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Dear Raha:

_ Here is the letter I promised te write you on that migerable
book, Marxism aud the Party, by John Molyneaux. so that yau can work
cut in your own words. It happens chat Dick from Engzland likewise
was interested in working out in his own words some of the poiats I
malke that are applicable ¢o Britain, I am certain that the problems
in Iran and the problems in Britain are so very different, not te
@ention what differant personalities you two are, that there will
be o overlapping of points of concentration that sither one or the
other makes. Now then, tc Molyneaux:

’ Nething ret;gaz.ws, more sharrly fﬁ_tg_q_ggg_into-~t;hg,_g;ire 2 Marziss
~.cent land when he zdigﬂg:rds the vhilo€opny of Marz.in corisidering
organization, as when that Separation 0f phildsophy and organlization
cecurs on the (theory of permanent revolutien, It ig there (pp,/20-22)%-
where John Weam—.' 8 inglerizus echitevment cccurs. In the very first’
-chapter of his hook he deala with Harx®s %&.‘I.Q. Address to the Central
‘Committes p¥ the Communist Lesague; there is herdly a line in thoss 3
pugas on Ale Address that doesn't display total deafness to ¥arx's ~—
coniinent of thought. dJust listen to a few of Molyneaux's Fan-
ggtic/conclusionss o ' ' "
_ g Plrst comes the misreading of the Communist Manifesto. The
migreéading begine with the reference to "the maln gcheme set out In
. the C.¥,"” and ends with outright slander that Marx was "led to depart
-. domewhat”,in the actual 1848 Revclution, from that "sckheme" - .-
*instead of coming forwawd aa a clear advocate ‘of preoletarian revo-
lution and the representative of an independsnt working class party, .
- Marz was forced to act through the Neue Rheinische Zeltuns as the
. extreme left wing of radical democracy..."” j cperdue (?ﬁ@m Az

Thare is no p@int of going into the details of Madx's magni-
ficent revoelutionery journalism in the NRZ when obviously lolyneaux
- shas not read 2 single issue-and got third-hand the subtitle of the
~/ NRZ es an orzan of ([democrecyd - And if he ever did read a cory, he
proves himseli to be &8s deaf to it as to that greatest of all
Manifesto, which, Ghough drdered as "the yiogram”’of the Communist
League, turned ocut to be the unfu¥iing of =0 historic a challenge
to'capitalism and for proletarian revelution, that no one could
ogsibly o the document under Molyneaux's deseribtion of
_ 1_S¢ Evidently it degsn't{ seem to enter his mind /
~wnat poth writingg and the actual revolution were the very ground/f:’"/’
for Marx's famoum 1850 Address on the permanent revolution, —

——2)—ikolyneaux_to the con ¥, thinks that it is the(organ-\f
@tiom@eﬂ_@df'ﬁhe indepeiﬁﬁﬁolitical organization of the
gorking class--which predominates over the question of "the theory

nd practice of Narxlsm."” No wonder Marx felt compelled, when he
heard such Marxists in his day define Marxism, to declare, if that
ig what Marxlsm is, "I am not a Marxist.”

* If you are reading it in Farsi, I am referring to Chapter 1, Sec. 3.
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3) #warx suppesadly issued the #arch .-\.ddres@‘:ecause the
preoccupeticn with "proctical realization with party organization
‘couldn't be realized in the autumn of 1849 when he was already in
London, and since iolynesux's vreoccuvation 1z with organization,
he choosss %o gquote Irom that Address +the two paragraphs of the
"organizational pari, Address to the Central Committes, as to how
to reorganlag itsgelf "if it is not to be exploitad and taken in tow
azain bty the bourgeoisie 2s in 1543," uUne would think that at this
peint even a estrict SWF vanguardist would follow ltarx in his report
on the dialecties of revolution "whether it will be called forth by
an independent uprlising nf the French proletariet or—hy-an invasion
of the dely Alliance againat thﬁugwmaw Babylen," % '.:E sFaris.
/‘The further—continlence 0i revolwtion marx corcludes would be "the——
{ ,}pa:.:;t:;’of the proletariat.\?i‘hpir dattle cry mus.'l:_x_blgx The Revolution. -~
\Jin Pernmanence.” )i ___%‘_/._-——» —

. - Y s I

. B) No such logic flows from the mind of a Cliffite. Instead ﬁ,’[-,r;]
he concludes kis analysis with sonething out of the blua:r "} : g é/‘
pales hig ¢losest approash ta Tenin's concent ol the vanguard p
{%hough 6% course %I Boare s5¢ill major differences).™ (ps 2LF

.- 4n@ if that hasn't/JoR%EHts fantasy~larnd, Niolyneaux contiaues with

/fhis own guida to action: -ggée key *o these orgenisational proposals

“# 48 that they are the product of the noagt direct involvement Iin A

}l I evelutionary eaction that Jiarx was ever to experience; and that

' i they dre designed as a guldo %0 action in a situatisn in waich it

'\\ fle 2ssumed +that s new ravelution is luapending.'"™ Even whan Nolyneaux

“makes some achnawlsg@ent o he emhelllishesg it with such ,

v

 lozded phrases as (Ghe pL “the organizsion¥yand only ¥p4ts
then does it b p repective of dyﬁ'ami"c-'-} 7

, me_Fan Irtegra
ravolutiondry actione.." —; W/
‘ Y acthone . sy by e

' Igiirst let us clear up gome ‘of the misstatements that ave
suprese' to parallsal Marx's and Lenin's concents of the vanguard
~party, which would certainly shock Lenin no end. So far as the
higtoric poriods are concernad, whille Marx 1n 18LG-50 was 3till -
thinking of an impanding revolution, Lenin, in 1902, whea he was
woxkine out Yhat ig to be Tora?, was vary far from exvectinsz an

Ja2l 28 10 DS _-Oual 3

" endings revolution,” much less a ofOIETETIAR revoluticn. tew;;x'-
283, = 3 nere i ; = ] g Ffor-~ 3

o d Hadd® ©0 Liifh n?e?n‘crera%sfp f'egg'l?igédtﬁg%%ﬁ%} TiRE Bg-ERhasts

*bent” in such a dirsction hoth because the party had been 50 sfEENC .
xad loose, end we must recognize that without a Mmluttign*;% _
hare can he no ravolution, And indeed, Wheén the 1905 Revolution
urst out so spontanecusly, it was just then when ILenin changed his :
pogltion on "tightenins” the organization, demanded that I% %a Thius

+ widd open, and Xer was tc declara that whereas everyons attributes
the split between Menshkyiks and Bolsheviks to that 1903 Congress
when it "technically* took place, he considered that it is 1905
where the two tendencles were opposites.,

)
* ac¢ e odltion of Marx's Seclectad “Works
C/?}glggg%gg_“ﬁgsngggfgn § 3884000t R013Tr0n The EeTSiteton

in which it appears at pages 175-6, and again, p. 183.
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Where Molyneaux discovered "the similarity batween MHarx's 5 \F
concept of the party...and lenin's £3fty or more yeazrs later 2
derives in large part from the paraXiblz in their aituation,” !
{p. 22) Lenin and the whola Soclal Democracy of the *ime saw L
varallslg=-and dissimilarities-~betwaen the revolutions tvhemselves, ™
To grasp the total ramirications all the way to our day, one has
howaver to grapple with that 1907 Congress, the only one whers all
tendsncles--Bolshevik, Menshavik, lLuzemburgist, and even the 3und--
arguad he 1905 Revolution, its relatlonship to and departurz from-
1948, Quite clearly though thet Congress was the most organizational
in the sense that all tendencies ware thara, the battle of ideaz was
never separated frcm the organizational form and above all, <the
relationship of spentaneity ‘o orgardzatisn. both in Lenin's and
in Iuxeaburg’a Speeches, was never more sharply expreszed. That,

however, is out of the pﬁ!f,;'view £ o lyn;w_zmﬁ&
. N _}erglﬁuq : i 5 ] T
=87 The further parts of +hal chapter on Xarx db no deserve \\‘

any nctice, not only bacause they are so full of mistakes that it
‘would %ake a heavy tome to unvavel those 12 pages, but because \(
Holyneaux diverts so totally from Marx that a- readerr would take ?z"
for:grantad that Molyneaux has no claim fo Morxism, fhuSy.og he 7/ r24
\epprioaches the mo=gallad sscond pariod of Harx, {1850 t which
olyneaux calls ‘(% & oL Tetroat, anskinunrimit he allows all of
Pleasd keep iR mind tha* this is the period in which
: 8 .Grundrisses b) 1899 Crltique 'of Political
Economy, and ¢) the 1 gagend dpraft-of hothing short of Canital .
itself, not to mention all ths articles against colonialism and
for the Abolitionists and The TIvIXWaF in the United States, .
which led him ‘o reorganize the structure of his greatest theoretical ./

pa——— - = - T
6) Even when one wants t¢ g0 narrow Marisén organization that he
is willing to disregard Marx's writings during the periecd that do
not econcern +the paxty, party, party, one has to be careful with his
dates (NIt 1 §o% 1850 when thera was no “pariy"; Marx's Address was
to the Central Tom@ilttee of the Communist League, and he asked it 1Q
reorganize Ltself, and ke didn't leave the "party” til 852y &8Coaddy,
in 1 the same two yegrs there were msetings with both the ChaxdisIsand
the Dlangulsts te discuss the Tounding of a—"World Soclety af
M_@;&Wm “s In 185] when he w&s already in the
tigh dMuseun developing some very great new theories, he was stiil
attending meetings of the London Council of the Communist League.
d when members of the League were arrested and the 1850 Address
,%a found on their perscns, the Cologne Trial of all followed.
While it never dawns on Molyneaux that Marx explained how important
his theoretical work was Yo the party ag ilarx understood it: "A
) apty—in—the- nt_historickl sense's-he-should nave at least
Eﬂcvm 5T th

BE1 meeting Marx organized in London to t
5%&1 7 the FTeRCK police. It 5 doubtsul

however whether he would recognize a party "in the eminent histosical
gens2," or in the sense that Blanqul expressed his deep gratitude
for what “the German proletarian party had done", with Marx anawering:

* See Marx without Myth by Maximilien Rubsl and Margaret Manale,
p. 94 and pps. 171=2. 1523,7
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/(To— BHS could be more interested than I in the fath

I 2lways held to be the head and the heart of the proletarian __ -
i party in France." U i inlhiistn i

n rounding ocut the totalily of his misconceptions of Marx, .
M.lxggn;x becomes arrogant enough to tell Marx all about "the essential
tarting point for a theory of, the revolutionsry paxty is rooted in
. - what we called earlier the -}6phimimtiv—e ism'/of his (karx's}
W view of the growth of working-class political consciousnes...” ] Then
f Molynesux kindly relezsses Marx from any "blame" hecsuse Marx lived
when 'roformism had not emarged as in any way 2 major threat.”
Therefore, says Molyneaux, 3t is "understandsble” if Marx bent
tha stick "in the direction of sconomic determinism.” (p. 35)
ux’s arrogance has not yet reached lts apex. Here it is:
“Bu‘tﬁ;_is, also rfa'cessax‘;(,—‘-'to"” :ﬁerstend that in the sphera of his -
“theory of the party, the &egag§ - Marx'E work, whgpgggxgiﬁgﬁggéiﬁive A
Aachiavemonts, was something that had in time to teovercome By, tho i
tharxigt movement if cepitallism was to be overthrown.J(p. 35. - /X
AB you can ges, once an SWPer has surrouinded himgelf with quotes :
from Tony Cliff and other leadsrs, he follows Hegel's analysls of
“what comes after cne geins "power": "In place of revolt, comes

arrogance,” arrogance sufficient to demand “the "overcoming ofd;haf
\gpgg;g,ofﬂjgf_gg;jmﬁgglyneauxﬁngrihntasﬂtn_Marx._m-*~————-~
, T ‘

Having "overcaze® that theory, Molyneaux, in the final
chapter,sings the glory of -the Party, ."the revolutionary party
today," and ma: to _throw overbeard vroality itself,. Thus, he
forgat.. . (it would be more correct tc say never recognized:)
that a whole new Third World srose from the mid=1950s and that
it was in that perlod that the historicy first time ever, revo
from under Stalinism occured in Eagg urope=--he mentions neith
the Zast German 1953 revolt: nor th&’Ringarian Revolution which
brought onto the historic stage. then Karx®s:1844 Humsnist Essayy. 1 )

fiégstead he attributes to "the last decade™=-I zgsume he is a young 5(LI¥AQ-
: & the mid-1960s to the mid-19702 is his decado-3the appearanc '
of a number of studles devoted to disinterring the marxist tradition
on the question of the party and indicating verspectives for the . 1’3_
oressnt.” (p. 163) But why then forget the revolution in Portugal, |’ /SE
which did present kwik a revolutionary Marxist group (which as a
. matter of fact ths 3WP solidarized with) which came up with =
teautiful new categorys apartidarieme (non-partylsm)}? Is it that
the SWP hardly focused ofi<that word in its suppozt of the PRP/3R,
much less rgvealed that the head of the party was a woman, Isabal
do Carmo? The s;ﬁdgm‘in Tony Cliff is matched by equally cubtle
racism in Molyne¥lix as he sksmidimkes characterizes the reacticnary
fasdfd¥t 19309 as "black reaction,” (». 128) If there is anydiwiwe color
that charictarizes Hitlarism, it certainly is not black. The master
race was lily white., For somecheto be 80 insensitive as to chalacter-
jzaThat petiod ss "tlack reaction” discloses a great deal Trremvhives
Paculiarly enough, even when he greatly admires and praises nis
leader, Tony Cliff, he e« does so in mere footnotes. Thus footnote
s (p., 184) ends with a reference to Tony Cliff,"who, 1n 1947,
roduced the first fully worked out analysis of state-capitalism in
Eussia." The trouble with that is that again it i=0SEERLRew
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ircorrect. Ths first“worked out" analyeis of state-capitalism‘
was produced, A= in 1981, not 1947. 2t was written by Rava
Zuneyevskaya, nos Tony Cliff, Indeed, the six-year lepse tetween
8D's study and Torny Cliffe's could tall guits = =tory zbout non-
‘esezeration with state-capitalists in the Trote¥rist movemeht,
Srrewier Tony CLiff was quite adamfint about meking such an analysis
“purely econcmic,”

.44, p. 182,)

uestion:

y Dear Raha--I hardly covered more than ths {£$§j;nhapte:;gnd Bt
w-best a litrle of ths last chaepter, end lookrfiow lorg it has become.

?i_% de hope ﬁhaf %ﬁ?ﬁ?@ £iVerl you su{ficienﬁ a form for youétoiknow
ow to deal with the est:“‘%ha_gﬂ_¥_Qibﬂﬁhﬁhﬁpg I will s4d is that
?ar‘.: from my talk on Ehiloq_gphui_ aadarshing .

a footnote,
1o crucial ;

1

L= ——

S Unless you recognicze Marxism 28 e whole new continent of
thought, you cannot but divide idarx up into econo~ics, polifics,

a little bit of philosdphy and--"no theory of +the psr ty." How,
whereas it -is true he had no theory &£ the marty ag we know it

gincs Lgnig's “hat _Je +o 3e Cone, what he 4hought of as ‘rarty".
i,e. organization as TINDaNCY, zolitlcal-philoscvhlic tendenecy, so
that the ¢lass naturs of worksrs can bacome a movemant from.
spontaneity 1o a "party of their own", go that iLi becomes what v
he described Communists €9 be, i.e., though an integral »art cf

the working class, they have & view of the class struggle 25 s whole
and rot just of the imzedlnte demandsy end thet they are internztion-
allst and not netlonallsts. — ‘

After Narx unfurled that grest historic.class and internation~
&l banner in the Communist lianifesto, and particivated in toth the
. 1248 revolutlons and the greatest revolutlon of him day--the 1871
reris Commune, ke erlticized unflapgginly +he 1875 SIF sragran:

‘the Critique of the Gotha Frosrem, to ‘which only V.I. Lenin
RAESUTel UD Imewkx ; - X :
EdmEi eSSy --and rot with Farty, but with State and Revolution...

Yhen Felyneaux doeg get to mention Lenirn's Fhilosophic Note=-
booke, ne has nothlng to sszy, axcusing himself on the grounds that
ho'll discuss philogophy when ke deals with Gramsei. ind when he
finally deals with Gramszelts Philoasephy of Fraxis, he does anct
return e Lanin, nuch less grapple with Zenin's statenment, “"Bog-
nition not only reflects tha world, but crsates it." It doesn't
oven enter the Tony Cillffite mentality that that i3 exactly where
Ihedgrzgt ;ragﬁgy cggai in, that‘is to say, wheraas lenin rgoifan-

zed himseli, 8 podtion on 3iate and Revolutlon, on Imnerislism, y
on tae lationzl Question and ColonialXisnm, dials tics~“pregeriﬁ*yimf
and on tha Will, he has_ggjzggprganized his=© Y T—the =arty.

Had John Zolynaaux paid 20y Aitention to the single word, dialectic,
that Lenin uses in his Will regarding Bukharin, he would have gotten
2 great deal Further in comprehension of Lenin's concents than the
whole 188 pages of his booX. His full Trotskyist mentzality comes
out most clearly whan he deals with Luxemburz: he is so hanny that
there he can appear to se for spontanalty that he doesn't even inow
how economist_he is and how he gteps back inte vanguardism as he
attribu¥es. o -uxemburg's mistakes to a2 single phenomanon--

ner suppoged lack of appreciation for ths "uneveness of developmen<."
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