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Preface by the Proponent 

As a hardline Socialist, hoping for LANDS to be a hardline Socialist party in Jamaica, I find myself 

between 2 brick walls. Often, I am disappointed when the People’s National Party drifts from 

Democratic Socialism and uncritically embraces Liberalism and Capitalism. At the same time, I get 

annoyed when Anarchists and ultra-Leftists from North America and Europe feel that it is their 

place to judge Socialist governments and Socialist movements in the Global South.  

Some of these self-labelled revolutionaries, who have never accomplished anything in their lives, 

feel that they possess some credible yardstick to measure whether the governments of Cuba, 

Venezuela, Angola, Mozambique, the DPRK, Viet Nam, China, or other countries are truly 

Socialist. 

What is ironic about these puritanical Marxists is that they pay no attention to Marx, and they have 

no understanding of class struggle and history beyond the idea that we must overthrow the 

bourgeoisie. They don’t understand who the bourgeoisie is, or why workers must overthrow it. 

They don’t even understand Capitalism or how there are asymmetrical experiences of it.  

While oppressed by Capitalism, the biggest worry in Jamaica is not the Jamaican businessman, but 

the agents of imperialism who are present in our country. By this, I mean the IMF, the WTO, and 

the USA; these entities force us to adopt self-destructive policies, pushing their liberal values on an 

economy and society that want to resist Liberalism. 

I am not supporting some ultra-Nationalist idea to favour collaboration with local Capitalists over 

any foreign force. I do not agree that we should be picking fights with our Caribbean neighbours 

like Trinidad & Tobago, and I am not endorsing the idea that particular identity struggles or 

human rights issues should be treated as something brought “from foreign” to Jamaica.  

Since our colonial times, we have been extremely dependent on trade and tourism to determine 

our economic character. Our local producers do not get to export much, and our tourism workers 

are overworked and underpaid; we are constantly pressured to keep our wages and the prices of 

our exports low, while we are faced with high prices for the oil, food, and clothing that we import. 

Our dollar is sliding into the gravel of the global economic playground, and there is little or 

nothing that we can do about it. These issues worry us more than the theoretical assumptions that 

are made by persons who are not familiar with our conditions. 

While sitting comfortably behind the same Capitalist gun that is pointed towards Cuba, some 

American and European Leftists feel the need to condemn Cuba for making small steps to 

liberalise its economy, and they have criticised other Socialist governments for not being perfect. 
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Some also whine about authoritarianism in Cuba and other Third World states, claiming to oppose 

US intervention while repeating the narratives that the imperialists use to justify it.  

The puritanical Leftists have no understanding of imperialism beyond boring academic references, 

and they talk and talk without any sign of action on their own part. Instead of demanding their 

imperialist government to end the blockade, they fan off Cuba and look the other way, then sit in 

their comfortable armchairs to criticise Cuba. While failing to do anything themselves, they expect 

revolutionary governments and movements in the Global South to be perfect. It is easy to be free 

from criticism when one has nothing that can be seen, much less criticised; such is the pathetic 

armchair puritan.  
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Introduction 

The Communist Manifesto was written by Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels as a response to the 

conditions that existed under Capitalism; this is well-known and universally understood, but the 

details are often ignored. Orthodox Marxism is simply incompatible with the reality of the Third 

World and Global South; the irony, however, is that the successful Marxist revolutions have only 

come about in the conditions that exist in the Third World and Global South. This is what led to 

further developments of Marxism by Lenin, and further developments of Marxism-Leninism by 

Chairman Mao. 

Mao’s concept of New Democracy should not be seen as a standalone idea, but instead as 

something that challenges the European Marxist model of the progression of history.  As Mao and 

Cabral accepted that Orthodox Marxist theory was incompatible with the realities of their own 

countries, the Caribbean must do the same and construct its own theory of history in which 

Socialism has its place. Marxism-Leninism, Maoism1, and other ideological schools of thought can 

be developed into something that fits our Caribbean reality.  

  

                                                 
1 Mao Zedong Thought, not Marxism-Leninism-Maoism 
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Marx & Engels 

The first thing that needs to be looked at is Marx’s theory of history, his idea of the progression of 

history through class struggle. He speaks of multiple eras, but mostly of the era of Capitalism, 

where the bourgeoisie oppresses the proletariat. He hopes that the proletariat will one day revolt 

against the bourgeoisie and establish Socialism. Socialism is a period where the society will 

transition into Communism, a stateless and classless society.  

Anyone becomes easily familiar with Marx as someone who just dislikes the bourgeoisie and 

supports a revolution by the proletariat, but persons often misunderstand this. Many persons think 

that “the bourgeoisie” refers to “the ruling class” and that “the proletariat” refers to “the working 

class” but this is an oversimplification of what Marx was actually saying. Marx outlined different 

eras of history; in each era, he identifies a ruling class, and then a class that revolts against the 

ruling class to end that era and create a new era. Capitalism was just one era, and he saw it as better 

than any of the eras that existed before it, but that it had major flaws that would cause it to 

collapse like any other era. 

What existed before Capitalism was Feudalism. Feudalism was the arrangement of society around 

military relations that existed among the nobility; in simpler terms, families with fancy titles 

governed areas of land that they controlled by military force. When feudal empires in Western 

Europe expanded to colonise the rest of the world, they had an economic boom which gave 

wealth to a growing class of merchants, and drove the Industrial Revolution. These empires 

practised an economic policy called Mercantilism, where the government had absolute control 

over trade. In addition to Mercantilism, there were other problems with Feudalism which made 

the growing merchant class feel limited in their economic ambitions2. Feudalism became 

challenged by the ideology of Liberalism; Liberalism advocated for the primacy of private 

property, the replacement of nobility with a constitutional government with rule of law, and the 

replacement of Mercantilism with free trade. 

Liberalism was a popular ideology among the emerging merchant class, which Marx refers to as 

the bourgeoisie. Marx says that the bourgeoisie led revolutions against the nobility, which meant a 

change from Feudalism to Capitalism. In Feudalism, the ruling class was the nobility, and the new 

ruling class3 in Capitalism was the bourgeoisie. 

                                                 
2 “The feudal system of industry, in which industrial production was monopolised by closed guilds, now no lo nger 

sufficed for the growing wants of the new markets” (Marx and Engels 1848) 
3 “The modern bourgeois society that has sprouted from the ruins of feudal society has not done away with class 

antagonisms. It has but established new classes, new conditions of oppression, new forms of struggle in place of the 

old ones” (Marx and Engels 1848) 
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While many persons reduce Marx’s work to simply being a call to revolt against Capitalism, they 

must first understand that Marx saw the bourgeoisie as a revolutionary class that abolished 

Feudalism and all the evils that came before it4. Before the bourgeois revolutions against 

Feudalism, Capitalism did not really exist.  

Marx’s writings, about a proletarian revolution against the bourgeoisie, are applicable in an 

industrialised society; an industrialised society is what we can refer to as a Capitalist society. Just as 

the merchant class emerged properly as a class in Feudalism, the “proletariat” that Marx refers to 

did not emerge as a class until a society moved from Feudalism to Capitalism. The industrialisation 

that takes place is what leads to the creation of the proletariat. Before the bourgeois revolutions 

against Feudalism, “the proletariat” did not really exist.  The idea of ‘proletarian class struggle’ did 

not exist before the Industrial Revolution5, because the proletariat did not exist, but class struggle 

had still existed before that6, because class didn’t start with the bourgeoisie and proletariat.  

The Communist Manifesto’s notes, on the bourgeoisie and the proletariat, must be understood as 

relating specifically to the conditions which existed in Western Europe. The “bourgeoisie” cannot 

be a broad label for every ruling class, and the “proletariat” cannot be a broad label for every 

oppressed class; misusing the terms like this is what has led to a misunderstanding of Socialism 

among both supporters and opponents, where curious new Socialists become misled. Proposed 

solutions to problems then become dogmatic, being based on assumptions of universal conditions. 

We need to understand that the “proletariat” was really the class of European workers who 

emerged after Western Europe experienced its Industrial Revolution7. The original idea of Marxist 

revolution was that it was to occur in these European countries8, because Marx’s work was a 

response to the class society9 that developed in Capitalist conditions10 that existed in Western 

Europe and nowhere else at the time. The idea of “proletarian revolution” could not exist in 

societies that did not have proletarians. 

  

                                                 
4 “The bourgeoisie, historically, has played a most revolutionary part” (Marx and Engels 1848, 15) 
5 “The Proletariat originated in the industrial revolution” (Engels 1847) 
6 Proletarians have not always existed, but “there have always been poor and working classes” (Engels 1847) 
7 “The Proletariat originated in the industrial revolution, which took place in England” (Engels 1847) 
8 “it had to occur simultaneously in the most highly industrialised countries” (Castro Ruz 2009, 389) 
9 “The proletariat is the child of Capitalism – of world capitalism” (Lenin 1916) 
10 “Socialism emerged as an ideology within the capitalist society” (Rodney 1972) 
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Nevertheless, Marx’s model of the progression of history through class struggle is not to be 

entirely dismissed. It is a very useful model. The problem is not the model itself, but the 

misapplication of assumptions based on Western European observations to societies which did 

not have the same conditions as Western Europe. If we are to be scientific about our approach to 

problems, we must adapt our approach to the context and conditions in which these problems 

exist.  
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Lenin and the Russian Revolution 

The Russian Empire was not yet as industrialised as the countries in Western Europe, when Lenin 

and his Comrades had led the Russian Revolution and established the Soviet Union. Lenin 

therefore had to ensure that “his whole theory and practice was cut to fit these Russian 

conditions”11. Two things that are associated with Lenin are the idea of the vanguard party and the 

New Economic Policy; he received heavy criticism from Anarchists and some Orthodox Marxists 

for these things. 

The idea of the vanguard party is that there should be a dictatorship of the proletariat, where a 

Communist party takes control of the state in the interests of the working class . In practice, 

Marxist-Leninist states have tended to be one-party states, where opposition to the ruling party is 

often repressed. It tends to be a justification of authoritarian tendencies of Socialist parties, based 

on the presence of serious threats to the revolutionary government. The local reactionary elements 

and the foreign imperialists12 will both work together to overthrow the revolutionary government, 

and the revolutionary government must therefore remain vigilant against these threats, repressing 

them by any means necessary. 

The overall Communist ideology is about achieving a society that does not have a state or any 

social classes, which is why the idea of an authoritarian state got backlash from Anarchists and 

some Orthodox Marxists. Communism itself is an anarchic concept, since there will be no state. 

Anarchists are impatient for this era, and want to move rather quickly in abolishing the state, but 

Lenin saw this as impractical, making a distinction between Marx’s call for the state to wither away 

along with class conflict, and the Anarchist call to abolish it immediately13. It was particularly 

impractical for his peoples, as they faced imperial forces working against them. 

The state, in general, is seen as a tool for asserting the interests of the ruling class. In the minds of 

Marxist-Leninists, the ruling class in Capitalism was the bourgeoisie, so Capitalism was a 

‘dictatorship of the bourgeoisie’ but the ruling class in Socialism is the proletariat, so the purpose 

of the state must be to establish a ‘dictatorship of the proletariat’ 14 so that the workers’ interests 

are asserted. The Leninist state, therefore, acts in the interests of the people.   

                                                 
11 Luxemburg Versus Lenin (Mattick 1935) 
12 “mercenary forces destroyed farmlands, villages, health centres, and power stations” (Parenti 2015) 
13 The “Withering Away” of the State, and Violent Revolution (Lenin, Chapter I: Class Society and the State 1917) 
14 “no other way but to replace this dictatorship with the dictatorship of the proletariat” (Lenin 1918) 
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The idea of authoritarianism being necessary15 is not something that Lenin himself invented, as it 

was a viewpoint that was held by Friedrich Engels16, who co-wrote The Communist Manifesto 

with Marx. Political power does not grow out of books, cute ideas, or fancy words; political power 

grows out of action17. 

Another major thing associated with Lenin is the NEP18. The Russian Empire was not 

industrialised and economically-developed when the Russian Revolution occurred. Unlike Western 

Europe, the Russian Empire was in the era of Feudalism instead of Capitalism. At the time, there 

was no clear distinction between understandings of Capitalism and understandings of 

industrialisation. To industrialise the economy, Lenin decided to adopt a policy of State Capitalism. 

In the eras outlined in Marx’s theory of history and the order in which the eras should occur, 

Capitalism was supposed to exist after Feudalism and before Socialism. Lenin received 

condemnation from Anarchists and Orthodox Marxists for this, but it was arguably necessary. 

Capitalism involves efficient production as technology improves; a profit motive drives Capitalists 

to arrange productive processes to maximise production and profit . Goods are eventually 

produced in significant excesses, but there is a failure to distribute the excesses properly. The call 

for Socialism then comes in response to Capitalism’s failure to address issues like the labour 

exploitation, wealth disparity, poverty, and unemployment. Still, it is disingenuous to deny that 

Capitalism is a system in which there is incentive and motivation to produce as much as possible; 

this, in addition to the division of labour and the introduction of new technologies, are what make 

Capitalism efficient. 

Capitalism thrives on the exploitation of labour, but it is no worse than slavery or serfdom, which 

existed as dominant modes of production before, under Slave Society and Feudalism. It is when 

Capitalism achieves the efficiency that it does, that the workers have the opportunity to take 

control of a productive economy. If the economy is not efficient or productive enough, there will 

not be enough resources to properly distribute. This is the paradox that many Socialist movements 

were faced with in the Global South, as capital flight threatened the stability  and ambitions of 

Socialist projects in Cuba, Guyana, Mozambique, Jamaica, and other countries. 

  

                                                 
15 “Was an open, pluralistic, democratic socialism actually possible at this historic juncture?” (Parenti 2015) 
16 “A revolution is certainly the most authoritarian thing there is” (Engels, On Authority 1872) 
17 “Political power grows out of the barrel of a gun” (Mao 1938) 
18 The ‘New Economic Policy’ which succeeded War Communism  
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With the NEP, Lenin didn’t try to bring all the evils of Capitalism to the Soviet Union. He simply 

wanted some of the benefits of Capitalism, namely the industrialisation and the economic 

efficiency. He wanted to “build Capitalism under a dictatorship of the proletariat”19. One major 

aspect of this was allowing farms to be privately owned by the peasants who worked on them, as 

opposed to being owned by a landlord as in Feudalism, a ‘large farmer’ as in Capitalism, or the 

state as some would expect in Socialism. 

Before Lenin introduced the NEP, the government took all of the farmers’ produce at a fixed 

rate20. During Lenin’s NEP, the government only took a specific preset amount of produce, and 

the farmers were allowed to sell the rest. This motivated the farmers to work as hard as possible, 

because they could get to sell their produce for profit. Of course this model is very different from 

typical Capitalism, where someone would own the farm and pay wages while taking the rest of the 

farm’s income for profit, i.e. it was different from a situation where one profits from another’s 

labour. The NEP motivated farmers to work harder than they would under Capitalism, and it was 

a policy in which the workers had control, not a class of landowners or bureaucrats.  The NEP is 

not without its flaws, but the point is that it was a deviation from Orthodox Marxist thought 

which still achieved some things that Communists should consider to be good. 

Without actually understanding the NEP or Lenin’s intentions with State Capitalism, Anarchists 

and other puritanical Socialists try to discredit the Soviet Union, claiming that it is not Socialist 

because it practised State Capitalism. Some of these puritans go as far as to claim that no Socialist 

state has ever existed, simply because every Socialist state that was formed by a successful 

revolution identified as Marxist-Leninist21.   

                                                 
19 “Lenin had a truly ingenious idea” (Castro Ruz 2009, 388) 
20 “It takes away too much from the peasants at too low a price” (Mao 1956) 
21 They bash Lenin “but offer little evidence to demonstrate that other paths could have been taken” (Parenti 2015) 
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Mao and China 

In China, Mao and his Comrades were faced with a similar situation to the revolutionaries in 

Russia. China was still mostly in the era of Feudalism, and had not reached the era of Capitalism in 

terms of the development of their productive forces. They wanted to move from Feudalism to 

Socialism without allowing the evils of Capitalism – i.e. the bourgeoisie monopolising power – to 

become China’s reality. 

Mao thus posits a theory of New Democracy, where revolution must take place in 2 distinct 

stages, with the first being to defeat the feudalists and expel the imperialists, and the second being 

to establish Socialism. It is called ‘New Democracy’  because the first step departs from the typical 

model of bourgeois-democratic revolution against Feudalism, where the bourgeoisie monopolises 

power after defeating Feudalism. 

China had already done away with its feudal political system, but Mao still considered the society 

and its politics to be semi-feudal, and he still considered the economy to be predominantly feudal. 

There was a republican revolution against the monarchy in 1911, but no ruling class properly 

emerged afterwards, so China was still in the period of class struggle which exists at the beginning 

and end of each era. 

With foreign powers playing an increasing role in Chinese politics and economics, Mao considered 

the economy to be going in a colonial direction rather than seeing China industrialise itself and 

have its own Capitalism. Mao therefore drew a distinction between the national bourgeoisie and 

the international bourgeoisie. The national bourgeoisie was the local merchant class that emerged 

under Feudalism, but never became the ruling class because China was not yet industrialised. The 

international bourgeoisie was made up of foreign Capitalists who benefitted from colonialism. 

Mao believed that the national bourgeoisie had the potential to play a revolutionary role in 

opposing imperialism and even the local remnants of the feudal era, like the warlords 22. Mao 

emphasised this revolutionary role because China was not a Capitalist country in which the 

national bourgeoisie was the ruling class, but was instead a feudal country which was a victim of 

imperialism and colonialism23. He does not have the same view about Russia, because the 

bourgeoisie in Russia was different24; Russian society was on the eve of its own Capitalist era, their 

bourgeoisie had different interests25, and they had different material conditions altogether. 

                                                 
22 “the Chinese national bourgeoisie retains a certain revolutionary quality” (Mao 1940) 
23 “because China is a colonial and semi-colonial country” (Mao 1940) 
24 “the Russian bourgeoisie was entirely lacking in revolutionary quality” (Mao 1940) 
25 “radical divergence of interests” (Lenin, Alliance Between the Workers and Exploited Peasants 1917) 
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Mao did not believe that the bourgeoisie of China or anywhere in the Global South was 

exceptional in its dual character26, and these ideas were not based on some need to justify a 

compromise that he felt guilty for. It was all about the context in which the class existed, and what 

class struggle was taking place. There was a convergence of interests of the masses and the 

national bourgeoisie. 

The masses and the national bourgeoisie both had an interest in expelling the imperialists, which 

was the priority of the first stage outlined in Mao’s model of New Democracy27. The second stage 

would be to establish Socialism, but could not be accomplished without this first stage28. Socialism 

could not be accomplished overnight, and definitely could not be properly accomplished without 

the masses of China having self-determination. It is important to understand this when analysing 

critiques of Third World revolutions by people who live in the comforts of the First World and 

Second World; they have no understanding of the material conditions that exist here29. 

Class struggle drives history in Marx’s model, because Marx posits Economic Determinism, where 

class interests determine people’s actions. The oppressed classes will keep struggling against their 

oppressors until Communism is achieved, when classes and states no longer exist.  The reality is 

that some of China’s bourgeois elements were on the anti-feudal and anti-imperial side of the class 

struggle at the time. 

Mao did not advocate for uncritical class collaboration with the bourgeoisie. Mao recognised its 

proneness to become a reactionary class30, and condemned it for already being involved in 

exploitation31. Nevertheless, he still made a distinction between the national bourgeoisie and the 

‘big bourgeoisie’ – the latter was more open to foreign colonial and foreign Capitalist interests 32, 

and it would be what some persons call the ‘comprador bourgeoisie’ today. 

Puritan Leftists would cringe and refer to this as class collaboration, and then use that to claim that 

Mao is a fascist and not someone who believes in Marxist class struggle. This would be 

disingenuous. Class collaboration is collaboration between the ruling class and the oppressed 

classes, which is opposed to class struggle. The bourgeoisie was not the ruling class of China in 

Mao’s time; the ruling class was the feudal class. 

                                                 
26 “Even the bourgeoisie in European and American history” (Mao 1940) 
27 “The present task of the revolution in China is to fight imperialism and feudalism ” (Mao 1940) 
28 “and socialism is out of the question until this task is completed” (Mao 1940) 
29 “We are not utopians and cannot divorce ourselves from the actual conditions confronting us” (Mao 1940) 
30 “it is unwilling to break with imperialism completely” (Mao 1940) 
31 “it is closely associated with the exploitation of the rural areas” (Mao 1940) 
32 “it nestled in the arms of the imperialists” (Mao 1940) 
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Marx himself says that it is the role of the bourgeoisie to engage in class struggle against the feudal 

class, to end Feudalism. The classes that Mao wanted to unite were all anti -feudal classes, and he 

wanted to ensure that they shared power after Feudalism ended, as opposed to having the 

bourgeoisie monopolise it as they did after most bourgeois revolutions against Feudalism. For a 

Westerner to criticise this would be hypocritical, as no Western society has managed to abolish 

Feudalism without embracing bourgeois rule and Capitalism; no Western society has managed to 

neglect its material conditions and embrace Socialism in some magical fix-all revolution. 

One of the shortcomings of European Marxists was the focus on one class at a time, in leading 

class struggle. In each era, Marx focused on one class. In Feudalism, he focused on the bourgeoisie 

while failing to sufficiently mention the peasantry. In Capitalism, he again focuses on the urban 

proletariat while failing to sufficiently mention the peasantry. Mao embraces the role of the 

peasantry in revolution, making up for Marx’s shortcomings here. 

The entire point of Mao’s writing on New Democracy is to set the conditions for Socialism 

without embracing Capitalism, by going about the democratic revolution differently from Western 

societies did. Instead of two distinct revolutions, there would be two ‘stages’ of New Democracy . 

Liberal Democracy and Capitalism – if allowed to last too long – would have led to dictatorship of 

the bourgeoisie, but Mao wanted to achieve Socialism, which was dictatorship of the proletariat. 

China did not stay on this Maoist path, and has recently embraced Capitalist economics while 

attempting to maintain Communist politics. It would seem that countries in the Global South have 

no choice but to yield some concessions to Capitalism. 

There is no prescribed path to move from Colonialism to Socialism, and Orthodox Marxists tend 

to dismiss anti-colonial movements and national liberation movements as anti-Marxist. They want 

the people of the Global South to fight in an uneven battlefield with no guarantee that the people 

of the Global South will be liberated from the situation that we live in now.  The USA and Western 

European countries had already had their bourgeois revolutions and resolved questions of their 

sovereignty, with many former colonies not yet having their equivalents as independence has not 

given us true sovereignty. Sovereignty is a serious issue for all countries, but it is something that 

those who live in core countries can take for granted. 

Even if there was global Socialism, we would not want it to be one where there are a few 

industrialised core areas with high standards of living, whereas the rest of the world would just 

provide raw materials. At that time, when there is a ‘dictatorship of the proletariat’ – it would be a 

European, American, or Chinese proletariat, and not a global one. Before embracing Capitalism 

itself, China realised this with the USSR. 
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It is important for Leftists to embrace the uncomfortable possibility of China becoming one of 

these new metropoles33, just as Chinese Communists had to do with the USSR. We should not 

however make the mistake of siding with Western anti-Socialist powers against China, like China 

did against the USSR in the 1970s34. China’s foreign policy that resulted from the Three Worlds 

Theory was undoubtedly a mistake. The international Communist movement must not make the 

same mistake now in treating China like it treated the USSR during the Sino-Soviet split. 

What must exist is not a dictatorship solely of the proletariat, but an alliance among the proletariat 

and the peasantry. This view is held by Lenin35, Stalin36, and Mao37. This logic can be translated to 

the global scale; what must exist is not a dictatorship where the proletariat of the developed world 

feels an entitlement to power, but one where the masses of the Global South do not have to 

compromise their self-determination. 

We must address the extent to which a planned economy may harm the peasantry, and the extent 

to which the labour aristocracy controls the state. It is possible that the state represents only a 

subset of the working class, as opposed to the entire working class38. Mao criticised the USSR for 

its harsh policies towards the peasantry39 during the early days before the NEP. While admitting 

that the peasantry must have a share in state power, and that the urban proletariat is only a 

minority, Stalin made the mistake of still continuing to assert the old doctrine that politics must 

centre on the interests of the urban proletariat40 in the alliance between workers and peasants. 

While Communism is a stateless and classless society, Socialism is a transitory period in which the 

state still exists with a lot of power; classes still exist within Socialism, and we must be careful to 

address the conflicting interests among them without unconditionally holding the interests of any 

particular class above all others.  

  

                                                 
33 China’s Plan to Become a Superpower (Hoxha 1978) 
34 “alliance with American imperialism against Soviet social-imperialism” (The Theory of "Three Worlds" 1978) 
35 “make it obligatory” (Lenin, Alliance Between the Workers and Exploited Peasants 1917) 
36 “strengthen the alliance between the workers and the main mass of the peasantry” (Stalin 1927) 
37 “the alliance of workers and peasants” (Mao 1949) 
38 “the proletariat constitutes a minority, and the peasantry the overwhelming majority” (Stalin 1927) 
39 “measures which squeeze the peasants very hard” (Mao 1956) 
40 “strengthen within this alliance the leading role of the proletariat” (Stalin 1927) 
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One often ignored class contradiction is between the proletariat and the peasantry41. Mao speaks 

of an urban/rural contradiction42, a core/periphery dynamic within China that is antagonistic 

during Capitalism. Some persons make the mistake of assuming that this contradiction disappears 

once there is a Socialist dictatorship of the proletariat, but it doesn’t . Mao admitted that the 

contradiction still existed in China, but that it had become a non-antagonistic one43 instead of 

remaining antagonistic. 

Mao warned that upholding the supremacy of any class – whether it is the state, the urban 

proletariat, or the peasants – would compromise Socialism44. Here, he is not calling for mercy on 

the bourgeoisie; he is calling for an understanding that the alliance between the proletariat and the 

peasantry is to benefit both the proletariat and the peasantry. Here, again, is why we must avoid 

making the same mistake that many Western Marxists do in assuming that the ‘proletariat’ is the 

only working class. 

The times have changed since Mao, and some countries – especially small Caribbean islands – are 

no longer made up of mostly peasantry. It is difficult to describe the working-class masses in the 

Global South, as the expansion of the service sector has led to many jobs that are not typically 

associated with material production, and some self-employed persons45 in the Global South do not 

fit into the typical bourgeois/proletarian dichotomy. Domestic workers also don’t fit into the 

typical bourgeois/proletarian dichotomy; while some work for a wage, they aren’t producing 

something from which profits can be measured, so they have no ‘means of production’ to seize, 

therefore their liberation must be conceptualised differently. 

Additionally, even ‘industrial’ activities that take place in the Global South are often basic 

supplementary processes that feed into industries that are based in the Global North. With this 

said, Mao’s understandings should be used as a metaphor for the global scale as well, where the 

intellectuals and workers in the metropolitan countries do not feel somehow more enlightened or 

entitled to lead a global alliance. 

  

                                                 
41 “the contradiction between the working class and the peasant class” (Mao 1937) 
42 “the contradiction between town and country is an extremely antagonistic one” (Mao 1937) 
43 “this antagonistic contradiction has changed into one that is non-antagonistic” (Mao 1937) 
44 “consideration to only one side, whichever it may be, is harmful” (Mao 1956) 
45 Barbers, hairdressers, individual street vendors, mechanics, etc. 
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Marx expected that Capitalism would push the proletariat to revolt, but Capitalism is not the 

biggest problem facing the masses of the world just yet. One of the biggest problems is 

imperialism, which is why most Marxist-Leninist revolutions were for national liberation and not 

specifically Capitalism46. The proletarians of the core have become accustomed to particular 

comforts which they may lose during a revolution, or which they may not be entitled to when the 

masses of the Global South demand their own liberation. 

Chairman Mao said that “Qualitatively different contradictions can only be resolved by 

qualitatively different methods. For instance, the contradiction between the proletariat and the 

bourgeoisie is resolved by the method of socialist revolution; the contradiction between the great 

masses of the people and the feudal system is resolved by the method of democratic revolution; 

the contradiction between the colonies and imperialism is resolved by the method of national 

revolutionary war”47. 

Many Leftists make the mistake that Capitalism is the only contradiction; this fails to account for 

other contradictions which the masses of the Third World face. Another common mistake is an 

understanding of imperialism that is reduced to simply a consequence of Capitalism. The idea that 

imperialism is the highest stage of Capitalism has been misconstrued. It originally spoke of the fact 

that Capitalism can become monopolistic, and that the ambitions of the most successful  Capitalists 

will stretch across national borders; it spoke of the fact that Capitalists eventually develop imperial 

ambitions. 

Imperialism was also the highest stage of Feudalism, however, where nobles in Europe had sought 

to subordinate entire nations in other parts of the world, and they did not go about this in the 

most economically-sound way. 

The relationship between imperialism and Capitalism has now been mistaken to mean that 

Capitalism is the ultimate origin of imperialism and that imperialism never existed before 

Capitalism. This misconstruction fails to account for both economic and non-economic 

experiences of imperialism which predated Capitalism, and which still have devastating impacts on 

ex-colonies in the modern world; these impacts are exacerbated by Capitalism, of course. 

  

                                                 
46 “Real social change involved winning indigenous control over the forces of production” (Meisenhelder 2007) 
47 On Contradiction (Mao 1937) 
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In reducing all contradictions to a consequence of Capitalism, some Leftists then fail to properly 

understand these various contradictions and the forces at play. They assume every society is the 

same in class structure and material conditions, ignoring the fact that many Third World countries 

didn’t have their productive forces developed like Western European countries did, and thus did 

not necessarily develop the same class structure. 

It is an error to reduce all struggles in the world to a monolithic struggle ‘against Capitalism’ and 

assume that all contradictions will disappear once Capitalism is destroyed and Socialism is 

established; it is also an error to think that Socialism can fix all problems and that it can therefore 

be implemented immediately in any situation to fix everything that is going on there.  

Mao said “The principle of using different methods to resolve different contradictions is one 

which Marxist-Leninists must strictly observe. The dogmatists do not observe this principle; they 

do not understand that conditions differ in different kinds of revolution and so do not understand 

that different methods should be used to resolve different contradictions; on the contrary, they 

invariably adopt what they imagine to be an unalterable formula and arbitrarily apply it everywhere, 

which only causes setbacks to the revolution or makes a sorry mess of what was originally well 

done”48. It is regrettable that some persons who call themselves “Maoists” commit these grave 

dogmatic errors that Mao himself spoke of.  

  

                                                 
48 On Contradiction (Mao 1937) 
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Hoxha and China 

Hoxha was the leader of the Albanian Labour Party, the ruling party of Albania which professed 

Marxism-Leninism as its ideology. While relations between the USSR and China had deteriorated, 

Albania and China grew closer. Hoxha largely agreed with Mao, that the USSR was practising a 

form of imperialism. Relations between Albania and China had deteriorated later on, when Hoxha 

felt that China’s anti-USSR sentiments went too far, and were detrimental to Socialism. Hoxha also 

felt that China had imperialist ambitions of its own. 

Like Mao, Hoxha was critical of imperialism and the USSR’s paternalistic tendencies; he spoke of 

the USSR “which after Stalin's death and after the betrayal of Marxism-Leninism by the 

Khrushchevite leadership, was transformed into an imperialist superpower. For this purpose it 

exploited the great economic, technical and military potential built up by socialism”49. Essentially, 

he is criticising the USSR for taking advantage of core/periphery dynamics to develop its own 

economy. He was wary that China had wanted to do the same. 

Like Mao, Hoxha emphasises the importance of national liberation from colonialism. He clearly 

diverted from the Orthodox Marxist stance of opposing national liberation. He was wary of any 

Socialist movement that claimed an authority on some monolithic global narrative of Socialism, or 

any that attempted to support notions of “limited sovereignty”50 as opposed to full recognition of 

independence and sovereignty; this was the basis of his alliance with China against the USSR, and 

it later supposedly became the basis of his split with the Chinese Communists. Hoxha seemed to 

recognise some of the same premises upon which the Three Worlds Theory was built, but rejected 

it possibly because of what he saw as its problematic conclusion. 

Like Mao, Hoxha was wary of the way that Soviet intervention in national liberation movements 

was akin to American imperialist intervention, because it led to states which were dependent on 

the USSR. He felt that the USSR was using national liberation to create puppet states. Where 

Hoxha differs from the Chinese Communists is the conclusion of the Three Worlds Theory; 

China’s hostility to the USSR was so great that it concluded that it should try to have peaceful 

relations with the USA51. Hoxha was also very critical of non-aligned countries because he felt that 

they were more prone to being bought out by powerful Capitalist countries 52, and he resented 

China for being willing to work with non-Socialist countries in the Third World as allies. 

                                                 
49 China’s Plan to Become a Superpower (Hoxha 1978) 
50 “the supreme interests of the so-called socialist community” (The Theory of "Three Worlds" 1978) 
51 “an alliance with American imperialism” (Hoxha, The Theory of "Three Worlds" 1978) 
52 small countries side with big countries “which give them most aid” (Hoxha, The Theory of "Three Worlds" 1978) 
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One can easily agree with Hoxha that this was hypocritical. In the same way that China bashed the 

USSR as “revisionist” for being too friendly with the USA before, China was now embracing the 

USA. It was a flawed stance based on extremely simplistic premises, i.e. that both the USA and the 

USSR were imperialist, and that the USSR was stronger than the USA, therefore we should side 

with the USA against the USSR. The irony of this puritan stance is seen even today, as some 

European and American Communists spend more time criticising other Leftist movements than 

they spend on criticising imperialism. The policy which resulted from China’s embrace of the 

Three Worlds Theory was ridiculous, and it seems to have overshadowed the valid points it had. 

Nevertheless, Hoxha himself had puritanical standards which must be rejected. He said this 

nonsense about Mao and the Three Worlds Theory: “If he is the author who first formulated this 

so-called theory, this is further evidence that Mao Tsetung is not a Marxist. But even if he only 

adopted this theory from others, this, too, is proof enough that he is not a Marxist”53. This is 

ridiculous. This same logic was used by Orthodox Marxists to condemn Marxism-Leninism. Marx 

surely did not cover everything that Marxism became concerned with in the 20th and 21st 

centuries, including imperialism and national liberation. 

As Marx’s work was developed in a Western European context, it can’t be a one-size-fits-all 

solution for the entire world when different contexts and conditions exist. If Marxism claims any 

scientific character, it means that it must test new ideas, and hold no theory as sacred dogma. The 

idea that we must hold Marx’s ideas as sacred, and learn nothing new, is ridiculous. Theory must 

be linked to practice; the revolution must be built by the people. Marx is a dead European man 

from the 19th century; he was brilliant, but he cannot be our only source of direction.  

Further evidence of Hoxha’s Eurocentrism is that he stressed reference to the “proletariat” while 

referring to Third World countries, most of which were ex-colonies in the Global South, and he 

outright rejected any collaboration between the working classes and the other classes that existed 

in any country. He didn’t seem to understand the class relations that exist within Global South 

countries, and his understanding of imperialism seems limited to a post-Capitalist idea, despite 

imperialism predating Capitalism. He fails to see any possible role of the national bourgeoisie in 

national liberation. Hoxha says “Marxism-Leninism teaches us that the contradictions between a 

socialist country and capitalist and revisionist countries, which reflect contradictions between two 

classes with diametrically opposed interests, the working class and the bourgeoisie, are permanent, 

fundamental, irreconcilable”54. This is fundamentally flawed.  

                                                 
53 The Theory of the “Three Worlds” (Hoxha 1978) 
54 From “Imperialism and the Revolution” (Hoxha, The Theory of "Three Worlds" 1978) 
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Reducing Marxism to a conflict between the proletariat and the bourgeoisie is disingenuous, as 

Marxism is about the general theme of class struggle, and the proletariat and the bourgeoisie are 

just the 2 main classes that Marx focuses on when analysing the industrialised societies in Western 

Europe. He advocated for the proletariat to struggle against the bourgeoisie, in the specific context 

that the bourgeoisie was the ruling class. In much of the Third World, the proletariat did not 

necessarily exist as a significant class, and the national bourgeoisie in each country was not 

necessarily the ruling class. We have made our own stance clear on this issue55, as we embrace New 

Democracy. The class structure of post-colonial societies is very different from the class structure 

of industrialised post-feudal societies. 

Hoxha had valid criticisms of China’s hypocrisy; Chinese Communists bashed the USSR for its 

paternalistic stature, while wanting China to pursue a similar path. Hoxha also had valid critiques 

of the Three Worlds Theory, especially in the context of the fact that they led to China’s adoption 

of a pro-American foreign policy. During the rise of Deng, China essentially became what Mao 

hated about the USSR. Still, Hoxha’s Eurocentrism was problematic; he was disconnected from 

the Global South realities. Puritan Socialism, we see, leads to unnecessary sectarianism.  

  

                                                 
55 See pages 3-4 
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Amilcar Cabral and Guinea-Bissau 

Revolutionary movements in Guinea-Bissau could not follow the Orthodox Marxist path. As in 

China, the class structure of Guinea-Bissau was one where the proletariat was a small portion56 of 

the population, which was instead made up mostly of peasantry57. There were also bourgeois 

classes, a low petit-bourgeois class that identified with national liberation, and a comprador class 

that included some petit-bourgeoisie and some big bourgeoisie. There were factors58 that made the 

petit-bourgeoisie fit to participate in national liberation. 

This is the norm among many countries in what some persons call the periphery , Global South, or 

Third World; “peripheral societies are largely made-up of peasants, marginalized quasi-urbanites, 

the petty-bourgeoisie, and a small national elite”59. Revolution in such societies, then, cannot rely 

on the Eurocentric obsession with the “proletarian” class, and must instead focus on the 

peasantry60.  

Like Mao in his conception of New Democracy, Cabral looks at national liberation in 2 stages, 

with political revolution as only the first, in the same way that the model of New Democracy looks 

at the democratic revolution as only one stage. Cabral advocated for the inclusion of the petit-

bourgeoisie in revolutionary movements because of their education61, and possibly also because 

they were the urban class which the proletariat usually was. He did not, however, see the petit-

bourgeoisie as an unconditionally revolutionary class. Like Mao, he recognised that they have a 

dual character, and that they were vulnerable to temptations to value the maintenance of their 

privilege62 over achieving liberation for all their people. 

He even acknowledged that attraction to power and privilege could be the reason that some petit -

bourgeois persons become involved in political movements for national liberation63. What he thus 

demands is that they commit ‘class suicide’ which is embracing the anti -imperialist side of its dual 

character, while sacrificing its self-interested ambitions64. He did not think that this would happen 

magically, but rather that it would have to be pressured through the construction of a democratic 

culture, and democratic institutions which hold them accountable.   

                                                 
56 “the national proletariat was very small” (Meisenhelder 2007) 
57 “the majority of the residents of what was to become Guinea-Bissau were peasants” (Meisenhelder 2007) 
58 “education and its direct experience of colonial discrimination and imperialist exploitation” (Meisenhelder 2007) 
59 Amilcar Cabral's theory of class suicide and revolutionary socialism  (Meisenhelder 2007) 
60 Peasantry “would be the largest physical force in any successful social revolution” (Meisenhelder 2007) 
61 “extensive direct contact with both imperialism and revolutionary socialist theory” (Meisenhelder 2007) 
62 “preserve and reproduce itself as a privileged class” (Meisenhelder 2007) 
63 They could “retain positions and powers of leadership after a nationalist political victory” (Meisenhelder 2007) 
64 It must sacrifice its class position, privileges, and power” (Meisenhelder 2007) 
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Walter Rodney and Guyana 

Walter Rodney is well known for the book How Europe Underdeveloped Africa . He is a great source 

on anti-colonialism. He was a Marxist, but his ideas of struggle didn’t fall into the old strict 

‘proletariat versus bourgeoisie’ presumption, because the situation in Guyana was not the same as 

the situation in the mid-1800s in Europe. 

As a Black Marxist in the Third World, his understanding of Capitalism went beyond 2 classes that 

Karl Marx identified in Europe; like Lenin and Mao, Walter Rodney was concerned with national 

liberation from imperialism and imperial capital65. He saw multinational corporations as a bigger 

threat66 to the Guyanese masses than Guyana’s own bourgeois classes.  

He called for a movement of national unity67 which would include bourgeois classes68, but while 

acknowledging that class contradictions would still exist69 and that internal class struggle would still 

have its place70. 

To free itself from being enslaved to foreign capital, Guyana would need to develop its own 

industrial base71. This would supposedly improve the lives of everyone72 in the country. What 

Leftists in the core often forget is that it was their own bourgeoisie’s accumulation of capital that 

led to industrialisation, and then the emergence of the proletariat 73 as a class. The difference 

between their bourgeoisie and the bourgeois classes in the Third World is that their bourgeoisie 

has an imperial character, whereas the bourgeoisie of a small Third World country like Guyana can 

never reach the advanced stages of Capitalism to be able to take on an imperial character. 

Walter Rodney said that there could be debates among the national classes for mutually -acceptable 

agreements on working conditions and so on. He knew, well, that the defeat of the local 

bourgeoisie by a foreign bourgeoisie would be an inevitable disaster for workers’ rights in Guyana, 

where workers would not be able to bargain. While being able to ‘bargain’ isn’t the ideal condition 

of the worker, rejecting temporary compromise for the sake of ideological purity would be even 

worse. 

                                                 
65 “it dominates entire nations and sustains imperialist exploitations” (Rodney 1979) 
66 “The highest expression of modern Capitalism is found in the multi-national companies” (Rodney 1979) 
67 “we must solve the difficult problem of creating national unity in the face of class differences” (Rodney 1979) 
68 “manufacturers and businessmen in general can participate in a movement of national unity” (Rodney 1979) 
69 “So long as there are classes, ” (Rodney 1979) 
70 “there must be some degree of class conflict” (Rodney 1979) 
71 “there is great need for an expansion of production and for an increase in productivity” (Rodney 1979) 
72 “a larger body of workers who are guaranteed employment and advancement” (Rodney 1979) 
73 “The proletariat is the child of Capitalism – of world capitalism” (Lenin 1916) 
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General Notes 

More attention needs to be paid to the fact that humanity doesn’t progress through Marx’s claimed 

eras of history at the same time, or in the same way. For example, Marx’s model focused on how 

Slave Society came before Feudalism, and then Feudalism came before Capitalism; this does not 

really look at society outside of Europe, and that is a problem if we are going to use Marx’s ideas 

outside of Europe. 

When Slave Society no longer existed in Europe, Europeans set up slave societies in the Caribbean 

and elsewhere; labour by enslaved people is what drove productivity in the USA and European 

countries, and resulted in the Industrial Revolution that propelled Europe out of Feudalism and 

into Capitalism. 

After the abolition of slavery in the Caribbean, the people were still under colonial governments. 

The metropoles of these colonial empires were practising Capitalism at this point, not Feudalism. 

Unlike Europe, Caribbean society never really experienced a transition from Slave Society to 

Feudalism; instead, it experienced a transition from Slave Society to a quasi-feudal system under 

Colonialism, preserving feudal-era social and political systems. Even after the end of slavery in the 

1800s, European economies continued to develop themselves from the labour and raw materials 

of colonies in the Caribbean, Asia, and Africa. These economies focused on agriculture and 

extraction, supplying the European and American markets with cheap cash crops and minerals. 

Even after independence, these economic relations remain the same 74. Economies in the Global 

South are structured to supply developed economies with goods and services. Production in the 

Global South is done for consumption by people who don’t live in the Global South. We are 

reliant on asymmetrical trade relations where we maintain low wages so that our prices are 

acceptable, and we have to import expensive manufactured goods from these countries because 

we don’t have the level of development necessary to produce them ourselves. 

The overall theme or point, here, is that societies developed asymmetrically, so there is no 

monolithic formula for how things should happen. As Europe entered the Capitalist era and 

Europeans enjoyed the benefits of industrialisation, much of the rest of the world was flung into 

this system that Europeans set up among their former colonies. Europe had the privilege of 

entering free trade while being industrialised, while other countries experience ‘Capitalism’ without 

being industrialised, i.e. without having reached a Capitalist stage the development of our 

productive forces. 

                                                 
74 “mere political independence would result in the continuation of imperialism” (Meisenhelder 2007) 
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There is a vast difference in living conditions, even among the workers of different countries, as a 

result of asymmetrical experiences of Capitalism. It is taken for granted that all of the workers in 

the world have the exact same proletarian character, but this is not the reality. 

Orthodox Marxists would obviously ignore the peasantry and other working classes because the 

plan was to have unskilled labour being done in the colonies, while skilled labour would be done in 

the metropolitan countries where their precious ‘proletarian’ class resided. This is even reflected in 

immigration policies, where persons in the Caribbean and other places in the Global South can’t 

move around the world as freely as persons from developed countries; there are heavy restrictions 

to simply visiting developed countries, while persons from developed countries can freely visit 

Global South countries to be pampered by our Tourism sector.  Orthodox Marxists and other 

puritans aren’t responsible for this, but it’s something that they ignore; they ignore the varying 

conditions and class interests that exist among workers of the world. 

It is for the aforementioned reasons that we reject Left Communism, Orthodox Marxism, the 

Avakian cult of Marxism-Leninism-Maoism, the ultra-Left variant of Anarchism, etc. – but what 

made it important for us to clarify our position on this? 

There is an increasing tendency among Leftists in core countries to hold puritanical standards for 

Socialist revolutions and revolutionaries in the Global South, including in Cuba, Venezuela, the 

DPRK, and ruling Socialist parties which have embraced elements of Capitalism since the 1990s. 

Some self-labelled Leftists in Western Europe and North America scrutinise every decision made 

by Global South governments, and they find every possible way to discredit revolutions and 

revolutionaries in the Global South. They feel that it is their place to whine about authoritarianism 

or to set standards to determine what is or isn’t “real Socialism” when we have our living 

conditions to think about. 

The core Left has this idealistic sense of global revolution. They want a global revolution, but they 

don’t want to adopt a global understanding; instead, they want to impose their understanding on 

the rest of the globe. This tendency is imperialist in nature.  Surely, some European and American 

Leftists – the ones who value the aesthetic of righteousness and purity over anything meaningful – 

are not our Comrades. Aesthetics are for posters, and posters are things that we put against walls.  

Much of the core Left are enemies of the masses of the world. 

The core Left treats Third World revolutionaries like tokens or pawns. They do not see our 

struggles as our own, and instead see Third World revolutionaries facing struggles or putting their 

lives on the line as simply demonstrating their principles; they think that they own the idea of 

liberation, and that they are our liberators through their ideas. 
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When things are not done exactly the way they like it, they say that we have betrayed them, that we 

have betrayed Socialism. Our decisions are not affecting them, but where is their revolution? What 

have they done to combat imperialism, which affects us? They see us as a mere accessory to their 

struggle or cause. 

They like the idea that we can, and impose the idea that we should, live in worse conditions than 

they do. They want us to live in conditions that they refuse to, while enjoying the small comforts 

of Social Democracy that we are denied, because they enjoy their standards of living at our 

expense. We are struggling for our survival, taking as privileges what they take for granted as we 

fight for material gains, while their fight is one of ideas.  

The burden of bringing about global revolution has fallen entirely on the Global South. For the 

past century, Leftists from North America and Western Europe have done almost nothing but 

spectate and criticise, while failing to bring about any successful revolutions in their own countries. 

They accomplish nothing, but feel the right to criticise everything. These are the armchair 

revolutionaries, who pride themselves on having book collections, knowing big words, and making 

no mistakes. Of course someone who does nothing will make no mistakes. 

Whenever the thought of revolution is brought up to Americans, for example, the self-labelled 

‘revolutionary’ Americans proceed to whine about the immediate effect on their material 

conditions while not having the slightest bit of care for the existing material conditions that the 

rest of the world has to put up with as a result of the USA’s political and economic imperialism. 

Proletarians in the core benefit from this imperialism as well; even the “working class” of the USA 

benefits from imperialism. It was colonialism and imperialism that industrialised metropolitan 

areas and created the class that Marx refers to as the ‘proletariat’ 75 – the proletariat of the Global 

North is an inherently imperialist class. 

Marx made a grave miscalculation when he said that the proletarians have nothing to lose but their 

chains76, as this is clearly not the case in the modern world77. American ‘revolutionaries’ whine 

about their material conditions whenever the idea of revolution is brought up. Just as the 

bourgeoisie was not the most oppressed class in Feudalism, the urban proletariat in North 

America and Western Europe are far from being the class with the most revolutionary potential . 

                                                 
75 “The proletariat is the child of Capitalism – of world capitalism” (Lenin 1916) 
76“The proletarians have nothing to lose but their chains” (Marx and Engels 1848, 34) 
77 “the worker does indeed have something to lose besides his chains” (Vodolazov 1988, 8) 
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There is a reason that the only successful revolutions by Communist movements have been in 

Eastern Europe and the Global South78, in countries that were not industrialised at the time of 

their revolutions. The people in these countries had literally nothing to lose, which is why they 

were willing to die for their struggle. The members of the so-called “working class” of the Global 

North do not want to give up their relatively high wages or their access to cheap goods from 

around the world and are thus hesitant to challenge the system that enables those things. 

‘Third Worldist’ ideas are often disliked because they supposedly deny the revolutionary potential 

of people who live in developed countries, but is there something wrong with this? People who 

live in the developed world have yet to prove that they have revolutionary anti-Capitalist potential. 

Surely it is not evident anywhere in history, and surely the current rhetoric shows that it is not 

anywhere in the near future. If there are genuine revolutionaries, there are too few of them. 

Among the most revolutionary movements in the history of the USA was the Black Panther Party. 

Along with indigenous peoples whose homelands are occupied by the USA, Black people at a 

point saw themselves as a colonised nation instead of as a part of the USA itself. Beyond this, we 

do not deny that American workers are exploited, and we do not deny that social problems like 

poverty and unemployment exist, but our focus is our own struggles, and the focus of self-labelled 

revolutionaries in the USA should be to bring about change in the USA. 

For too long, many of us have been expected to neglect our local struggles to focus on foreign 

struggles. We are expected to give solidarity while receiving none in return. Core Leftists’ ideas of 

solidarity aren’t about listening to us and supporting our struggle, but rather inserting themselves 

in our struggles to dictate how they should be done. This very much runs counter to the principle 

of self-determination; decisions should be made by persons who are affected by them, not persons 

who are removed from their effects. When we make these decisions based on an analysis of our 

conditions, they should be respected. 

We are internationalists. There has been a history of internationalism in the Global South among 

national liberation movements and Communist movements. We will  accept guidance and help 

from anyone when they are offered, but we will not tolerate baseless criticisms from anyone who 

is unfamiliar with the conditions we live and struggle in.  When we give solidarity, we expect it. 

  

                                                 
78 The first Marxist revolution was not “where Marx seemed to expect it” (Meisenhelder 2007) 
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We won’t abide by dogma or puritanical standards. Our approach must be based on our 

conditions79, and they must be able to adapt as our conditions change. When we make 

compromises and embrace variants of Capitalism for our national development, we do not want to 

hear criticisms from persons who already live in the comforts of Capitalism. While already living in 

the comforts of industrialisation, these critics want to deny us the ability to do the same. 

To quote Mao: “Now there are two different attitudes towards learning from others. One is the 

dogmatic attitude of transplanting everything, whether or not it is suited to our conditions. This is 

no good. The other attitude is to use our heads and learn those things which suit our conditions, 

that is, to absorb whatever experience is useful to us.”80 Like Mao, we take the second approach. 

What we are doing is not reformism. While the persons in Western Europe and the Americas have 

already reached Capitalism and should be on their way to Socialism, many of us have not yet 

experienced industrialisation to a similar stage or level of development. Reformism is changing 

from Capitalism to Socialism through a gradual process; how can we change from Capitalism to 

Socialism through a gradual process if we have not even reached the advanced stages of Capitalism 

in the first place? 

Globally, advanced Capitalism negatively affects us, but even our attempts to resist this are 

dismissed as bourgeois or simply not pure enough. Most countries in the Global South do not 

even have any sovereignty of their fiscal, monetary, and other economic policies; we exist at the 

mercy of the global economy, the structure of which is dictated by core countries through 

asymmetrical trade relations, neoliberal institutions, and the greedy consumption patterns of the 

‘masses’ of the core. 

Mao said that the methods used in China were “based on China's specific historical conditions. 

Conditions vary in different socialist countries and with different Communist Parties. Therefore, 

we do not maintain that they should or must adopt the Chinese way”81. We hope that American 

and European Leftists can recognise this. It is difficult for most of them, however, as the only 

thing that they are familiar with is theory; they are engaged in no action or practice, just ideology. 

  

                                                 
79 “adapt schemes to facts, instead of reiterating the now meaningless words” (Lenin, Letters on Tactics 1917) 
80 Quoted from Chairman Mao (On the Correct Handling of Contradictions Among the People 1957) 
81 Ibid 
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They don’t suffer with us, but they want to pretend that they know everything about us and how 

we should approach our struggles. They don’t even know what struggle is; it is just a fancy Marxist 

jargon, to them. If the most pure Socialists are the ones who never accomplish anything, what 

narrative of Socialism does that enable? Puritans make Marxism dysfunctional, something which is 

easily criticised as being good on paper but impossible in practice. Puritans are thus agents of the 

bourgeois class, as the result of their politics is inherently reactionary. 

The world is not on the same page, and we cannot be expected to abide by an Orthodox Marxist 

plan when our conditions are not the same as the conditions in which Orthodox Marxism 

developed. We have intersecting issues of class, race, and imperialism to deal with. We will not 

allow persons who live in the comforts of imperialist countries to dictate how we fight 

imperialism, just as how white persons shouldn’t dictate how we fight racism.  

The core Left must accept that some things that we do in our interests will be against their own 

material interests. They must keep this in mind when they make vague calls for unity; their calls for 

unity are meaningless because they do not truly understand unity, and they do not understand the 

relationship between our needs and their wants. Just as the petit-bourgeoisie must commit some 

form of class suicide to have unity with the peasantry, we ask that the Leftists in imperial countries 

do proper assessments of themselves and their interests in relation to ours, and consider what they 

have to sacrifice to express true solidarity with us for our liberation.  

Our Comrades are not the ones who spend time to bash us and hold us to puritanical standards, 

but the ones who join us in our fight, whether they are from the Global South or not. If you spend 

more time criticising the oppressed than the oppressor, it is clear which side you are on.  Let the 

agents of any movement determine its focus; you may express your own agency by choosing to 

fight alongside a movement, or by choosing to struggle against it, but your words are meaningless 

when you are not involved in action, and your viewpoints are worthless when you are not familiar 

with the context and conditions. 

This does not mean that we will uncritically embrace Capitalism or hastily engage in class 

collaboration, but we must focus on national liberation and national development by practical 

means. We should still maintain a firm Socialist stance, and we should still continue to combat 

Capitalism and its injustices. While making compromises, concessions, and temporary alliances, we 

must keep the long-term goal in mind, and pressure our ‘Democratic Socialist’ counterparts to do 

the same. Moderates will see us as hardline Socialists, because we are, but we will remain practical. 
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What differentiates us from our Comrades in Democratic Socialist parties is that they often 

uncritically embrace Liberalism, while we insist on ensuring that any compromise must be made 

with assurance that it contributes to the long-term goal of establishing Socialism. 

The world is changing quite rapidly, and we must update our thinking to suit the changing realities. 

There may be a place for puritanical Marxism in the 21st Century, but that place is not Jamaica or 

anywhere else in the Global South. Future papers will focus on the specific tendencies that we 

have a problem with, and why we reject them. 

Jamaica still does not have economic self-determination. The scope and priority of our current 

struggle must be to ensure decent standards of living for our people, to combat imperialists and 

compradors, and to chart a path of development that frees us from foreign imperialist domination. 

Only thereafter can we attempt Socialism; if we try to jump to Socialism without even achieving 

economic independence, it will be easily sabotaged by imperialism or disrupted by any anomaly in 

the global markets. We must achieve food sovereignty and energy sovereignty as our foremost 

priorities, and then we can shift to the higher gear and think about Socialism. 
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LANDS and Jamaica 

When puritans in the Global North whine about the imperfections of Leftist movements and 

governments in the Global South, are they considering the conditions we operate in? If we have 

no food sovereignty and energy sovereignty, how will we achieve Socialism? Jamaica arguably tried 

in the 1970s, and we saw how the US got its way in the end.  

What will Leftists in the Global North do when the US is exploiting our dependency to destroy 

our countries? What will they do when the US decides that they need to – as they did in Chile and 

Jamaica before and as they are doing in Venezuela now – “make the economy scream”? 

Will they hold solidarity rallies/marches for a day or 2? Will they sit at home to post their 

meaningless political opinions on social media? Will they go on rants about how correct their 

political line is? None of that would stop what is going on. Unless they are taking meaningful 

action to combat imperialism or Capitalism, they should shut up about whatever path Socialists in 

the Global South choose to chart to accomplish the same. 

LANDS’ work exists on 2 fronts82, as we aim to build Socialism in Jamaica and, hopefully, the 

Caribbean. On the national level, we are building a policy platform, guided by ideology but 

grounded in our current material conditions; this would also involve policy advocacy, engaging 

those who have power while we do not, as simply sitting back and saying “we have better politics” 

means nothing to the material conditions of our people. On a local level, we attempt to build 

networks of community organisations in which we will provide political education and facilitate 

the training of ourselves and community members to maintain projects and to accomplish our 

collective goals. 

Where we present policy platforms, and if we ever enter parliament or even government, we will 

only be accountable to the Jamaican masses and – to a lesser extent – our Comrades in the 

Caribbean and other parts of the Third World. We are not interested in the paternalism of ‘the 

Left’ in core countries, or their opinions in general on how we should chart our own path to 

liberation. 

We will offer help to others when and where we can, and we will welcome help in accomplishing 

our tasks in the manner that we have chosen to accomplish them, but we will not take directives or 

welcome ‘critique’ from those who are divorced from our conditions.  

  

                                                 
82 Contact or follow up with the organisation itself for more details on this.  
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