revolution-
aries from the masses, thus posing a block on the path
to building a revolutionary party. The task in Argentina
as in Canada and Quebec is the construction of such a
party capable of leading the working class in the struggle
for power.



APPENDIX III

EXCERPTS FROM MINUTES OF THE UNITED SECRETARIAT
April 15-16, 1972

Motion by Pierre:

The United Secretariat of the Fourth International dis-
approves of the publication in the Militant and in Labor
Challenge of resolutions adopted by the leaderships of
the Socialist Workers Party and the League for Social-
ist Action/Ligue Socialiste OQuvriere concerning the kid-
napping of Sallustro by the Argentine ERP, the armed
organization led by the Partido Revolucionario de los
Trabajadores (PRT), Argentine section of the Fourth
International.

Such public declarations could well encourage sections
to follow this example of public attacks against other
sections, which would be highly damaging to the whole
International.

In addition, these resolutions do not express any soli-
darity towards these comrades, at the moment when a
fierce campaign is underway against them.

The United Secretariat of the Fourth International re-
solves not to publish these two resolutions in the Inter-
national's organs, or in organs expressing its positions.

This resolution is not for public circulation. '

For: 6 (Petersen, Walter, Livio, Kurt, Pierre, Delfin)
Against: 5 (Adair, Pedro, Juan, Hans, Therese)
Consultative For: 1 ( Riel)

Consultative Against: 1 ( Crandall)

Carried

Motion by Juan:

That the United Secretariat issue a public statement
on the kidnapping of Sallustro making the following
points:

1) Indicate the economic, social, political crisis racking
Argentina, citing some examples, such as the massive
strikes, demonstrations and uprisings in various cities,
the latest one being Mendoza.

2 ) Indicate the origin and purpose of the military dic-
tatorship, that it constitutes an illegal regime, ruling in
violation of the constitution.

3) Outline the brutal methods used by the military die-
tatorship such as suppression of student and workers dem-
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onstrations, suppression of strikes, arbitrary imprison-
ment of union leaders and union militants, the use of kid-
napping, torture, and murder of political opponents. Name
some of the political prisoners held by the hundreds in the
jails of Argentina.

4) Give some facts on the frustration, anger, and in-
stinctive elemental reaction, particularly among the youth,
who want immediate direct action against the dictatorship.

5) Describe briefly the historical political crisis facing
the Argentine working class, above all the absence of a
mass revolutionary Marxist party of the kind the Fourth
International is seeking to build in all countries, that
could guide the struggle effectively toward and early revo-
lutionary victory.

6) Stress the influence of guerilla struggles in Latin
America and elsewhere in which the action of a small
group has been substituted for action by the masses,
leading to adventurism, and away from construction of
a mass revolutionary Marxist party regardless of the
intentions of the guerrilla fighters.

7) Specify in a few sentences that we consider the PRT-
ERP to have fallen into errors of this kind, the most
spectacular being the kidnapping and execution of Sal-
lustro. Include a brief explanation of how acts like the
kidnapping and execution of Sallustro injure the work
of building the mass revolutionary party required to over-
turn Argentine capitalism, and how the world press has
taken advantage of the Sallustro affair to attempt to dis-
credit Trotskyism by identifying it with terrorism.

8) Affirm that the Fourth International expresses its
solidarity with the courageous militants of the PRT-ERP
regardless of their mistake course and pledges to step
up its campaign in their defense and in defense of all the
political prisoners held in the jails of Argentina.

Vote:
For: 5 (Adair, Pedro, Juan, Therese, Hans)
Against: 6 (Petersen, Walter, Kurt, Pierre, Delfin,
Livio )
Consultative For: 1 ( Crandall)
Consultative Against: 1 ( Riel )
Defeated



APPENDIX IV

MOTION PASSED BY SWP
NATIONAL COMMITTEE PLENUM

May 11, 1972

The National Committee of the Socialist Workers Party,
having considered the motion passed by a majority of
the United Secretariat of the Fourth International at its
April 15-16 meeting disapproving the publication in The
Militant and Labor Challenge of statements adopted by
the Political Committees of the Socialist Workers Party
and the League for Socialist Action/Ligue Socialiste Ouv-
riere concerning the kidnapping of Sallustro, takes the
following position:

1) The motion passed by the majority of the United
Secretariat is factually in error in ascribing to these state-
ments a failure to express solidarity with members of the
Ejercito Revolucionario des Pueblo ( ERP) and the Par-
tido Revolucionario de los Trabajadores ( PRT-Combati-
ente) in face of the repressive campaign opened against
them by the Lanusse regime. The statements of both the
SWP and the LSA/LSO clearly outlined the background
to the kidnapping, pinned responsibility for the violence
on the Argentinian ruling class and the dictatorial La-
nusse regime, and expressed full solidarity with the world-
wide campaign for the release of all political prisoners in
Argentina and an end to the repression.

The record shows that the Canadian and American
Trotskyists have been in the forefront in organizaing
material help for the political prisoners in Argentina and
Latin America as a whole. To suggest otherwise, as the
motion of the majority does, can only serve to prejudice
the minds of uninformed members of the Fourth Inter-
national against the SWP and the LSA/LSO.

2) Likewise in error factually is the assertion of the
motion passed by the majority of the United Secretariat
that publication of the statements made by the SWP and
the LSA/LSO constituted a public "attack” against a sec-
tion of the Fourth International. In actuality both state-
ments did no more than to differentiate politically from a
very bad error committed by the ERP-PRT, an error
that was damaging on a world scale to the Fourth Inter-
national and to all sectors of the world Trotskyist move-
ment. This error consisted of substituting the action of
a small, isolated group for action by the masses.

3) The statements of both the SWP and the LSA/LSO
were in consonance with the principled position of
Trotskyism in explaining how the error committed by
the ERP-PRT could be avoided.

The statement made by the Political Committee of the
SWP said the following on this: "In place of powerful
actions by the masses themselves the ERP is attempting
to substitute small actions by a tiny group. Their hopes
are placed on these actions serving as examples to the
people living in the slums. They hope that the dramatic
nature of the 'exemplary actions' will inspire the masses
to begin moving toward toppling the old regime and
establishing a government of their own.

"In reality, the work of bringing the masses into the
political arena in all their invincible power differs qualita-
tively from such notions. It requires deep involvement
in the daily life of the masses. It requires patient strug-

17

gling, under the guidance of a revolutionary-socialist par-
ty, to project demands directly linked to the economic, so-
cial, and political needs of the masses, and to organize
support for these demands in such a way as to raise
the self-confidence of the masses and take them through
transitional steps onto the road of a socialist revolution”.

4) The United Secretariat did not issue a statement
at the time of the Sallustro kidnapping specifying its stand.
In face of the worldwide repercussions to the kidnapping,
the various sectors of the world Trotskyist movement
had little choice but to issue statements of their own. Be-
sides The Militant and Labor Challenge such publications
as La Gauche, Rouge, and The Red Mole also felt com-
pelled to indicate their stands, although the latter were
completely uncritical of the ERP-PRT.

5) The Political Committee of the SWP made its state-
ment on April 3 in full expectation that the United Sec-
retariat would, when it met, issue a statement of similar
nature, expressing moral solidarity with the guerrilla
fighters who had conducted the kidnapping while indicat-
ing that it differed with them as to the correctness of the
action politically. Such a statement by the United Secre-
tariat was all the more called for in view of the fact that
none of the resolutions passed by the last world congress
of the Fourth International sanctioned substituting the ac-
tions of a small, isolated group for actions by the masses.

6) It is true that the minority at the last world congress
held that the positions taken by the majority in favor
of rural guerrilla warfare for a prolonged period on a
continental scale in Latin America, if taken to their logical
conclusions would end up in diverting the Trotskyistcadres
from accomplishing the necessary party-building tasks
and in sanctioning the substitution of actions by small,
isolated groups for actions by the masses. But the ma-
jority denied that this was the logic of their position. Thus
it remained to be seen how they would react when an ac-
tion occurred of the kind initiated by the PRT-ERP. It
could be hoped that they would back away from the logic
of the position they took at the last world congress and
would reaffirm the principled position of Trotskyism
against adventurism.

7) Instead of doing this the majority of the United Sec-
retariat equivocated at the April 15-16 meeting. They
neither approved nor disapproved the kidnapping and
execution of Sallustro. They abstained from taking either
a public or internal stand, rejecting a proposal by a mi-
nority of the United Secretariat to issue a public statement
similar to those issued by the SWP and the LSA/LSO.

8) In all consistency this meant that the majority of
the United Secretariat left it open to the various sectors
of the world Trotskyist movement to take whatever posi-
tions seemed correct to them. Nevertheless the majority
of the United Secretariat passed a motion disapproving
the publication of the statements already made by the SWP
and the LSA/LSO. These two acts together amounted to
shame-faced condemnation of any political differentiation
from the ERP-PRT error, such as that expressed by the



SWP and the LSA/LSO. It amounted to justas shame-faced
approval of an "all hail" attitude toward the kidnapping
and execution of Sallustro, such as that voiced by Rouge,
La Gauche, and The Red Mole.

9) The National Committee of the SWP notes with spe-
cial concern the specific instructions "not to publish" the
two resolutions of the SWP and the LSA/LSO "in the
International's organs, or in organs expressing its po-
sitions." This is the first time since the Reunification Con-
gress of 1963 that such instructions have been issued.
The effect of these instructions is to gag those who are
critical of the error committed by the ERP-PRT and to en-
courage those who approve of the error, since no instruc-
tions were issued not to publish expressions of political
solidarity with the ERP-PRT error.

More ominously, the clear implication is that the ERP-
PRT, in kidnapping and executing Sallustro was acting
in accordance with the line of the majority of the United
Secretariat, that this line holds on an international scale,

that it should be promulgated by all the sections and
organs of the Fourth International, and that the majori-
ty of the United Secretariat will brook no public criticism,
however mild, of applying it. In this way a line is being
foisted onto the Fourth International that was not explicit-
ly formulated or adopted at the last world congress and
that constitutes a departure from the traditions and pro-
gram of Trotskyism.

10) In view of these considerations, the National Com-
mittee of the SWP approves the action of the Political
Committee in publishing the April 3 statement which ex-
pressed moral solidarity with the guerrilla fighters of
the ERP-PRT while criticizing the kidnapping of Sallustro
as a political error. In addition, the National Committee
of the SWP condemns the procedure followed by a ma-
jority of the United Secretariat and rejects its disapproval
of the publication of the statements of the political com-
mittees of the SWP and the LSA/LSO.

APPENDIX V

STATEMENT BY UNITED SECRETARIAT MEMBERS
DELFIN, GHULAM, LIVIO, PETERSEN,
PIERRE, SANDOR, WALTER

May 30-31, 1972

1.- The decision taken by the United Secretariat meeting
of April 15-16, 1972 to disapprove the publication by
the SWP and the LSA-LSO in their public organs of of-
ficial party resolutions condemning actions by the Argen-
tine section in no way was intended to "gag' any com-
rade or group of comrades, or to condemn anybody
to "remain silent". It has only one content: to keep dis-
cussion of the policies of the Argentine section inside the
movement, in national and international internal bulletins.
In this way, the F.I. has conducted its fraternal discus-
sions regarding the orientation of national sections for
decades, without its members feeling "gagged" by that.

The only exception to this rule in the past have been
cases when sections publicly broke with the programmatic
basis of revolutionary Marxism, or crossed the class lines,
like the renegade LSSP leaders did. By no stretch of imag-
ination can the Sallustro episode be blown up into an
analogous case of programmatic break with Trotskyism
or class collaboration.

Therefore, the majority of the United Secretariat mem-
bers present at the April 15-16 meeting considered the
actions by the PC of the SWP and the PC of the LSA-
LSO as a departure from the established norm of handling
differences between sections or Trotskyist organisations
prevented by reactionary legislation to be affiliated to the
F.I. This departure could open a dangerous course of

escalating public polemics between leading bodies of many
sections. The NC of the SWP and the PC of the LSA-LSO,
while rejecting the April 15-16 meeting's resolution, do not
show in any way in how far these legitimate fears of the
United Secretariat can be considered unfounded.

2.- The statement by the NC of the SWP and the PC of
the LSA-LSO justifies the public attack against the Argen-
tine section by stating that the Sallustro affair represents,
on behalf of the Argentine section, a break with the "long-
held principled position of Trotskyism on terrorism". They
even imply that the majority of the United Secretariat now
takes a stand in favor of terrorism.

We reject all these characterizations. What the comrades
of the SWP and the LSA-LSO presumably refer to is the
principled opposition of revolutionary Marxists against
against individual terrorism. To our knowledge, neither
the PRT-ERP, nor the United Secretariat of the F.I. have
been converted to individual terrorism.

The PRT-ERP is applying organized guerrilla warfare
in a prerevolutionary situation, under a terrorist dictator-
ship which ruthlessly kidnaps, tortures and kills trade-
unionists and revolutionists, as soon as they don't limit
their activities to the "rules" laid down by the dictator.
Revolutionary Marxists have never condemned guerrilla
warfare on principle. The position of the SWP and the

18



LSA-LSO leadership on this matter is all the more incon-
sistent as, to our knowledge, the world Trotskyist move-
ment, including the SWP and the LSA-LSO, never con-
demned hundreds of episodes of guerrilla warfare similar
to the Sallustro action, which occurred in the course of
the revolutionary struggle in Kenya, Vietnam, Cuba, Al-
geria, Palestine, the Portuguese colonies —just to mention
the most important examples —sometimes applied by
groups which, at a given stage of the struggle, were by
no means qualitatively stronger than the PRT-ERP.

Obviously what is involved here is not a matter of
principle, but a matter of tactics, which can only be judged
in the framework of a concrete analysis of the objective
situation and its dynamics, the level of consciousness of
the masses and of the vanguard, the numerical and
political weight of that vanguard, the relationship of forces
between the various social and political factors present in

19

the situation, etc. etc. For these reasons we are of course
opposed to applying guerrilla warfare to Canada, the
USA, Italy, France, Western Germany and many other
countries. But we are in favor of applying it in concrete
cases under concrete circumstances, like e . g. today in
Bolivia, Argentina or Angola.

All other political considerations raised by the SWP
NC and the LSA-LSO PC statement referring to Argentina
will be dealt with more at length in the proceeding pre-
world congress international discussion.

Members of the United Secretariat present at the April
15-16 or May 30-31 meeting: Delfin, Ghulam, Livio, Peter-
sen, Pierre, Sandor, Walter

When the above statement was drafted, Comrade Ver-
geat was not present. He reserves the right, however, to
make a personal statement in the subsequent minutes.



