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CHILeAN HISTOrY HeLpS US UNderSTANd OUr fIgHT
In 1970, Salvador Allende Gossens came to
power under the flag of the Popular Unity Party.
Allende had socialist ideas. Behind him was a
massive mobilization of urban workers, students
and farm workers across Chile. The left had
united in a single block, with the goal that Allende’s government would be “a revolutionary
and popular government that would open the road
to socialism.” All of this without armed revolution.
From the beginning of his government, the
bosses would not allow Allende to carry out even
the most minimal reforms. The groups of the radical right, with the help of the United States government, carried out three attempts to prevent
Allende from taking office. One was the assassination of the Commander-in-Chief of the Army,
Rene Schneider. All of this was to generate an environment in which military intervention would
be necessary.
On September 11, 1973 a military coup, financed by the CIA and the Chilean bourgeoisie,
overthrew Allende’s government. Then came the
dictatorship of Agusto Pinochet, who assassinated, tortured and disappeared more than 40,000
Chileans for more than 17 years.
During the Allende government, the leftist
movement put aside the military preparation of
their working-class base. In spite of the fact that
even the old communist movement in Chile

called for armed struggle, on September 11, the
scant preparation and mass work meant that only
200 people were willing to fight. In spite of having one of the largest parties in Latin America,
they did not mobilize the masses for communism
from the beginning. The consequence of this was
the coup and the weak response by the movement.
The International Communist Workers’ Party
must fight directly for Communism through
armed revolution, relying on the capacity of the
working class to fight for a better world.
The leftist parties were faced with the result of
their confidence and illusion in a revolution without weapons. Even armed groups like the MIR
(Movimiento de Izquierda Revolucionaria) which
claimed to be communist lacked a mass movement among the working class. This is a fundamental lesson for our party.
At the end of the cold war, politics in Latin
America took a different turn. The military dictatorships which were repressive and murderous
in a direct way would be ended. The capitalistsimperialists would seek new faces to mask capitalist cruelty.
This was reflected in Chile. In 1988, under
pressure from international organizations, the
Chilean dictatorship called for a plebiscite in
which Chileans would vote YES or NO. YES
meant that Pinochet would continue being presi-

dent. NO meant that Pinochet would leave the
government in 1990 and convene elections after
17 years.
The dictator could never imagine the impact
that the publicity campaign of the NO side could
have. All of the liberal and leftist parties united
in a struggle for the NO vote. This road united
different ideological sectors to simply get rid of
Pinochet, but benefited capitalism by giving the
illusion of victory to the Chilean people after the
dictatorship. They take away the essential things,
respect for our lives, and we have seen it as a victory.
The NO won the plebiscite. The Pinochet era
came to its end. However, as in El Salvador, ending a military dictatorship does not mean that all
the problems are solved or that they can be
solved.
We have seen in recent years how thousands
of teachers, students, and miners have taken to
the streets to fight. The fundamental contradictions of capitalism remain, with or without
Pinochet. All of this shows again that the worker
does not have to fight for reforms, for a law, for
a plebiscite. We must build a mass movement for
an armed communist revolution. As long as capitalism exists, the movement of the working class
to destroy it will be constant.

“Without revolutionary theory there can be no revolutionary movement.” Lenin, What Is To Be Done

History of Dialectics:
MAO’S LATe dIALeCTICS, pArT II
Revisionism means pro-capitalist ideas and
policies that claim to be Marxist. In the early
1960s, the Communist Party of China (CPC) was
engaged in an ideological fight against the revisionism of the Soviet communist party (CPSU)
and against the CPC’s own internal revisionism.
As part of this struggle, the CPC organized a conference in Beijing in October 1963 calling on philosophy and social science workers to fight
revisionism.
Mao Zedong worked together with Zhou Yang,
who gave the main speech at the conference. It
reviewed the history of Marxist dialectics and attacked Soviet philosophers who were trying to
water down dialectics. These revisionist philosophers claimed that contradictions could be resolved without one side defeating the other, by
opposites merging and becoming unified. This
wrong idea about resolving contradictions served
the Soviet leaders’ line that capitalism could be
eliminated without revolution, by a “peaceful
transition.”
“All conservatives and opportunists,” Zhou
Yang said, “all those who do not desire but fear
revolution, dread change and evade or deny contradictions. On the contrary, all revolutionaries
who take upon themselves the transformation of
the world desire change, courageously face contradictions and resolve them by revolutionary
means.”
Mao’s contribution to this speech included his
version of Lenin’s idea that the essence of dialectics was “the division of a unity into mutually exclusive opposites and their reciprocal relation.”
Mao’s way of putting this was “in a unified thing,
one divides into two, it changes because of the
mutual struggle of two parts.”
Soon after the anti-revisionist conference,
right-winger Yang Xianzhen, head of the CPC’s
philosophy school, started to teach students that
the basic principle of dialectics was not Mao’s

“one divides into two” but “two combine into
one,” This slogan expressed the idea that resolving a contradiction means that the two sides
merge, precisely the Soviet philosophers’ idea
that Mao and Zhou had attacked at the conference. This began a year-long public debate on
whether the sides of a contradiction can unify or
not.
Mao on Resolution of Contradictions
At that time, Marxist philosophy called the result of resolving a contradiction “synthesis.” Mao
used a number of unofficial channels to give a
new formulation of synthesis.
The leftist philosopher Ai Siqi wrote down a
very valuable conclusion by Mao from the summer of 1964. Mao said: “Synthesis is just the
completed development of one side, the elimination of one side, and the resolution of the contradiction.”
In August 1964 Mao gave a talk on philosophy
that was published by Red Guards during the
Cultural Revolution. He said: “How can synthesis happen? The [capitalist] Guomindang and the
Communist Party are two opposites. On the
mainland synthesis was precisely this way—you
all saw it. Their armed forces arrived and we ate
them up, piece by piece. There was no synthesis
of two peacefully coexisting sides. They do not
want peaceful coexistence, they want to eat us
up…. One eats up another, big fish eat little fish,
this is what synthesis is. No previous writings
have described such errors [about synthesis], and
my writing also has not described them.”
In a speech at Hangzhou in December 1965,
Mao added a little more: “To synthesize is just to
eat the enemy up. How did we synthesize the
Guomindang? We captured rank-and-file soldiers
but did not kill them. Some were let go but the
greater part replenished our army. We seized all
weapons, provisions, and all kinds of equipment.

“Synthesizing the Guomindang was just eating
it up, absorbing the larger part, and discarding a
small part. This is learned from Marx. Marx removed the outer shell of Hegel’s philosophy, absorbed the valuable inner core, and transformed
it into materialistic dialectics.”
In China today, capitalism is triumphant and
the philosophical gains of the 1960s have been
reversed. Textbooks now claim that the sides of
a contradiction can merge together, or that they
can co-exist without destroying each other. One
text claims that “although there is significant
competition among the economies of different
countries, the present economic process of globalization should jointly develop on the basis of
equality, in a mutually beneficial way.” In other
words, China can create an empire without challenging other empires—a myth that serves the interests of China’s new bosses.
Rejecting this nonsense, our communist movement can learn from and spread widely the true
dialectics that China’s past revolutionaries helped
develop and fought for.

