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On the debate on the FMLN-FDR’s new reformist program

For a revolutionary triumph
in El Salvador over U.S. imperialism
and the bloodstained regime

Over the last five years, the revolutionary struggle in El
Salvador has become a center of world attention. The Sal-
vadoran liberation fighters have built up a popular war of an
intensity that Latin America has not seen in many decades.
Alongside the revolution in Nicaragua, the Salvadoran peo-
ple’s struggle has set Central America ablaze.

The Salvadoran workers and peasants are valiantly fight-

ing against great odds. They are resisting a brutal death-
squad dictatorship of the local oligarchy that has murdered
50,000 people in the last several years. And they are defy-
ing a growing military intervention from the huge war ma-
chine of U.S. imperialism.
Continued on page 2
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EL SALVADOR
Continued from first page

Though El Salvador is a tiny country, the revolutionary
movement there has sent shock waves through the hallowed
halls of Washington and Wall Street. The U.S. government
has poured in guns and bullets, warplanes and helicopters,
Green Berets and CIA agents, but the insurgency continues
to gather strength.

The example of the Salvadoran fighters is an inspiration
to all the workers and downtrodden masses who fight impe-
rialism and the tyrants everywhere.

An Open Debate Has Broken Out Over
the Orientation of the Salvadoran Movement

There are different political forces involved in the Salva-
doran opposition to the U.S.-backed regime. These range
from reformists to revolutionaries. The main opposition
forces are grouped into two coalitions, the Farabundo Marti
National Liberation Front (FMLN) and the Democratic Rev-
olutionary Front (FDR). The two fronts work together; the
FMLN functions as the political-military arm of the FDR.
The FMLN is made up of five political organizations in-
volved in the military struggle, while the FDR is a coalition
that includes trade unions and popular organizations of dif-
ferent political tendencies, and also two political parties,
the social-democratic National Revolutionary Movement
(MNR) and the dissident Christian-democrats of the Popu-
lar Social-Christian Movement. Important posts in the FDR
leadership today are held by Guillermo Ungo of the MNR,
who is president of the FDR, and by Ruben Zamora of the
Social-Christians.

For several years now, certain policies have been adopted
by the leadership of the FDR-FMLN which have cfeated
much concern and unease among militants of the Salvador-
an movement and its sympathizers in the solidarity move-
ment abroad. And over the last year an open debate has
broken out over a number of these policies.

The controversy centers around the proposals of the
FDR-FMLN for a ‘‘political solution’’ to the crisis in El Sal-
vador through negotiations with U.S. imperialism and the
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Salvadoran government. In this article we wish to give our
views on this controversy.

We have serious disagreements with these proposals of
the FDR-FMLN leadership. The issue here is of course not
‘one of negotiations in general but what is being sought
through negotiations. The FDR-FMLN leadership is pro-
moting negotiations as a shortcut for the revolutionary
struggle; they claim that somehow negotiations under the
present circumstances will automatically give rise to a
favorable outcome for the Salvadoran people. But negotia-
tions cannot lead to an easy victory for the masses. Negotia-
tions cannot create new situations; the outcome of negotia-
tions can only be based on the positions created through
struggle. The sad truth is that the FDR-FMLN leadership in
its calls for a ‘‘negotiated solution’’ has given up the per-
spective of seeking a victory for the revolution. Instead it
seeks a reformist compromise with imperialism and the Sal-
vadoran oligarchy.

This is today fully spelled out in the recent programmatic
call of the FDR-FMLN leadership for a ‘‘Broad Provisional
Government.”’ This represents a serious vacillation away
from a revolutionary stand towards a reformist position.
Such a stand holds great dangers for the Salvadoran strug-
gle. If such a plan were to be accepted by imperialism and
the Salvadoran regime, it would not achieve what the Salva-
doran toilers are fighting for. Rather it would mean a pre-

Continued on page 43
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MAP-ML of Nicaragua

The Socialist International stands with
imperialism and the bourgeoisie
against the Nicaraguan revolution

Below we reprint an excerpt from an
article on the activity of the social-
democratic Socialist International in
Latin America that was published in
Prensa Proletaria, organ of the MAP-
ML of Nicaragua, April 1984. The ex-
cerpt below deals mainly with the role
of the Socialist International towards
Nicaragua.

Social-democracy is an international
reformist trend. It is linked to world
imperialism generally and serves the
bourgeoisie of each country that it is
active in. The Socialist International is
an international grouping of social-
democratic parties and trends around
the world. At the same time it is heavi-
ly dominated by Western European so-

cial-democracy. It is this wing of world .

social-democracy that the Prensa Pro-
letaria article deals with.

Over the last several years, the So-
cialist International has launched a
major ‘‘strategy towards the third
world, '’ especially in Latin America.
As part of this new drive, the Socialist
International gives lip service to the
popular struggle against oligarchic
tyranny and fascist dictatorships. This
has led various apologists of social-
democracy to suggest that social-de-
mocracy has become a progressive
force.

The Prensa Proletaria article expos-
es the falsity of such a claim. It shows
that social-democracy, with its doc-
trines of class conciliation, stands for
a policy in defense of imperialism and
capitalist exploitation. Far from being
an oppositional force against U.S. im-
perialist aggression in Central Ameri-
ca, for example, social-democracy

works as a complement to the militar-
ist intervention of Washington. As
well, the Prensa Proletaria notes that
the activation of the Socialist Interna-
tional across Latin America represents
an effort to further the economic and
political ambitions of European impe-
rialism.

The Prensa Proletaria article thus
helps to reaffirm that it is essential to
maintagn vigilance against social-de-
mocracy and to develop the struggle
against social-democratic efforts to
sabotage the revolutionary struggles
of the toilers of Latin America.

Prensa Proletaria ®
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Mr. Pieter Dankert, president of the
European Parliament, had occasion to
address the State Council of Nicaragua
this past January 10. His discourse,
clearly within the social-democratic
line, gave a glimpse of the origins of
European social-democracy’s interests
in Central America and its ‘‘limita-
tions”’ in giving basic answers.

This social-democratic devotion,
which came late for our continent,
constitutes an entire political phenom-
enon; given that U.S. militarism, for
its part, intends also to put things in
their place. The peoples are confront-
ing, in the middle of the world crisis of
capitalism, an enemy with various
heads. Social-democracy is one of
them. ...

Why Latin America?

* ‘““We have a network of commercial
relations with the countries of Central
and South America, built up over a
long period of time,”’ declared Pieter
Dankert, president of the European

Parliament, in front of the State Coun-
cil of Nicaragua on January 10. The
European ‘‘discovery’’ of the ‘‘new
world’’ of Latin America is being
pushed, just as it was in the old days,
by the economic necessity of expan-
sion and new markets to secure
sources of raw materials and cheap
labor.

The éeneralized and deep crisis
which is shaking world capitalism has
heightened the inter-capitalist and
inter-imperialist competition. Between
capitalist countries the competition for
productive resources and markets is
no less fierce than that between indi-
vidual capitalists. U.S. and European
imperialism are engaged in this con-
flict.,

Seocial-Democracy and Nicaragua

In the face of the ideological and
organizational failure of U.S. impe-
rialism which has appropriately said
that it had ‘‘burned’’ its possibilities
to intercede directly in the workers’
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and revolutionary movement, for
example with free unionism, world
capitalism still counts on the important
reserves like social-democracy and its
alter ego, revisionism. Both advance,
depending on the conditions, in their
intention to disorient and to tie up the
revolutionary forces of the toilers.

The democratic demagoguery of
the Socialist International and its
maneuvers become fully clarified with
the case of Nicaragua. During years
and years of the Somoza dictatorship,
social-democracy kept a long and pru-
dent silence. It was not until Septem-
ber of 1978, that the Socialist Inter-
national began to pronounce itself
against Somoza; even then its support
was directed towards UDEL and FAO
[bourgeois opposition coalitions —
WA]. It was Donald Castillo who
officially represented Nicaragua at
the meeting in Lisbon during Septem-
ber of 1978. The intensification of the
popular struggle and the imminent fall
of Somoza obligated the Socialist
International to declare itself more
clearly in open support for the Insur-
rectional Tendency, or the ‘‘Third
Trend’’ (Tercerista), of the FSLN. It
must be mentioned, nevertheless,
that the social-democratic government
of the German Federal Republic not
only never broke relations with the
Somoza dictatorship but continued
giving it economic support. It even
approved a loan of $66 million to
Somozaism in May, 1979, just two
months before its overthrow. Never-
theless, two weeks after the triumph,
an official delegation of the Socialist
International headed by Mario Soares
(presently ‘a sympathizer of the
counterrevolutionary Eden Pastora)
was in Nicaragua speaking of mixed
economy, party pluralism, nonalign-
ment, etc. This rhetoric has not kept
the Socialist International from
pressuring with its weapons for a
social-democratic alignment of the
Nicaraguan revolution, with the help
of what Dankert called ‘‘the creative
force of different ideas on business
and dipldmacy to counterbalance the
force of arms.”’ This “‘pluralism’’ was
evident in the suspension of the Cara-
cas meeting in February 1982 due to
the accusation that one of the invited,
the FSLN, was in reality a ‘‘Marxist-
Leninist’’ force.*
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This ‘‘freedom’ is evident in the
content of the famous letter that Willy
Brandt, Carlo Andres Perez, Felipe
Gonzales, and Daniel Oduber directed
to the FSLN, where continued support
for the FSLN by social-democracy is
madé contingent on the formation of a
constitutional commission to prepare a
‘“‘western’’ political system, the prom-
ulgation of an electoral law and the
restoration of a free press (following
the bourgeois concept). This external
pressure has strengthened the coun-
terrevolutionary political activity of
the local rightists who are capitalizing
on each and every one of the political
opportunities attained by these
pressures. In all this the right wing has
taken up, like a banner, the political
and penal redemption of the former
National Guard of Somoza which has
been reorganized by the Reagan
administration along the border of
the country. A recent decree of the
Nicaraguan government recognized
political rights ‘‘to elect and be
elected’’ for these kinds of fellows who
abandon their armed activities and
return to the internal *‘civic’’ struggle.

In spite of the fact that European
imperialism, conscious of its situation
in respect to U.S. imperialism, affirms
in the words of Dankert that ‘‘the
methods that the European Economic
Community can count on to influence
the events of the region in a direct
way are limited, nevertheless there is
clarity that there are possibilities,
principally in the sphere of commerce
and developmental aid; even though
these require a bit of time to demon-
strate results.”’

In the sphere of commerce, Euro-
pean imperialism has plans for the
deteriorated Central American Com-
mon Market; it is studying its entrance
into the Latin American Economic
System and recently has signed an
agreement with the countries of the
Andino Pact. The particular interest
of European imperialism in Central
America is shown by the fact that
during 1982 it gave to this region 80%
of all the European ‘‘aid’”’ to Latin
America. The countries most bene-
fited were Honduras, ‘Nicaragud,
Costa Rica, the Dominican Republic
and Haiti.t

At a political level, Nicaragua is one
of the central preoccupations of Euro-

pean imperialism, along with El
Salvador and Guatemala — the Cen-
tral American countries with revolu-
tionary situations, with a possibility
of betterment.

Social-democracy already feels
‘‘satisfied’’ with the success of its
criticisms of the Nicaraguan govern-
ment on the electoral topic. They have
shown particular satisfaction with the
fact that the institutionalization of
Nicaraguan politics includes the right
of the political parties to ‘‘search for
political power, not only the right to
participate in the government,’’+ and
with the official declarations of the
Sandinistas that, if eventually de-
feated in the elections, they are ready
to hand over power. This institution-
alization of ‘‘political pluralism,”
nevertheless, has left the Marxist-
Leninist party of Nicaragua, the
Movement of Popular Action (MAP-
ML), outside the framework of that
institutionalization. This fact can
serve as an indication as to how
much this same process of institu-
tionalization, whether spontaneous or
pressured, is marked by a deeply
social-democratic stamp that is striv-
ing to throw the revolution off course
and onto the track of the Socialist
International. That is, to leave intact
the capitalist outline of the economic
base, and to make a big display with
radical speeches for the consumption
and disorientation of the masses.
This social-democratic danger is the
reality of the day for the revolutionary
process, given the degree of combined
pressures from the Reagan adminis-
tration, international social-democra-
cy, internal reaction, and some
sectors of the masses who are dragged
along by the social-democratic illu-
sions that are impregnated with vis-
ceral anti-communism.

This is to say, the toilers of Nicara-
gua and the rest of Latin America con-
front an enemy with various heads,

*This accusation about the Sandinista
presence under its supposedly Marxist-
Leninist character, was made by AD of
Venezuela, the Party of Lusinchi today in
power, and by the PLN of Costa Rica,
headed by current president, Monge.

TPieter Dankert, an address to the State
Council of Nicaragua, January 10, 1984.

$Pieter Dankert, ibid. O

all of which almost simultaneously
will have to be defeated. One of them,
social-democracy, trys to attain by
‘‘good’’ means what U.S. fascism
looks to accomplish by ‘‘bad.”’ ...

Just as against U.S. imperialism,
it is true that only the organization and

the mobilization of the working class,
leading the people, can win and over-
come this bourgeois offensive. The
ideological and political struggle
against this bourgeois manipulation
can not be conceded, not even for a
minute of rest. In these struggles,

the organization of the proletariat,
independent of and against the bour-
geoisie and imperialism, under the
guide of the revolutionary theory of
the working class — Marxism-Lenin-
ism — is the best weapon of the
toilers. ... O

Press release of the Nicaraguan Workers
Front on the U.S. aggression

The following press release was
issued by the Workers Front in April,
shortly after the criminal mining of
Nicaragua's ports by U.S. imperial-
ism. The Workers Front (Frente

‘Obrero or FO) is the trade union center

under the leadership of the Nicara-
guan Marxist-Leninist party, the
Movement of Popular Action/Marxist-
Leninist (MAP-ML).

In its eagerness to give a global
answer to the sharp crisis that is cross-
ing the world, and the Central Ameri-
can region in particular, imperialism is
insisting on its formula of war, eco-
nomic blockade and political maneu-
vering to reduce the possibilities of
developing the revolution in Nicaragua
and to block the triumph of the revolu-
tionary forces in El Salvador.

In the application of this strategy
of terror and death, imperialism does
not skimp on its efforts and utilizes
millions of dollars in acts of sabotage.
It organizes the counterrevolutionary
groups that operate from Honduras
and Costa Rica and it trys to organize
an internal political front headed by
the rightist parties, bourgeois unions
and top hierarchy of the Catholic
church. :

These acts of sabotage, that have as
their objective economic strangulation,
show that the financial and military
monopolies have decided to move for-
ward with their ~aggressive plans.
Meanwhile, Contadora plays the role
of an innocent angel putting on the
stage a *‘peaceful”’ play whose last act
would be the liquidation of the revolu-
tionary aspirations of the masses in

Central America.

The mining of the ports in Nicaragua
and the aggressive turn in recent days
have put in evidence the tactical inter-
imperialist and inter-bourgeois contra-
dictions that move between open
fascism and social-democracy. One
wave of protests have been launched
against Reagan for having authorized
such actions. But those who have sent
these notes of protest have taken good
care not to point out the true causes
of the aggression. They are very
careful not to give the class character-
ization of the government of the
United States or other imperialist
countries. Countries like England,
which protest the mining of the ports
but didn’t hesitate a moment to bull-
doze into the Malvinas; apart from
that, it didn’t collaborate in the de-
activization of the mines in Nicaragua.
Also imperialist countries like France
which claims to support the nego-
tiation of Contadora but nevertheless
maintains its occupation in Lebanon
and sells fabulous quantities of arms to
Venezuela and other countries that
form part of the Contadora group; or
Colombia also part of Contadora,
which carries a clever peace policy,
meanwhile it arms to the teeth with
armaments acquired from the Israelis.

The Workers Front has pointed to
all of this in its communiques, bulle-
tins, and above all, in its practice. It
has educated the toilers in the fact
that true peace for the toilers is built
by destroying the cause of war: impe-
rialism and the bourgeoisie.

The Workers Front condemns the
mining of the ports of Nicaragua and

condemns not only imperialism but
all those that in one form or another
are spdkesmen and artifices of the
aggressive war policy against the
peoples. At the same time, the Work-
ers Front has issued a call to the toil-
ers, to the working class to put them-
selves to the front of the historic
tasks that they are called upon to real-
ize — t@ send to hell the pretentions of
imperialism and the pacifist maneu-
vers of Contadora, shake off the re-
visionist agents in their midst and
dedicate themselves to the building of
socialism in transition to communism.

Executive Committee of the Work-
ers Front

April 12, 1984 O

e )

REPORT

FROM MANAGUA

By a member of the MLP delegation
which recently visited Nicaragua
and met with members of the Move-
ment of Popular Action/Marxist-
Leninist (MAP-ML) of Nicaragua

Vanguard Fighters From
the Midst of the

Nicaraguan Proletariat
On the history of MAP-ML

Carried in The Workers’ Advocate
of February 10 and April 20, 1984
respectively. 75¢ each

Order from:
M-L Publications ¢ P.O. Box 11972
kOntario St. Stn. « Chicago, IL 6061 1)
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20 years of revolutionary struggle

The Communist Party of Colombia
(Marxist-Leninist) holds its 12th Congress

This July, in deep clandestinity,
the Communist Party of Colombia
(Marxist-Leninist) held its 12th Con-
gress. This year is the 20th anniver-
sary of the rupture with Soviet revi-
sionism and the reorganization of the
Party on Marxist-Leninist lines. Since
that time the CP of Colombia has been
steeled in two decades of arduous rev-
olutionary battles for the overthrow of
the reactionary bourgeoisie and U.S.
imperialist domination, and to liberate
the revolutionary movement from the
influence of modern revisionism and
social-democracy. The 12th Congress
marks another victory of the Colom-
bian Marxist-Leninists in this strug-
gle.

The 11th Congress of the CP of Co-
lombia (ML) was held in 1980. After
extensive inner-party discussion in
preparation, the 11th Congress de-
nounced Mao Zedong Thought. The
repudiation of a number of Maoist con-
cepts, which previously had influenced
the tactics and work of the Party, had
a very positive impact. The Party’s po-
litical prestige and influence in the
revolutionaty movement has been rais-
ed dramatically. The forces of the Par-
ty have grown rapidly in numbers and
strengthened their positions in both
the urban and rural proletariat. And
the Popular Liberation Army (EPL),
the armed wing of the CP of Colombia
(MLS', has multiplied its ranks four
times over.

In the wake of the 11th Congress
there have been further advances in
strengthening the ideological founda-
tions of the Party. The Party has un-
dertaken major theoretical work on
problems of political economy and on
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the character of the Colombian revolu-
tion. This has been part of overcoming
the dogmas of Maoism and putting
the revolutionary work on strictly sci-
entific lines. After careful study and
discussion the CP of Colombia (ML)
has come to the conclusion that it is
necessary to adjust the program of the
Party.

For the Proletarian Revolution and
Socialism in Colombia

The 11th Congress had character-
ized the Colombian revolution as dem-
ocratic, popular, anti-imperialist, to-
wards socialism. In the fall of '83, a
National Conference of Cadre adopted
a number of important theses along
the following lines: Colombia has wit-
nessed a major capitalist development
in recent decades; the accelerated
process of differentiation among the
peasantry has meant that alongside
the growth of the industrial proletariat
there has been a rapid growth of the
agricultural proletariat; the industrial
and agricultural workers have become
the fundamental classes that hold up
the economy; and the Colombian bour-
geoisie, dominated by finance capital
and closely associated with foreign
(mainly U.S.) imperialist capital, has
become an integral whole with a clear
identity. Based on the theses of the
National Conference of Cadre the Par-
ty came to the conclusion that the char-
acterization of the revolution adopted
at the 11th Congress did not conform
to Colombian reality.

Now the 12th Congress has adopted
a resolution defining the character of
the revolution as socialist. At the same

time, the Congress holds that, in its
struggle for the socialist revolution,
the proletariat must be the vanguard
fighter in the struggles against U.S.
imperialist domination, against the
process of fascization, and for realizing
the other democratic tasks confronting
the Colombian people. And the alli-
ance between the working class and
the peasantry has fundamental signif-
icance for the socialist revolution.

The changes in the strategic concep-
tion of the Colombian revolution have
been accompanied with an ongoing
process of adjusting and perfecting
the tactics and methods of work of the
Party.

The Tactics of the Party in the
Face of the Demagogic Maneuvers
of the Regime

The 12th Congress also ratified the
tactics of the Party in relation to the
present negotiations with the govern-
ment for a truce. A few points of back-
ground would assist our readers in
understanding the. issues involved in
these tactics.

The present Conservative Party gov-
ernment of Belisario Betancur is work-
ing to strengthen the hand of reaction
and continues the process of fasciza-
tion of the regime. The murders and
kidnappings by the military and para-
military forces continue unabated and
Betancur has once again proclaimed a
state of siege. At the same time, Be-
tancur resorts to nationalist and popu-
list demagogy in service of capitalist
reaction and imperialism. Just as he
is a central figure in the Contadora
Plan to disarm the revolutionary forces

in Central America, Betancur has re-
sorted to a series of demagogic maneu-
vers at home. His aim is to diffuse the
powerful impulse of the Colombian
people for democratic rights and to pa-
cify the Colombian guerrilla move-
ment, which poses an acute political
problem for the bourgeoisie. Even
some military generals concede that
the guerrillas cannot be defeated by
simply military means.

When he first came to office two
years ago, Betancur twice offered the
guerrillas an ‘‘amnesty’’ which a-
mounted to nothing but a demand for
the guerrillas to surrender. After the
‘“‘amnesty’’ proposals had been reject-
ed, Betancur has offered to negotiate
cease-fires and truces with the guerril-
la movements. In May, FARC, which
is led by the pro-Soviet revisionist CP
and which is also the largest of the
guerrilla forces, signed a truce with
the government on capitulationist
terms. (For example, the truce terms
declare that a violation of the laws of
the Republic means a violation of the
truce, recognize the government’s
armed forces as the defender of the na-
tion, etc.)

But the fact that the government has
agreed to truce negotiations to pursue
its own nefarious aims and that the
revisionists have adopted a cowardly

and capitulationist stand, doesn’t
mean that the Marxist-Leninists can-
not make use of this process for their
own revolutionary aims. In order for
the government to carry out its decep-
tive maneuvers it has been forced to
open up a number of cracks in its wall
of repression and terror against the
revolutionaries. The CP of Colombia
(ML) seeks to exploit these possibili-
ties to the maximum in order to ad-
vance its positions among the working
masses; meanwhile it remains vigi-
lant, preserving its clandestine organ-
ization, and keeping in mind the limit-
ed and temporary nature of the cracks
which have been created.

In this complex situation, the CP of
Colombia (ML) and its Popular Libera-
tion Army (EPL) believe that it is nec-
essary to enter the truce process.
Jointly with the M-19 guerrilla move-
ment, the Party and the EPL are carry-

ing out negotiations with the govern-

ment for a cease-fire and a truce. It has
entered the truce negotiations to en-
sure that the Party’s positions are
made known among the working class
and people and to advance the mass
struggle for its own demands, includ-
ing democratic freedoms and re-
forms in favor of the workers, peasants
and revolutionary forces, for the fight-
ing unity of the guerrilla movement,

In defiance of the reactionary government’s state of siege, 25,000 workers organized a march 52 blocks long through

etc. The Party considers that by enter-
ing the truce process it can more effec-
tively combat the demagogy of the Be-
tancur government, and more success-
fully undermine the strength of the
revisionist leaders of the CP/FARC
and the social-democrats and other op-
portunists.

It should be noted that the CP of Co-
lombia (ML) analyzes that in Colombi-
an conditions a military truce, if it
can be achieved, can only be tempo-
rary. The 12th Congress emphasized
that the armed struggle is “‘a key part
in the development of our revolution-
ary tactic,”” and that building the revo-
lutionary army is a ‘‘permanent task’’
of the Party’s strategy.

Determination to Overcome
e Obstacles to the Unity
of the International Marxist-Leninist
Communist Movement

The 12th Congress addressed the
tasks facing the international Marxist-
Leninist movement. The Congress dis-
cussed the problems of the unity of the
world’s Marxist-Leninists and commit-
ted the CP of Colombia (ML) to the
ideological, political and organization-
al work to overcome the obstacles to
unity. The Party rejects all forms of
bourgeois nationalism and social-chau-

the streets of Medellin on May First. The CP of Colombia (ML) played a militant role, raising the red banners of the
Party and banners of its armed wing, the EPL.



vinism and places great stress on the
importance of actively and militantly
applying the Marxist-Leninist princi-
ples of proletarian internationalism.
The 12th Congress of the Commu-
nist Party of Colombia (Marxist-Lenin-
ist) was an important event in the revo-

lutionary work of the Colombian Marx-
ist-Leninists. Along with the Colom-
bian comrades, The Workers' Advo-
cate celebrates the success of the 12th
Congress of the CP of Colombia (ML)
and extends a proletarian internation-
alist salute to all the courageous revo-

lutionaries in its ranks.

Below we have reprinted the Polit-
ical Declaration of the 12th Congress.
We hope to carry further materials
from the Congress in future issues.

The translation is ours.

Political Declaration
of the 12th Congress of the
- CP of Colombia (ML)

‘Before the international proletariat
and the Colombian working class and
people, we present the best celebra-
tion of the 20 years of the restructuring
of our Party on Marxism-Leninism:
the successful, unitary and interna-
tionalist realization of our 12th Nation-
al Congress.

About two hundred delegates
named by 18 regional conferences and
assemblies and by fronts of work of the
Party have met in our highest demo-

cratic event, with the participation of

the representatives of the brother par-
ties of Spain, Ecuador, France, Mexi-
co, Bolivia, Costa Rica and Upper Vol-
ta.

During the month of July of 1984,
some place in Colombia, the 12th Con-
gress has reviewed the last four years
of work, which have been character-
ized by the continuous strengthening
of the Marxist-Leninist quality of the
Party, by its multitudinous quantita-
tive growth, and by the invigoration of
its political presence at the head of the
revolutionary movement, based on a
better foundation in the working class’
and the popular masses. .

The 12th Congress of the CP of Co-
lombia (ML) is a new demonstration of
the internationalist character of the
Party. We are a proletarian interna-
tional detachment, because the work-
ing class is only one on a world level,
with identical objectives and common
enemies. We are fighters for the world
proletarian revolution and, for this rea-
son, we put in intimate association to

this the development of the fight for
taking power and socialism in Colom-
bia and we put this at the service of the
triumph of socialism and communism
the world over. !

The world marches towards social-
ism and communism. The October
Revolution marked the beginning of
the epoch of the definitive wounding of
capitalism and imperialism and placed
the proletariat as the class that signals
the path of development towards so-
cialism.

The four fundamental contradictions
of the epoch do not only maintain their
full effect, but they take on special
vigor. Before the Marxist-Leninist par-
ties is presented the challenge of
strengthening and developing them-
selves as the only alternatives of power
and of consistently applying proletar-
ian internationalism in order to fulfill
the mission bequeathed by the Com-
munist International, led by Lenin and
Stalin.

The problematical international
situation brings out the necessity
which cannot be postponed for the pro-
letariat and the peoples, led by their
Marxist-Leninist detachments, to in-
tensify the struggle against imperial-
ism, revisionism and social-democra-
cy, and threatening fascism; in no case
can this struggle be deviated towards
bourgeois nationalism or social-chau-
vinism. It is imperative to confront and
overthrow the reactionary bourgeoi-
sies in power to open the path of the
revolution towards socialism.

The danger of a new world war is an
evident fact that is born of the expan-

- sionist and rapacious nature of impe-

rialism. The Marxist-Leninists, the
proletariat and the peoples cannot join
the chorus of bourgeois pacifism that
attempts to disarm our struggle. We
raise the banner of the struggle for
peace among the peoples, developing
the revolution and preparing ourselves
to fulfill the Leninist mandate of trans-
forming the imperialist war into a rev-
olutionary war.

The cry of combat and unity of the
proletarians traverses the world. The
Marxist-Leninist parties will not be in-
ferior to this sacred commitment. The
consistent practice of active and mili-
tant proletarian internationalism, as a
fundamental principle of the doctrine
of Marx, Engels, Lenin and Stalin, de-
mands of us to work boldly to strength-
en and concretize the ideological, poli-
tical and organizational unity of the
international communist movement.

The road of the unity of the Marxist-
Leninists is not easy. The communists
are not afraid of difficulties. Qur com-
mitment is to overcome all the obsta-
cles and to combat all that is opposed
to converting the unity of the Marxist-
Leninists into vigorous reality and ac-
tuality. The 12th Congress of the Com-
munist Party (Marxist-Leninist) com-
mits itself to take all the steps neces-
sary to gain a general strategic and
tactical line and to materialize the in-
ternational organization of the Marx-
ist-Leninists.

A detachment of the EPL (Popular Liberation Army), *

which is the armed wing of the Communist Party of Colombia (Marxist-Leninist).

We, the Colombian communists,
raise our fist of solidarity with the pro-
letariat and the peoples of the world
who struggle against imperialism, the
bourgeoisie and all the reactionaries.
We support and defend the construc-
tion of socialism in Albania, as the her-
itage of the international proletariat.
Our spirit of combat is at the side of
the communist fighters assassinated
by the fascist regimes, condemned to
the dungeons and persecutors, as is
happening today in Turkey, Iran, Chi-
le, Venezuela and other countries of
the world.

The development of the world prole-
tarian revolution equally demands of
the Marxist-Leninists of Colombia to
work with tenacity for the ever greater
strengthening of our Party as the polit-
ical head of the revolution. This im-
plies constituting ourselves as a real
alternative of power, capable of assur-
ing the dictatorship of the proletariat
and the construction of socialism.

For the Party it continues to be a ne-

_ cessity to strengthen itself as a strong

and numerous party at the head of a
broad revolutionary movement of the
masses, and to deepen its ties with the
working class, occupying the first
place in the struggle for its unity.

The 12th Congress constituted the
rationalization of the experience ob-
tained in the class struggle in the na-
tional and international arena. Our
Party has today a more profound
knowledge of the reality of the country
and of the world, and has taken a leap
in the assimilation of Marxism-Lenin-
ism. This has permitted the arrival at
unanimous conclusions and the frank
disposition of all the militants to carry
into practice the adopted decisions.

The 12th Congress praises the role
played by all the militants of the Party
and values highly the work of the Pop-
ular Liberation Army, its loyalty to the
Party and its firmness in combat. The
Party press has been an instrument of
transcendental importance; this Con-
gress has committed itself to continue

to strengthen it in all its aspects, in
particular the role of the central organ,
Revolucion.

The CP of Colombia (ML), charac-
terizing the revolution as socialist,
does so convinced that it covers a
whole stage in which the proletariat
must not only itself participate, but
lead the battles for democracy. In the
struggles against imperialist domina-
tion and penetration, against capitalist
exploitation and oppression, against
the preparations of a new world war
and against the process of fascization,
the Party must assure the unity of the
working class and the masses around
its political line, putting into play all of
its instruments and applying a correct
policy of alliances, in which the work-
er-peasant alliance plays the primary
role.

The characteristics of the insurrec-
tion in Colombia indicate for the Par-
ty’s strategy the permanent task of
constructing the revolutionary army.
Our tactic of accumulation of forces
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and of preparation of the general in-
surrection demands of the communists
audacity and flexibility, confronting
and destroying all manifestations of
conservatism and dogmatism. The
forms of organization and of struggle,
conforming to their tactical character,
must be correctly defined at each mo-
ment, paying attention to the correla-
tion of forces, the maneuvers of the en-
emy and the interests and objectives of
the Party. We emphasize the actual
effect of the armed struggle in Colom-
bia, a key part in the development of
our revolutionary tactic. :

The 12th Congress ratifies the just
tactics oriented by the central organs
of leadership in this period. The slo-
gans of truce, national dialogue and
democratic opening, raised by the Par-
ty, open the way inhto the national polit-
ical reality. Our proletarian organiza-
tion has been placed in the first plane
by the seriousness of its proposals,
and its political capacity and clarity.
The truth is that we have gained the
polarization of the so-called left, un-
masking the revisionists and other op-
portunists and gaining political initia-
tive and growing sympathies.

The impulse of a great political

movement of struggle for a democratic
opening defines in the present mo-
ments our resolutely declared tactic.
Taking into account the decisions of
the central leadership in regards to the
forms of the conduct and presence of
the Party, it is a duty of all the commu-
nist militants to put themselves in the
first ranks of the political struggle,
defending the Party lines and the slo-
gans of the moment.

The 12th Congress highly recogniz-
es the leading capacity of the National
Secretariat, of the Central Executive
Committee and the Central Commit-
tee, which guided the Party during this
period with ability and skill and out-
lined the directives that have permit-
ted the Party’s advance.

The Central Committee elected at
this Congress has before itself the
great responsibility of leading and ful-
filling the orientations it puts forward,
of continuing at the front of the Party,
and of confirming with its correct prac-
tice the high honor with which it has
been entrusted.

Comrades:

We have the commitment to strug-
gle and to win. For this we count on

tariat, on the brother Marxist-Leninist
parties, on the iron unity of our ranks,
and on the certain and invincible guide
of the Marxist-Leninist doctrine. We
have the spirit of the Bolsheviks and
the confidence that we belong to the
future.

We are a party of the vanguard and
we demonstrate this in the daily prac-
tice of the class struggle. We loyally
fulfill the commitment to be the organ-
ized detachment of the proletariat and
the general staff of the revolution. We
continue gaining the confidence of
growing sectors of the Colombian
working class and people because we
interpret and defend their interests.
We continue demonstrating that we
are worthy combatants of the party of
Pedro Vasquez Rendon and Pedro Le-
on Arboleda. :

To destroy the refuse of the capital-
ist world! To build socialism! This is
the challenge that we put forth today
and that we accept with militant pride.

Proletarians of all countries, unite!

Fighting united, we shall win!

12th Congress
Communist Party of Colombia
(Marxist-Leninist)

the forces of the international prole- July 1984 0O
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Medellin, Colombia

Report on the

7th International Anti-imperialist
and Anti-Fascist Youth Camp

Medellin, a big industrial center
surrounded by mountains, is the sec-
ond city of Colombia. Between July 1
and 15, on a steep hill outside of the
city, the 7th International Anti-Impe-
rialist and Anti-Fascist Youth Camp
was successfully held.

Large contingents of the Revolution-
ary Youth of Colombia from different
parts of the country participated in the
camp. A big delegation of the Revolu-
tionary Youth of Ecuador and other
Ecuadoran organizations also took
part. As well, small delegations came
from the Marxist-Leninist youth of
Upper Volta, France, Spain, Domini-
can Republic, Denmark, Britain, Can-
ada and elsewhere. Moreover, the
MLP,USA, upon receiving an invita-
tion for the first time from the Prepara-
tory Committee, sent a delegation to
the International Youth Camp. While
there was no official U.S. delegation
at the camp, the representatives of the
MLP,USA participated fully in the
camp’s activities and worked to contri-
bute to its success.

The Revolutionary Youth of Colombia

The camp was hosted by the Revo-
lutionary Youth of Colombia (JRC).
Several hundred JRC militants took
part, coming from schools and work
places from all the regions of Colom-
bia. The JRC, the Marxist-Leninist or-
ganization of the Colombian youth,
was founded only two years ago. Since
its founding it has multiplied its ranks
and consolidated itself as a national or-
ganization built among the student

and worker youth.

In their tireless work for the camp,
and in countless discussions with the
foreign delegations, the JRC militants
showed their determined revolutionary
spirit and ardent proletarian interna-
tionalism. The JRC activists are well
schooled in the line and orientation of

The banner of the JRC (Revolutionary Youth of Colombia)

the vanguard party of the Colombian
prolet&riat, the CP of Colombia (ML),
and shared with the foreign delega-
tions the rich revolutionary experience
of the Colombian Marxist-Leninists.
Not surprisingly, for the JRC, as
well as for the international delega-
tions, a high point of the camp was the

in the midst of a protest of students, teachers and workers, May 1984.
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The first national congress of the JRC (Revolutionary Youth of Colombia) was held in Medellin in November, 1983.

The congress delegates sing The International, the song of the international proletariat.

evening event where the Political Dec-
laration of the 12th Congress of the
Communist Party of Colombia (Marx-
ist-Leninist) was first made public.
(See accompanying report on the 12th
Congress.)

- In the Face of the State of Siege

From beginning to end, the camp
faced the obstacles, threats and pres-
sures of the reactionary Betancur gov-
ernment. The Colombian bourgeoisie
rules through the most arbitrary and
ruthless violence against the masses.
For decades it has maintained an
emergency state of siege directed a-
gainst the political activity of the work-
ing masses and revolutionary forces.
The police and army massacre the
workers, peasants and students with
impunity. And political activists and
popular leaders frequently ‘‘disap-
pear’’ at the hands of the military and
paramilitary forces. In fact, days be-
fore the camp began, Rodrigo Pena-
gos, a community leader from Itagui,
a working class suburb of Medellin,
was kidnapped; and participants at the
youth camp took part in protests in Ita-
gui to demand his freedom and secur-
ity.

The pressure of the regime was felt
directly on the activities of the camp.
Among other things, police with riot
shields blocked the start of the inter-
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national long distance run and while ical issues of the day.

they were at it arrested three partici-
pants for good measure. The authori-
ties also refused to grant a permit for
the anti-imperialist march that was
scheduled to take place in Medellin.
But this did not stop the march from
taking place.

The anti-imperialist march was
launched at dusk at an unannounced
location. Taking over the center of the
street for several blocks, the marchers
raised aloft fighting anti-imperialist
banners and the red banners of the
Marxist-Leninists and revolutionaries
of different countries. In militant and
disciplined fashion the demonstration
made its way through the crowded
streets of Medellin, unmolested by the
authorities who had been foiled by the
method of surprise. The anti-imperial-
ist march became an important tri-
umph of the camp in the face of the
state of siege. ' -

Exchange of Experience and
Discussions of Acute World Problems

The 7th International Youth Camp
provided an opportunity for the Marx-
ist-Leninist youth to exchange expe-
rience. A number of delegates who

had participated in previous camps:

pointed out that one of the successes
of the 7th Camp was its greater em-
phasis on addressing the acute polit-

Discussions were organized on the
revolutionary movement in various
countries — Ecuador, Spain, etc. And
commissions were held for the parti-
cipants in the camp to debate a num-
ber of problems: the struggle against
imperialist war; the menace of fas-
cism; the capitalist crisis; tasks facing
the worker and student youth; women
and their participation in the revolu-
tionary movement; problems of cul-
ture, etc. For the first time at the youth
camps, the commissions-not only held
discussions but also adopted political
resolutions. Among other things, the
resolutions on imperialist war and fas-
cism contained militant denunciations
of U.S. imperialism, Soviet social-im-
perialism and the international bour-
geoisie as the source of war and fas-
cism; they posed the necessity for
struggle against social-democracy and
modern revisionism; they condemned
imperialist aggression in Central
America and around the world; and
they expressed solidarity with the vic-
tims of reaction and fascism in Turkey,
Iran, Chile, Dominican Republic and
elsewhere.

The revolutionary struggles of the
peoples of Central America were given
special emphasis, and the debate in
the commission on this question was
particularly lively. The resolution
adopted gives militant support to the

Salvadoran, Nicaraguan and other
peoples of this region in their heroic
struggles against U.S. imperialism. It
also condemns the Contadora Group
(made up of the reactionary bourgeois
and pro-U.S. imperialist governments
of Colombia, Mexico, Venezuela and
Panama) and its attempts to disarm
the revolutionary peoples of Central
America. The resolution also voices
support for the proletarian forces in
Nicaragua, represented by MAP-ML
(Movement of Popular Action/Marx-
ist-Leninist).

In general the discussions were
marked by a high degree of militancy

and proletarian internationalist soli-
darity. This does not mean, however,
that there was complete unanimity.
For example, the delegates from the
petty-bourgeois nationalist CP of Can-
ada (ML) and the RCP of Britain (ML)
were disgruntled, being unhappy with
a number of political developments at
the camp, and with the very presence
of a delegation of the MLP,USA.
Besides the organized discussions,
there was also a good deal of informal
interchange among the delegates of
the various-countries. The perpetual
rains (the camp was held in hills
known as ‘‘Cielo Roto’” or ‘‘Broken

Heavens’’ because of the large num-
ber of rain clouds which burst on them)
put a little damper on some of the
sports and other activities. But they
couldn't dampen the revolutionary
spirit of the participants,-and if any-
thing, helped create conditions for the
countless discussions among the dele-
gates on the tasks facing the revolu-
tionary youth and the Marxist-Lenin-
ists in their countries and on an inter-
national scale.

From many angles the 7th Inter-
national Youth Camp was a success. [
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3rd Congress of the

Communist Party of Japan (Left)

On the

The Communist Party of Japan
(Left) recently held its Third Congress.
The Political Report of the Central
Committee has been serialized in The
People’s Star, international bulletin of
the CPJ(L). Below we reprint an ex-
cerpt from Chapter Il *‘Guiding the
Mass Struggle, '’ Section 1 "'Unify the
Workers' Front'' from the June 15
issue.

The working class is the leading
class and main force of the Japanese
revolution.

Since World War II, the working
class has more than doubled in num-
ber to exceed 38 million, or 65 percent
of the total employed population. The
following is the present picture of the
working class. ...

[The text went on to describe the dif-
ferent sections of the working class,
including the more than 4 million regu-
lar workers in big enterprises and gov-
ernment, the 23.5 million workers in
medium, small and petty businessess,
and the millions of workers in tempor-
ary or part-time work. It then went on
to discuss the social basis for reform-
ism in the working class movement
and the tasks of the proletarian revolu-
tionaries, as follows:]

The imperialist bourgeoisie has in-
troduced the bourgeois labor move-
ment into the workers through the
labor aristocracy. After World War II,
the framework of the bourgeois labor
movement was set through the labor
reforms by U.S. imperialism and, as-
sociated with the International Confed-
eration of Free Trade Unions, the Gen-
eral Council of Trade Unions was
formed. Later on, the Japanese mo-
nopoly bourgeoisie grew fat during the
period of ‘‘high economic growth’’ and
in this process, adopted a policy to
bribe the upper stratum of the work-
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ers. Japanese imperialism fostered a
spécific social stratum within the work-
ing class as a prop for bourgeois rule
of workers by bribing the upper stra-
tum of the workers and the petty bour-
geoisie’ with a part of huge superprof-
its, squeezed from the oppressed peo-
ples, and turning them into labor aris-
tocrats who are bourgeoisified in all
aspects of the world outlook and life
style. The labor aristocracy, whose
basis for existence is the superprofits
of imperialism, is fanning up chauvin-
ism from the position of Japanese im-
perialism. The labor bureaucracy,
which is based on the labor aristocracy
and nests in the leading bodies of
trade unions, is turning the trade
unions into a new type of the ‘‘Patriot-
ic Industrial Association’’ or an assist-
ant organization for imperialism. If
one coexists with the labor aristocracy
without separating and breaking away
from it, this means nothing but the
desertion to the side of the bourgeoisie
and the split of workers. It is incorrect
if one does not regard the labor aris-
tocracy as a social stratum but sorts
out some specific workers according to
job categories and forms of employ-
ment, unionized status and earnings,
and if he wrongly defines them as the
labor aristrocracy and excludes them
from the movement.

The lower-strata workers represent
the overwhelming majority of workers
and the main forces of social produc-
tion. They are unemployed or semi-
unemployed, without rights and ex-
tremely underpaid. Although some of
them are affiliated with trade unions,
many remain unorganized. The influ-
ence of-labor aristocracy is relatively
small among them. A large part of
lower-strata workers are left outside of
the current labor movement. In other
words, the proletariat is divided. We

must overcome this situation.

The following points are important
for the unification of the workers’
front.

(1) We must fight upholding the
banner against unemployment, wage
reduction and fascist-like oppression
and for the abolition of wage slavery.
We must step up the struggle against
unemployment. The relative overpop-
ulation typically signifies the status of
workers under capitalism. By exposing
this, we must advance the struggle
toward the overthrow of capitalism
which brings about unemployment.
With emphasis on the wage struggle,
we must reveal the contradiction be-
tween capital and wage labor. We
must disclose the oppression of the
workers’ movement as a road to im-
perialist war, so as to build up the
struggle for democracy and expand the
front of the movement. The imperial-
ist bourgeoisie has become barbaric
in the deepening crisis of capitalism.
The favorable situation is created for
the struggle to reveal capitalism and
overthrow the wage slavery. For the
unification of the workers’ front, it is
necessary to establish the class view-
point.

(2) The imperialist bourgeoisie uses
the state machinery to promote the
conversion of industrial structure and
the administrative reform as well as to
carry out the plunder of the people
and the oppression of the workers’
movement. We must consistently face
up to the policies of the imperialist
bourgeoisie and expose the real nature
of the state on the basis of the mass
struggle.

(3) We must abide by the revolu-
tionary line. The struggle at Kikutani
Clothing Company, which is a struggle
waged by workers of a small company
against dismissals, has been an exper-

ience winning support from broad
masses. This is because the slogans of
the struggle coincided with the class
interests of the large workers’ masses
and represented their true voice. De-
spite its particularity, the contradic-
tion at Kikutani Co. between the capi-
tal and the workers is an irreconcila-
ble, universal contradiction in the capi-
talist society between capital and wage
labor over the exploitation and anti-
exploitation, the oppression and anti-
oppression. It is this contradiction
where the essence of the capitalist
wage slavery is starkly expressed. The
struggle at Kikutani Co. exposed it
and upheld as slogans the class de-
mands of the workers. The reason why
the struggle enlisted a wholehearted
sympathy of the broad masses, is that
it followed a revolutionary line funda-
mentally different from the reformist
bourgeois labor movement, such as
so-called ‘‘company reconstruction’’
line which seeks to improve capitalism
in reliance on the bourgeoisie.

(4) While giving full play to the
fighting capability of the outside sub-
contract, temporary and day workers,
part-timers, and workers in medium
and small companies, we must arouse
the regular workers at large enter-
prises, national public employees,
public corporation workers and muni-
cipal workers to action and wipe out
the influence of labor aristocracy
among them. The imperialist bour-

geoisie divides and rules the outside’

subcontract, temporary and day work-
ers, part-timers, and workers in
medium and small companies, on one
hand, and the regular workers in large
enterprises, national public employ-
ees, public corporation workers and
municipal workers, on the other. We
must break down this rule and unite all
the workers in a class way against cap-
ital. The important thing to this end is
that we go down to the lowest stratum
of workers to link up with them and
generate movements by starting from
the actual situation of workers and
working out our policies.

(5) We must strengthen the struggle
against chauvinism. Opportunism of
the labor aristocracy, which has turned
into chauvinism and the concept of
‘‘defending the fatherland’’ on the
side of its own imperialism at a time of
imperialist war, has split the proletari-
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A militant protest in Ilwakuni, Yamaguchi Prefecture, against Ronald

Reagan’s visit to Japan last November. The placards declare: ‘‘Reagan go
home!”’, ‘‘Down with the Nakasone government!”’, Denounce the impe-
rialist invasion of Grenada!’’, ‘‘U.S. out of Japan and the Iwakuni base!’’,
and ‘“We support the struggles of the oppressed peoples!’’ Photo from
People’s Star, paper of the CP of Japan (Left).

at and broken the unity between the
proletariat and the oppressed peoples.
But activating the political work
among the workers, we must make the
Japanese working class advance on the
course of fighting in unity with the op-
pressed peoples against the Japanese
imperialist bourgeoisie. The struggle
against imperialist war must be inten-
sified. The trade unions under the in-
fluence of labor aristocracy play a reac-
tionary role. The trade unions, affect-
ed by chauvinism, have turned into an

instrument to mobilize the workers for
an imperialist war. Nevertheless, we
must work in any reactionary trade
union whatever, as long as the masses
are there. Even when it is hard to turn
the whole of a trade union to a class
direction, we must fight there against
the labor bureaucracy to win the
masses.

(6) We must organize the advanced
elements of workers so as to promote a
class turn in the workers’ movement.
It is necessary to build up, as an organ-
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‘izi'ng form for them, the struggle com-
mittees and the councils of workers’

representatives of factories and enter-

prises. The struggle committees must
organize the advanced elements of
workers and take deep roots in the
masses, by concretely grasping the
conditions of the enemy and ourselves
and various phases of workers’ con-
sciousness at each factory or enter-
prise. The councils of worker repre-
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sentatives are organizations which
unite the struggle committees of sep-
arate factories and enterprises on a
regional and industrial basis. There-
fore, they must combine the struggles
at particular factories and enterprises
to develop them politically into a class-
against-class struggle, and organize
class counteractions of the workers by

-exposing the attacks of the imperialist

bourgeosie through the state machine.

When no struggle committees are or-
ganized yet at factories or enterprises,
it is necessary to conduct such activi-
ties as a council of worker representa-
tives will do, by rallying workers from
some factories and enterprises. Even
in that case, however, these activities
must take roots in the class battles at
the factories and enterprises and be
promoted in the direction of organizing
struggle committees.

" Condemn the Repression
in the Dominican Republic!

Statement of the National Executive Committee of the Marxist-Leninist Party,USA

Below we reprint a statement issued
on June 30 by the National Executive
Committee of the MLP, USA con-
demning a recent wave of repression
against the left in the Dominican Re-
public. Since that time, it has been
reported in the bourgeois press that
those who had .been arrested have
been released. The arrests appear to
have been a form of ‘‘preventive
detention'' because the government
wanted to forestall a new round of
mass struggle against its austerity
campaign. The arrests coincided with
a decision by the government to raise
gasoline prices from less than 90 cents
a gallon to $1.76; this was demanded
by the International Monetary Fund of
the world’s imperialist bankers. The
statement below clarifies the tense
situation between the masses and the
Dominican bourgeoisie regarding the
austerity campaign of local capital and
the IMF.

In mid-June the government of the
Dominican Republic carried out a Ges-
tapo-style sweep against the left
throughout that country. It arrested a
large number of leaders of leftist poli-
tical parties, trade unions, and peasant
organizations. After being imprisoned
for several days, the detainees were
released. But only for a day or two. On
Tuesday, June 19, the police again
launched raids to rearrest the left acti-
vists. However, they failed to find
everyone they were looking for.

Among the targets of the police re-
pression is our fraternal Marxist-Len-
inist party, the Communist Party of
Labor (CPL). The list of original de-
tainees included Comrade Rafael

Chaljub Mejia, General Secretary of
the CPL. But the police failed to find
Comrade Chaljub in their second
series of raids. However, early reports
from the Dominican bourgeois press
indicate that at least one local of the
CPL was raided during the June 19
sweep.

The Marxist-Leninist Party of the
USA strongly condemns this latest
round of repression by the social-
democratic government of Salvador
Jorge Blanco. These latest attacks
come just two months after the mass
upsurge-of late April, when the Do-
minican government brutally unleash-
ed its troops against the people who
had risen up in protest of huge in-
creases in the prices of food and other
necessities. At that time, the Blanco
regime murdered over 60 people, in-
jured hundreds, and arrested nearly
5,000 people, including a large num-
ber of left activists.

In the current persecution of the
left, it is not yet clear what specific
charges are being made against the
left leaders. But the government has
unleashed a propaganda campaign
that allegedly the Dominican leftists
were involved in an international
conspiracy to ‘‘undermine the stability
of the Republic.”’ A whole slew of lurid
tall tales are being spun out about the
supposed training of terrorists in Libya
and Cuba, sinister trips to the Soviet
Union and Viet Nam, the involvement
of Basque nationalist fighters, and so
forth.

These are nothing but a pack of lies
to cover over the naked suppression of
the democratic rights of the working
people in the Dominican Republic. The

conspiracy stories have simply been
borrowed from the arsenals of the pro-
fessional liars of the Reagan adminis-
tration, which sees the hand of the So-
viet Union and Cuba behind every
spark of unrest and revolt throughout
the hemisphere.

The fact of the matter is that the un-
rest in the Dominican Republic is not
the product of any Soviet-Cuban con-
spiracyf it is the result of the miserable
conditions faced by the toilers of that
country. The Dominican masses are
savagely exploited at the hands of the
Dominican capitalists and landowners
and the U.S. multinational corpora-
tions. Today upheavals are breaking
out there because the country is in the
grips of acute economic crisis. The
Dominican bourgeois government
seeks to make the working people pay
for the economic crisis. In order to
keep paying tribute to the imperialist
bankers, the government is imposing
a ruthless program of hunger and aus-
terity at the behest of the bankers’ in-
stitution, the International Monetary
Fund.

With their rebellion last April, the
Dominican toilers showed their de-
termination to stand up against the
hunger program of the IMF and the
bourgeois government. The Blanco
government has unleashed its latest
wave of repression in order to prevent
a new upsurge by the toilers. The gov-
ernment is showing that it is hellbent
on imposing the IMF’s austerity cam-
paign and that it will not heed the de-
mands of the masses against starva-
tion and misery. :

The recent events have again shown
that there is nothing progressive about
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the social-democratic government of
the Dominican Revolutionary Party.
This is nothing but a regime of hunger
and repression, a regime in the ser-
vice of the bourgeoisie and imperial-
ism.

The Marxist-Leninist Party of the
USA condemns the hand of ‘‘our own’’
U.S. imperialist bloodsuckers in the
oppression of the Dominican toilers.
The American multinationals are
among the principal exploiters of the
Dominican working people. The Pen-
tagon and the U.S. arms merchants
are among the main suppliers of the
guns, bullets and other weapons in the
hands of the Dominican security
forces. And the U.S. imperialists also
have a major role in the IMF’s dictate
to squeeze the Dominican masses.

Indeed, the April price hikes were
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announced just a few days after Jorge
Blanco came to Washington to visit
Reagan. Reagan pressed Blanco to
enact the new austerity campaign as a
condition for new U.S. loans. A U.S.
diplomat justified this with the claim
that the country’s economic problems
were due to ‘‘an unrealistic standard
of living for the lower and middle
classes.”” At the same time, Reagan
praised the Dominican regime as an is-
land of stability in the region. But
this so-called ‘‘stability’’ was rudely
shaken by the upsurge of April.

The Marxist-Leninist Party of the
USA is confident that the repression
of the Blanco regime will not succeed
in stemming the struggle of the Do-
minican workers and peasants. The
toilers who are alréady so poor and
hungry will not sit by and let the inter-

national bankers and local capitalists
starve them into even greater misery.
The working masses have a long tradi-
tion of militant struggle. In the course
of struggle they gave up many of their
finest sons and daughters to the dun-
geons and executioners of the fascist
tyrannies of Trujillo and Balaguer.
They will not allow the persecution by
the present ‘‘democratic’’ government
to suppress the onward march of their
revolutionary struggle.

The Marxist-Leninist Party of the
USA reaffirms its militant solidarity
with the fighting workers, peasants
and youth of the Dominican Republic.

National Executive Committee
Marxist-Leninist Party, USA

Indira Gandhi Unleashes Terror
‘in India’s Punjab

For several years now, a major crisis
has been brewing in the northwestern
Indian state of the Punjab. In June the
crisis exploded. The central govern-
ment of Indira Gandhi launched a mas-
sive military crackdown against the
Sikh nationalist movement. Over a
thousand people were killed and the
state has been put under military occu-
pation. The blows of the Indian gov-
ernment have fallen not just upon the
Sikh nationalists but also against the
Sikh masses generally.

The situation in the Punjab is the
latest of a series of major crises that
India has faced since independence
from Britain in 1947, This crisis is yet
another indictment of the reactionary
character of the Indian government
and of the brutal and oppressive social
system that exists in India.

The Indian government boasts of
having the world’s largest democracy
and this is said to be able to harmonize
the interests of all the different sec-
tors of society. But behind the parlia-
mentary forms lies the oppressive rule
of the big capitalists and landlords.
And whenever Indian ‘‘democracy’’ is
faced with a real test of its professed
abilities, it flunks out miserably; the
niceties of parliamentary haggling are
quickly put aside in favor of the use of
the real instruments of bourgeois rule
— the guns of the police and army.

The crisis in the Punjab is the result
of the interaction of two major factors.
First, the practice of national and reli-
gious discrimination by the Indian rul-
ing class. And second, the growth of
conflicts between regional bourgeois
interests and the central government,
and also within various regional inter-
ests — both conflicts being due to the
uneven development of capitalism in
the different regions of the country.

The Punjab is a state where the peo-
ple, who are mainly of the Punjabi na-
tionality, belong to two main religious
communities, Sikh and Hindu. While
Hinduism is the majority religion in
India and common to many different
nationalities, the Sikh religion is main-
ly restricted to the Punjabi nationality.
The Sikh community is thus an ethnic-
religious community, making up just
over half of the people of the Punjab
today. The class divisions in the state
cut across both religious communities.
There are both Hindu and Sikh work-
ing people and Hindu and Sikh exploit-
ers.

The Indian state has long practiced
various forms of discrimination against
the Punjabis in general and the Sikhs
in particular. The Sikh masses have
grown bitter as a result of both these
forms of oppression.

The Indian state makes pompous
declarations of its alleged commitment
to religious and national tolerance, but
in fact it is a champion of Hindu chau-
vinism. Hindu chauvinism promotes a
special privileged position for the up-
per-caste Hindus, for the Hindi-speak-
ing nationality, and for the Hindu reli-
gion. It is a bulwark of the oppression
by the Indian ruling class of the lower
castes and of various minority nation-
alities and religious communities.

In the course of the current Punjab
crisis, the Indian government has
helped to bolster Hindu chauvinist
bigotry and it has persecuted the Sikh
masses. In the eyes of the govern-
ment, every Sikh whose loyalty it is
not sure of has become suspect, a
‘‘threat to the integrity of the nation.”

Meanwhile the persecution of the
Sikh masses has in turn helped to
strengthen the influence of the Sikh
nationalist movement over the Sikh

masses. It has fed the nationalist prop-
aganda about the alleged harmony of
interests of all Sikhs, rich and poor
alike. But this is a complete fraud. The
Sikh nationalist movement is a move-
ment in the interests of the Sikh bour-
geoisiefand it has nothing to offer the
toiling Sikh masses.

The struggle of the Sikh nationalists
against the central government is es-
sentially a struggle of the rural and ur-
ban Sikh bourgeoisie for greater eco-
nomic and political powers to enrich it-
self with. The contradiction between
the local capitalists and the central
government could have taken the form
of a struggle of the Punjabi bourgeoi-
sie as a whole against the central gov-
ernment. But this has not happened;
instead it has taken on a communal
(religious sectarian) character. The
source of this lies in a long history of
communal politics among the exploit-
ers of the Punjab, which has today tak-
en on a sharp character because of
fierce competition between the Sikh
and Hindu bourgeoisie of the state.

The greatest tragedy is that the cri-
sis in the Punjab has led to a situation
where both the Sikh and Hindu ex-
ploiters, and the Indian government as
well, are systematically inciting the
Sikh and Hindu communities against
each other. Of course the incitement
of fratricidal religious violence is not
unique to the Punjab; the Indian ruling
class regularly takes recourse to this
sort of dirty work. Just in the recent
period, we have witnessed major out-
breaks of communal violence, in As-
sam last year and near Bombay just a
few months ago.

Already in the Punjab great distrust
has been created and there have been
brutal killings of both Hindus and
Sikhs. The stage has been set for even
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wider fratricidal violence. Such strife
hits hardest against the working peo-
ple of both religious communities. The
exploiters, Hindu and Sikh, are at-
tempting to use the toilers as pawns in
their sordid rivalries with one another.
They are actively promoting distrust
between the religious communities in
order to enslave the toilers of each
community to their ‘‘own’’ exploiters.
The incitement of fratricidal vio-

lence is directly aimed against the uni-
ty of the workers and peasants. In the
recent decades, the Punjab has been
the scene of many a militant struggle
of the toilers, including the large army
of rural proletarians. It is this unity
which is threatened today.

It is precisely these traditions of
united struggle on class lines that offer
hope for the future. The way out of the
religious strife lies, above all, in the
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India is a very large and diverse country. It has'a population of over 700
million. The divisions in the map above show the administrative divisions
of the country; there are 22 states and 9 union (centrally administered) ter-
ritories. ;

Many of the states and territories correspond to particular nationalities.
The largest nationality, the Hindi-speaking people who make up over 40%
of the country’s population, are mainly resident in a belt that includes the
six states of Rajasthan, Haryana, Himachal Pradesh, Uttar Pradesh,
Madhya Pradesh and Blhar, and the Union Territory of Delhi. There are
in addition 11 other major nationalities with their own language and a host
of smaller nationalities and ethnic groups.

The people are also divided into a number of religions. The majority,
about 84%, are Hindu while the rest include Muslims, Christians, Sikhs,
Buddhists, etc. Several of the religious communities but especially the Hin-
dus are divided into castes. The weight of caste oppression is fiercest on
the Dalits or Harijans (the so-catled untouchables), who make up one sev-
enth of the Indian population.

The present crigis has broken out in the Punjab, a state in the northwest
where the people are mainly of the Punjabi nationality. Punjabis include
both Hindus and Sikhs. The Sikhs form an ethnic-religious community
among the Punjabi nationality and are today just over half the population
of the Punjab. Today there are about 14 mitlion Sikhs in India, mostly in the

Punjab.
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unity of the toilers across religious
lines in revolutionary struggle against
all the exploiters, both Hindu and
Sikh.

The responsibility for building up
such a struggle falls especially on the
shoulders of the proletariat of India.
It is this class which holds the key to
the future, that can lead the way out of
national and religious discord and out
of the misery and oppression that are
the lot of all the toiling masses. The
proletariat is the class where the bar-
riers of nationality, caste and religion
have broken down to the greatest ex-
tent. Among the exploited masses, it
is the class that knows best the impor-
tance of unity along class lines. It is
therefore in the hands of the proletar-
iat to rally its own ranks and the rest of
the working people in revolutionary
struggle for the class demands of all
the exploited.

The proletariat must build up the
revolutionary movement also to take
up the fight against all forms of special
oppression, including caste, national
and religious oppression. This is re-
quired not only in the interests of ele-
mentary democracy but it is also es-
sential to break down the barriers
among the people, to win the trust of
the specially oppressed sections, to
defeat the poisonous influences of the
nationalists, and to forge a powerful
unity of all the working masses.

An end to all special forms of op-
pression can only come through a rev-
olution of the workers and peasants. It
requires the overthrow of the Indian
ruling class and the coming to power of
a revolutionary government of the toil-
ers. History has clearly shown that all
the bourgeois political forces in India
openly defend or conciliate with the
politics of caste, national and religious
oppression. Only the poor, the down-
trodden, the toilers can ensure true
equality for all the oppressed sections
of the people.

A revolution of the workers and-

peasants will begin the progress to-
wards socialism. Only the abolition of
all exploitation and the construction
of socialism can ensure full emancipa-
tion for all the oppressed peoples of
India. Only such a society can destroy
the social foundaticns of every form of
inequality. Only suc. a society can
combat all religious prejudices and ob-

scurantism and develop a scientific
consciousness among the masses.
(The above article is reprinted from

The crisis in the Punjab

While Indira Gandhi

the last issue of The Workers’ Advo-
cate. In the following background arti-
cle, we examine the crisis in the Pun-

Jab in more detail.)

brutalizes the Sikhs,

both Hindu chauvinism and Sikh nationalism
undermine the unity of the toilers

The latest round of agitation by the Sikh nationalist
movement in the Punjab began in 1980. This agitation was
organized by the Akali Dal, the Sikh bourgeois political
party, after it lost the state government to Indira Gandhi’s
Congress Party in the 1980 elections. The Akali Dal took up
struggle for a charter of 45 demands, which were first put
forward in 1973. These include special religious demands
for Sikhs as well as demands calling for increased economic
and political powers for the Punjab.

From the outset, the Congress Party and its govern-
ments, both at the state and national (central) levels, took
the course of confrontation against the Akali movement.
They combined a policy of endless empty negotiations for
show with carrying out police repression and promotion of
factionalism among the Akalis. Tens of thousands of Sikh
activists were arrested and many were killed.

In the meantime, various religious fundamentalist cur-
rents grew within the Sikh movement. A section openly de-
manded a separate Sikh state, to be called Khalistan; this
was to be a theocratic Sikh dictatorship where Sikhism
would be the only official religion, where the Akali Dal
would be the only party, and where non-Sikhs would be
legally discriminated against. While this was a relatively
minor current, another major faction close to it was organ-
ized under the banner of Sikh fundamentalism around the
figure of Jarnail Singh Bhindranwale.

The Congress Party tried to play the different factions
against one another. At one point, it showed an interest in
using Bhindranwale against the mainstream Akali leader-
ship. For example, Zail Singh of the Congress, today presi-
dent of India, supported Bhindranwale’s followers against
the mainstream Akali candidates in the last round of elec-
tions to the committees that run the Sikh temples.

As the confrontation between the Sikh movement and the
Indian government continued, the government widened its
persecution of the Sikh masses generally. For instance, the
Akali Dal called for major protests at the Asian Games

which were held in Delhi, India’s capital, in November
1982. At that time, the Indian authorities, especially the

Congress government in the state of Haryana, which lies
between the Punjab and 'i)elhi, harassed every bearded
Sikh traveling to Delhi; many were arrested or beaten.
After this incident, the ranks of the Akali movement
swelled with new forces; in December of that year 10,000
ex-servicemen joined in one of the Akali rallies.

Sections of the Sikh movement began to carry out armed
attacks against the authorities and against what they con-
sidered to be Sikh “‘traitors.”” As well, communal strife
(sectarian religious violence) began to spread, encouraged
by both sides. The Akalis promoted their struggle as a
“holy war’’; their communal slogans made the Hindu
masses the target. Murders and clashes began to take
place against ordinary Hindus, as well as against Niran-
karis, a dissident Sikh religious sect. The Congress Party
and other Hindu chauvinist outfits also geared themselves
to mobilize the Hindu masses along communal slogans.
Many of the communal killings have taken place in very
murky circumstances and it is widely suspected that the
hands of the police are deeply involved in the communal
violence.

The Crackdown

Last October, Indira Gandhi took a major step towards an
escalation of the repression. She dissolved the state govern-
ment even though it was controlled by her own party, and
she declared President’s Rule, i.e., direct rule by the cen-
tral government.

Things moved from bad to worse. Sikh militants contin-
ued to fortify themselves in the Sikh temples, especially
in Amritsar at the Golden Temple, the seat of the Sikh
religion. On June 2, the Indian government imposed a vir-
tual state of martial law in the Punjab. As a result, a
24-hour curfew was imposed; phone lines were cut; trans-
portation was halted; and severe restrictions were imposed
on the press. A large number of regular army troops were
deployed, adding to the 25 batallions of central reserve
police and border security forces already in the state.
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On June 5, the Indian army launched an unprovoked mili-
tary assault on the Golden Temple. They used 5,000 troops
backed up by artillery and tanks. The attack was resisted by
the Sikh militants and the fighting took some 36 hours to
subside.

In the end, over a thousand Sikhs were killed. The dead
included not just nationalist militants but also ordinary re-
ligious pilgrims. A large number of people were murdered
with their hands tied behind their backs — in other words,
after they were captured.

Meanwhile, nearly 40 other Sikh temples were attacked
across the Punjab. And after this was completed, a second
phase of military operations commenced, as the military
began to comb the countryside. This was ostensibly in the
name of hunting for ‘5,000 terrorists’” who were said to be
still at large. But in fact this was especially meant to sup-
press discontent in the countryside, which had grown
among the Sikhs as they heard of their religious centers
being attacked.

The Indian government crowed afterwards that the back
of the Sikh nationalist movement was broken. The central
government was supported by other major Indian bourgeois
parties as well. The imperialists also came out in favor of
the Indian government’s action; one Western paper after
another editorialized in support of Indira Gandhi’s crack-
down as a blow in defense of ‘‘stability’’ in the South Asian
subcontinent.

But they are all congratulating Indira Gandhi much too
soon. In fact the situation in the Punjab remains tense. The
military continues its occupation. The disenchantment of
the Sikh masses with the Indian government has only wid-
ened further. The attack on the Golden Temple was greeted
by Sikhs taking to the streets in protest, across India and in
many foreign cities where there are Sikh emigrant popula-
tions. Meanwhile even larger fissures also showed them-
selves. Five thousand Sikh troops in the Indian army muti-
nied. This is the first major crack in the stability of the Indi-
an military, where traditionally the Sikh officers and sol-
diers have been an important component.

Why Such a Crisis Emerges in Indian Society

In broadest terms, the roots of the crisis can be traced to
two general features of Indian society today.

First, there is the question of how the Indian ruling class
relates to the diverse social divisions within the society.

The fundamental division in Indian society is between the
overwhelming majority of workers and peasants on the one
hand and the bloodsucking ruling class of the big capitalists
and landlords on the other. But intertwined with this basic
division are other divisions based on nationality, religion,
caste, etc. India is comprised of over a dozen major nation-
alities, several religious communities, and numerous caste
divisions.

The Indian ruling class is an all-Indian class which has
absorbed sections of the upper strata of most of the major
nationalities and religious communities, including of the
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Sikhs. At the same time certain groupings occupy a domin-
ant position within the ruling class. It is especially based
upon the upper caste Hindus and, in terms of nationality,
upon the upper strata of the Hindi-speaking nationality.
This is the biggest nationality, making up over 40% of the
country’s population, found mainly in the six states of Uttar
Pradesh, Madhya Pradesh, Haryana, Bihar, Rajasthan and
Himachal Pradesh, and the Union Territory of Delhi.

The Indian ruling class gives lip service to secularism
(the idea that the Indian state should be nonreligious) and
respects the peoples of the land, but in fact it systematically
pursues policies of national, caste and religious oppression
and of incitement of peoples against one another. The Indi-
an ruling class upholds the barbaric oppression of the Dalits
or Harijans (the so-called untouchables); it has sought to
impose Hindi as the official language of the country; it car-
ries out wars of subjugation against the small frontier na-
tionalities such as the Nagas and Mizos; and it promotes
Hindu chauvinism and instigates communal violence
against minority religions. Such policies are practices in
order to super-exploit certain sections of the people and
especially to split and divide the toiling masses in order to
prevent their class-wide unity.

Such a situation is not new to India. In the colonial peri-
od, the British imperialists were notorious for thier ‘‘divide-
and-rule” policies to undermine the national liberation
movement. And the Indian bourgeoisie, both in the course
of the national struggle and since it came to power in 1947,
has pursued policies permeated with chauvinism, commu-
nalism, and defense of caste privileges.

The second feature of Indian society relevant to our anal-
ysis of the roots of the Punjab crisis concerns the impact of
the development of capitalism on Indian society with all its
diversities.

Both in the colonial and post-colonial period, Indian so-
ciety has been undergoing a torturous process of capitalist
development. Colonialism simultaneously retared economic
development and engendered the development of capitalist
relations; on the one hand it mutilated the pre-colonial
economy, tried to make the country into an economic ap-
pendage of Britain, and retarded independent develop-
ment; at the same time it introduced capitalist sccial rela-
tions into Indian society. Capitalism developed in the most
painful and brutal fashion. And today while imperialist
domination continues to distort economic development in
India, the rule of the Indian bourgeoisie has however meant
a significant expansion of capitalist development. This has
involved the activity of both imperialist and native capital.

On the one hand, capitalist development has helped to
break down various national, caste and religious barriers
and to create and strengthen certain countrywide classes,
most importantly, the ruling bourgeoisie and the oppressed
Indian proletariat. On the other hand, the uneven character
of capitalist development has helped to create and strength-
en varijous regional bourgeois interests, resulting in compe-
tition between various regional interests and between the
regional interests and the central government. These con-

flicts have manifested themselves in different forms, such
as in the form of nationalist movements of various kinds,
some based on nationality and others based on religion.

The Punjab is one area where one can see how the two
above features of Indian society have interacted with one
another.

Religious Nationalism in the Punjab

The Punjab is the home of the Punjabi nationality, the na-
tionality common to the speakers of Punjabi in the north-
western corner of the Indian subcontinent. In this region
there is a long history of religious communal politics. In the
colonial days, the Punjab was comprised of three main re-
ligious communities — Muslim, Sikh and Hindu. In all
three communities, the upper strata promoted communal
politics and forms of organization. Various economic divi-
sions within the society facilitated this. This was also en-
couraged by the British colonialists, who were all to eager
to set the people against one another.

This communal politics has already led to one major trag-
edy in the history of contemporary Punjab. When India be-
came independent in 1947, imperialism and the exploiters
partitioned the subcontinent on a communal basis, creating
two states — India and Pakistan, the latter a ‘‘Muslim
state’’ created on the basis of a political movement spear-
headed by the Muslim section of the exploiters. The Punjab
was partitioned in two; the Muslim-majority western part
became part of Pakistan. The Sikhs and Hindus opted for
India. This all took place in the midst of terrible communal
violence which took the lives of hundreds of thousands.

From the outset, the Indian state refused to recognize
any real rights for the many nationalities in the country. Af-
ter independence, the government refused to accede to the
popular demand that the states in the Indian federation be
reorganized along linguistic, i.e., nationality, lines. Instead
it sought to preserve the old administrative divisions from
the colonial days, which dispersed many nationalities over
more than a single state. After years of struggle, most of
the states were reorganized in 1956.

The Punjab, however, was one of the exceptions. The
government adamantly refused to allow the creation of a
Punjab state along linguistic lines. When finally forced to
do so, in 1966, the government did so on the basis of incit-
ing and keeping alive a number of contradictions between
the Sikhs and Hindus. And both the Sikh nationalists and
Hindu chauvinists promoted communal prejudice. The
Akali Dal worked to give a Sikh communal character to the
demand for a Punjabi state based on language, and the
Hindu chauvinists even went so far as to urge the Punjabi
Hindus to declare Hindi rather than Punjabi as their mother
tongue.

Punjab and the ‘‘Green Revolution”’

The reconstitution of the Punjab along linguistic lines
came alongside a rapid development of capitalism in agri-

culture, the principal sector of the state’s economy. The
Punjab became a showcase of the so-called Green Revolu-
tion which the imperialists and Indian bourgeoisie boasted
of so highly.

This involved a major increase in the use of fertilizers and
pesticides, new seeds, machinery including tractors, and
irrigation projects. As a result, today 85% of the land is ir-
rigated, while the national average is 26%; there is wider
electrification in the countryside; and the state has become
the major wheat producer in the country. This expansion in
agricultural production took place in the Punjab because of
a number of favorable geographical, historical, and eco-
nomic factors. The Green Revolution did not produce the
same kind of result in most other parts of the country.

The Green Revolution did not mean prosperity for the
poor. It was the rural exploiters who benefited. Class lines
sharpened in the countryside. Many tenant farmers were
forced off their land and many joined in the growing popu-
lation of rural proletarians. Indeed, the percentage of rural
laborers has gone up from 7% in 1961 to well over a third
of the rural work force. And besides the rural laborers, the
remaining owner-cultivators are also in dire straits.

The Green Revolution had its impact in the political
sphere as well. The emergent rural capitalist class sought a
share of political power; they worked through both the Con-
gress Party and the Akali Dal. Behind their political ambi-
tions lay their interest in getting control of the state govern-
ment’s funds for rural development and in using the gov-
ernment to resist the class demands of the rural poor.

A great majority of the rural capitalists are Sikh and they
particularly gravitated towards the Akali Dal. In fact, they
succeeded in capturing its leadership away from the urban
commercial interests who used to dominate the Akali Dal
until the early 1960’s.

During the 1960’s and 70’s, the rural bourgeois leader-
ship of the Akali Dal toned down its Sikh nationalism in
favor of a broader Punjabi nationalism. They sought to
achieve greater economic and political powers for the Pun-
jab. And they sought and achieved alliances with other par-
ties of the exploiters, including rabidly chauvinist Hindu
parties. Yet although the Akalis achieved a coalition gov-
ernment in the state several times, they were unable to
achieve anything in the way of expanding the powers of the
Punjab vis-a-vis the central government.

The Resurgence of Sikh Nationalism

The 1970’s began to see the growth of a number of trends
which changed the political climate in the Punjab.

The rural poor were getting more and more restive. The
rural toilers included both Sikhs and Hindus, especially
from the lower castes and the Harijans. There were strug-
gles which united the toilers across religious lines. Among
the Sikh community, the poor began to turn away from the
influences of the Akali Dal and the Sikh temple leadership
which was connected to the Akalis. The Sikh toilers began
to look towards the left and towards various religicus-social
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movements outside the temples. All these things scared the
Sikh exploiters.

In the meantime, the expansion in agricultural develop-
ment began to peter out. Some of the difficulties were
linked to the world economic crisis, such as the increase in
the prices of fertilizers, machinery, power, etc. Shortages of
power affected the supply of water. Government invest-
ment in agriculture fell.

In this situation a latent division in the Punjabi society
began to manifest itself in a major way. In the Punjab, the
Sikhs are a substantial majority in the countryside and have
traditionally come from agricultural castes. The rural capi-
talists are overwhelmingly Sikh. On the other hand, the
Hindus are a majority in the cities and the commercial bour-
geoisie in the towns is dominated by Hindu traders and
merchants. (There is not a great deal of industry in the
state.) Under the impact of the economic crisis and the dif-
ficulties in agriculture, the Sikh exploiters began to chafe at
the dominance of the Hindu bourgeoisie in the commercial
sector. Grievances grew among both urban Sikh commer-
cial elements, who had long felt subordinated, and among
the rural capitalists, who felt their prospects being thwarted
by those who controlled the market.

All this set the stage for the resurgence of Sikh national-
ism, particularly after the Akali Dal got dislodged from the
state government in 1980.

Just a brief look at a few of the demands of the Akali agi-
tation show the class interests behind this movement.

A major demand is for a greater share of the water from
two rivers that run through the Punjab. For decades there
have been complicated arrangements for the division of
these waters between the Punjab and the adjoining terri-
tories, which are poorer in water resources. Clearly this de-
mand, although it is used to incite the farmers generally, is
mainly in the interests of the Punjabi rural capitalists, who
want to gain at the expense of the rural exploiters of the
nearby states.

Another demand is for greater allocation of industrial
development funds for the Punjab from the central govern-
ment. And there is as well the demand for greater economic
and financial power for the state government. All these de-
mands are mainly meant for ensuring further enrichment of
the bourgeoisie of the state.

There are no demands in favor of the toilers. One demand
does call for a vague ‘‘reasonable minimum wage'’ for in-
dustrial labor, but interestingly enough, there is no such
demand for the rural laborers. As well, there are demands
for increasing prices of foodgrains, demands that are in the
interest of the rural capitalists, and may benefit sections of
the peasantry, but go against the interests of the rural and
urban wage laborers.

Many of the demands, especially the economic demands,
could have been supported by non-Sikh exploiters in the
Punjab. And initially there were some signs of this. But the
Akali Dal has built its movement on a Sikh nationalist basis,
in order to promote the interests exclusively of the Sikh ex-
ploiters. In this, the Akalis have been heavily influenced by
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the various fundamentalist currents. The roots of this lie,
as we have noted, in the fierce rivalry between the Sikh
rural and urban bourgeoisie and the Hindu commercial
bourgeoisie.

Although the demands of the Akali movement are clearly
in the interests of the Sikh bourgeoisie, the Akalis have
worked to mobilize the Sikh masses behind them. They
have made demagogical promises to the toilers and unem-
ployed about prosperity in the future. And they have suc-
cessfully used the feelings of discrimination and persecu-
tion among the Sikh masses to rally them to the nationalist
cause.

But the sad fact is that the Sikh toilers are being de-
ceived. They are being turned away from the cause of unity
with their fellow toilers among the Hindus. And in the Hin-
du community, the exploiters there have worked to spread
anti-Sikh poison and promote distrust among the Hindu
toilers. Both groups of exploiters have worked to set the
masses at loggerheads with one another.

The Response of the Central Government

In dealing with various regional conflicts, it is not un-
known in India for the central government to arrive at ac-
commodations with various regional bourgeois interests.
But in this present instance, so far the Indian government
of Indira Gandhi has opted for the course of confrontation.
It has chosen to carry out repression of the Sikhs and pro-
mote communal strife. And at the present even the empty
gestures of negotiations have been put aside.

There are two basic reasons for this. First, the Indian
government wants to use its crackdown in the Punjab as an
example against all forms of opposition in the country. It is
an attempt to intimidate not just various bourgeois opposi-
tion currents, but also the workers and peasants of India.

Second, the Congress Party is worried about its prospects
at the national elections which are coming up. By clamping
down on the Sikhs, the Congress wants to show itself as a
defender of the Hindus. It seeks to whip up Hindu chauvin-
ist hysteria upon which to ride to victory. Indeed, for several
years now Indira Gandhi and her party have been escalating
their promotion of dirty communal politics. And right after
the Punjab clampdown, she carried out maneuvers to topple
the unfriendly state government in the nearby state of
Kashmir. That government was controlled by a Kashmiri
bourgeois nationalist party. Indira Gandhi’s action against
that government was meant to be seen as a sign that the
Congress will keep the Kashmiris, who are majority Mus-
lims, ‘‘in their place.”’

For the Unity of the Toilers Against
All the Exploiters

The workers and peasants of the Punjab find themselves
in a very difficult situation. The unity that the toilers have
managed to build in the past in their class struggles is today
threatened by the communal strife. Only the bourgeoisie

benefits from this.

The interests of the toilers lie with each other and not
with the exploiters of their ‘‘own’’ religious community.
The conditions of the masses, Sikh or Hindu, cannot be im-
proved by siding either with the Hindu chauvinists or Sikh
nationalists. Instead it calls for organizing the class strug-
gle against all the exploiters, Sikh or Hindu.

The way out of communal strife calls for forging class-
wide unity in revolutionary struggle for the class demands

of the workers and peasants. And in a society where class
exploitation is intertwined with caste national, and religious
oppression, the toiling masses must also fight for an end to
all special forms of oppression. Today in the Punjab, this in-
cludes fighting against the persecution of the Sikhs. The
Sikh masses should be defended from the attacks of the
state and won away from the poisonous influence of the
bourgeois nationalists. O
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South Africa’s racist chief tours Europe

Tens of thousands protest against

The West Indian

Wage Active Resistance Suppor! the Struggies

]
To the State-Organized For National Liberanon
Racist and Fascist Attacks! In the West Indies '

FEGPER (F T ST 1IN (NI 1

(The following article is reprinted from
the August, 1984 issue of The West
Indian Voice, newspaper of the Carib-
bean Progressive Study Group./

P.W. Botha, the prime minister of
the white minority regime of South
Africa, recently completed a seven-
nation tour of [Western] Europe. His
delegation’s itinerary included talks
with the reationary pontiff in Rome.
This being an election year, Botha was
not brought to the U.S. But high-level
meetings with U.S. officials took place
in Europe as part of Botha's tour.

This tour by the chieftains of the

apartheid ruler

blood-soaked apartheid regime of
South Africa was arranged as part of
an international campaign to cast the
brutal system of apartheid in a ‘‘new
light.”’ The European imperialist pow-
ers jumped at the chance to provide

.a platform for the apartheid regime

and give it legitimacy. The imperialist
bourgeoisie of these states receive
handsome superprofits from the sub-
human exploiation of blacks and other
oppressed masses under South African
apartheid.

Everywhere Botha and his delega-
tion went, they were greeted with the
loud and militant denunciation by the
working masses and anti-apartheid ac-
tivists in Europe. In each country there
was an outpouring of outrage and con-
demnation of the imperialist govern-
ments for this insult. In general, the

protests were the largest anti-apart-

Part of the London protests tens of thousands strong condemning the

%

meeting between ‘“‘lron Lady’’ Thatcher of British imperialism and the
fascist prime minister of South African apartheid.
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heid activities ever. Everywhere there
were expressions of solidarity with the
fighting people and the liberation
struggle in South Africa.

In Britain, the imperialist bastion of
Iron Lady Margaret Thatcher, and
South Africa’s third largest trading
partner, the mass protests reached the
largest proportions. In the biggest
anti-apartheid protests in memory,
tens of thousands took to the streets
denouncing Botha and Thatcher.
Demonstrators went to Thatcher’s
country estate where the talks were
held, while tens of thousands staged a
four-mile march to Hyde Park, passing
in front of the South African embassy
in Trafaigar Square and snarling traf-
fic in central London for hours. Thatch-
er reserved a force of well over 1,000
police to deal with the demonstrations.
Police staged attacks and numerous
arrests of demonstrators. In Britain as
in Bonn, West Germany, demonstra-
tors responded by pelting rocks, sticks
and cans at the police. In Bonn, dem-
onstrators engaged the police with
their fists and smashed the windows of
numbers of business places. From Por-
tugal to Switzerland, from France to
Austria to Belgium, thousands more
demonstrated.

In Europe, people did not fall for the
mask of ‘‘moderation’’ and ‘‘reason’’
worn by these statesmen of apartheid
and of white minority rule in South
Africa. On the other hand all the gov-
ernments that received Botha heaped
praise on the apartheid regime for the
recent agreements it signed with the
governments of Angola and Mozam-
bique..,Chancellor Helmut Kohl of
West Germany described Botha - as

‘‘courageous’’ in this regard.

These recent agreements provide
the screen being used to promote the
Botha regime as a force for ‘‘peace”’
and *‘good neighborliness’’ in the
southern African region. And the
agreements were taken as an opening
to test the winds for formalizing and
developing more extensive/ ties be-
tween the Western imperialist states
and the apartheid regime, . hence
Botha’s tour.

Aided by the recent agreements the
Botha regime has been escalating its
ruthless repression in South Africa and
Namibia and the savage war it con-

ducts against the liberation move-
ments of these two countries. The
chief thing which the recent agree-
ments signified, was the willingness of
the surrounding independent states,
i.e., the ‘‘frontline states,’”’ to seek
reconciliation with South Africa and
help it crack down on the liberation
movements. U.S. imperialism,’
through Reagan’s Undersecretary of
State for Afrcian Affairs, Chester
Crocker, had a central role in this.
What the European imperialists re-
gard as ‘‘peace,’’ is the prospect of
preserving the apartheid regime for as
long as possible — the prospect of

maintaining a robber’s peace.

But the brutality of the apartheid
regime and the treachery of the
‘“frontline states’’ will not succeed in
suppressing the revolt that has been
developing amongst the workers and
all the oppressed of South Africa and
Namibia. They were first to come out
denouncing the hated ‘apartheid re-
gime’s flimsy mask of ‘‘reason’’ and
“‘reform.”’ And the huge and militant
protests in Europe which greeted
Botha, the butcher, show that the
working masses and progressive peo-
ple everywhere stand in firm solidarity
with their struggle. [

Just who is P.W. Botha?

(The following article is reprinted from
the August, 1984 issue of The West
Indian Voice, newspaper of the Carib-
bean Progressive Study Group.)

Prime Minister P.W. Botha of South
Africa, the statesman of ‘‘reason’’ and
angel of “‘peace,” is nothing but the
personification of the utter brutality
and barbarism of apartheid discrimi-
nation and racist terror. .

As a youth, P.W. Botha made his
debut organizing racist terror gangs
murdering and terrorizing blacks in
South Africa. There, Botha earned his
credentials to later join the Ossewa-
brandwag, an extreme right-wing pro-
Nazi organization. After the Second
World War, the ultra-conservative,
Hitler-following National Party (organ-
ized around the Dutch Reform Church
and the Broederbond Society of ‘the
Afrikaner elite — the wealthiest de-
scendants of Dutch, French and Ger-
man settlers), took office in South Af-
rica headed by the fanatical racist Ver-
woerd, with Botha as his junior minis-
ter and protege. Botha was such a
hardened racist that he came out as a
leading advocate of 1956 disenfran-
chisement of so-called coloreds (a clas-
sification for people of mixed racial
descent) in the Cape. And, as Ver-
woerd’s minister for ‘‘colored affairs,”’

Botha signed the notorious 1966 law
under which the ‘‘colored’’ area of
Capetown was bulldozed and its
60,000 inhabitants transported to the
Sandy Wastes.

Botha was rewarded by being ap-
pointed defense minister in 1966, a
post which he held until 1980. He was
made prime minister in 1978. As de-
fense minister, Botha rapidly expand-
ed South Africa’s terroristic armed
forces and raised its budget twenty-
fold within just ten years, amassing a
huge apparatus of terror. As prime
minister, Botha filled his cabinet with
only the most proven, blood-soaked
generals as his closest and most val-
ued advisors.

High on Botha’s list of credits are
the infamous Sharpeville massacre of
1960 and the ruthless suppression of
the 1976 Soweto rebellion in which 575
blacks were slaughtered. (Since then
Botha has encircled Soweto with a
four-lane highway to crush future re-
bellions more speedily.) Botha was the
architect of the 1975 large-scale inva-
sion of Angola. Over the years he di-
rected several other invasions of that
country — the latest being last De-
cember — and supervised countless
military raids into Mozambique. At
home, considered an expert on popula-
tion control, Botha greatly expanded a

program to eliminate ‘‘black spots,”’
ordering the forced uprooting of hun-
dreds of thousands of blacks and their
banishment to remote and barren
tracts of land regarded as their rightful
“homelands.”” Botha’s minister of
environmental affairs and fisheries re-
cently reported to parliament: ‘‘The
statistics show that we must drastically
cut population growth — whether it is
in the black man’s nature to do so or
not.”’

With the revolt building up amongst
the oppressed South African masses,
Botha has been seeing the writing on
the walls. He has been credited for
declaring to his associates that we
*‘Either adapt or die.”’ By this Botha
means that ways must be found to for-
ever ensure apartheid and white mi-
nority rule.

Botha...has declared ‘‘I am in favor
of the removal of hurtful, unnecessary
discriminatory measures. ... But I am
not in favor of forced integration and
not in favor of endangering the right
of self-determination of my own peo-
ple.”” For Botha, the ‘‘right to self-
determination of my own people’’ is
the god-given right of the slave master
to determine the fate of his slaves
without interference. And conversely,
the only right of the black people is
“‘the right’’ to have the fascist apart-
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heid rulers determine their fate. As for
“removing hurtful discriminatory
measures’’ all that Botha means is that
apartheid must be put on a somewhat
rational footing if it is to get a lease on
life.

For instance, Botha’s recently de-
vised ‘‘constitutional reform’’ pre-
serves apartheid and white minority

rule fully, but it throws out a sop to
encourage collaboration among the up-
per strata of the oppressed Indian mi-
nority and these classified as ‘‘color-
eds.”’ This “‘reform’’ allows collabora-
tionist leaders to participate in a par-
liament segregated into three houses
according to race, where the white
ruling minority has an automatic veto

on anything they wish. As for South
Africa’s 22 million black majority, they
were left out entirely. Botha believes
that they have more than enough
rights as it'is. That is how Botha and
his racist regime carry out ‘‘reform.”’
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Today there are many burning questions facing the inter-
national Marxist-Leninist movement. One of the factors
making the situation more difficult is that a tendency has
spread in the early 1980’s of looking to certain mistaken tra-
ditions from the communist movement of the years immedi-
ately following World War II for ready-made answers to the
problems of revolutionary work, rather than carrying
through to the end the struggle against Maoism and Soviet
revisionism and studying the classic teachings of Marxism-
Leninism. This tendency has been championed by, among
others, the Party of Labor of Albania.

Our Party’s analysis of the present stands of the PLA is
contained in the issue of The Workers' Advocate of March
20, 1984 whose lead article is entitled ‘‘Our Differences
with the Party of Labor of Albania.”’ In this issue we again
expressed our revolutionary solidarity with the PLA and the
fraternal Albanian people. The PLA has a revolutionary his-
tory, and we have learned much from its experience and ac-

complishments. These include the anti-fascist national lib-
eration war against the Axis occupiers in World War II, the
socialist construction, the resolute stand against Yugoslav
and Soviet revisionism, its struggle against the ‘‘three
worlds”’ theory and Maoism, and so forth. But proletarian
internationalist solidarity includes criticism of weaknesses
as well as learning from correct stands. The Workers' Ad-
vocate of March 20 showed that, in the early 1980’s, the
PLA has retreated from its militant stands of the latter
1970’s and failed to carry through the struggle against Mao-
ism and the ‘‘three worlds’’ theory. It showed the grave
weaknesses in the current stands of the PLA on world
events and in the orientatfons it advocates for the interna-
tional Marxist-Leninist movement.

In the issue of May 1, 1984, we further pointed out that,
from the theoretical side, one of the sources of the present
weaknesses in the stands of the PLA is their taking up of
various wrong orientations that were prevalent in the inter-
national communist movement in the period from the end of
World War I to the death of Stalin in 1953. To a certain ex-
tent, the stand of the PLA on what the international Marx-
ist-Leninist movement should be doing following the repu-
diation of Maoism can be described as trying to reconstruct
the world movement on the basis of this earlier experience.

The wrong orientations that flourished in the immediate
post-World War II period in the international communist
movement are not just a key to understanding some of the
mistakes of the PLA. They have wider significance. They
also affect other parties, both due to the influence of the
PLA and also directly from the influence of the traditions
from this period in their own country. Furthermore, these
mistaken traditions have had a major influence on the way
the entire fight against Soviet revisionism has been waged
for over two decades. Khrushchovite revisionism crystal-
lized in the Soviet Union in the mid-50’s immediately fol-
lowing what we call the post-World War Il period. And both
the Maoist leaders of the Communist Party of China (CPC)
and the leadership of the PLA relied heavily on the stands
of the post-World War Il period intheir struggle against the
Soviet revisionist leaders.

Thus the PLA’s attempts of today to have the parties that
have repudiated Chinese revisionism take up the post-
World War II model are not the first time that attempts
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have been made to base the struggle against revisionism on
these flawed orientations. When the polemic against Soviet
revisionism first broke out over two decades ago, the CPC
and PLA made the same attempt. This was the significance
of the ardent calls to the world movement to uphold the
Moscow Declaration of 1957 and the Moscow Statement of
1960, documents based firmly on the post-World War II
orientations. The CPC and PLA condemned the Soviet revi-
sionists for deviating from these documents, which the
Khrushchovites had themselves signed, and they put for-
ward these documents as a basically correct exposition of
the tasks and orientations for the world communist move-
ment.

In fact, the struggle against Soviet revisionism soon went
beyond the bounds of these documents. The Chinese and
the Albanians picked up phrases from these documents,
- while ignoring much of the analysis in them. Eventually
these documents were simply set aside, but they were nev-
er reexamined. The mistakes in the post-World War 1I ori-
entations were not rooted out, but ignored. And unfortu-
nately, instead of dying out, these mistaken traditions have
had a tendency to surface again at unexpected moments.
They have continued to be a factor encouraging petty-bour-
geois nationalist deviations, pacifist agitation, liquidation-
ist stands and wrong attitudes to the relations among par-
ties.

This article is devoted to an examination of the Moscow
Declaration and Statement in order to help eliminate the
influence of the mistaken post-World War II orientations
and to thus help remove one of the roadblocks that has been
holding back the struggle against Soviet revisionism. The
struggle against Soviet revisionism is crucial for the exist-
ence of the world Marxist-Leninist movement. The early
polemics waged by the Chinese Communist Party and the
persevering fight waged by the Party of Labor of Albania
were of immense significance in encouraging the worldwide
movement of revolutionary Marxist-Leninists against revi-
sionism. These early battles have been studied repeatedly
for answers to the questions of revolutionary work. Today,
when various setbacks in the struggle against revisionism
have taken place — such as the flowering of the counterrev-
olutionary ‘‘three worlds’’ theory and the takeover by the
ultra-revisionists in China and the weaknesses in the pres-
ent stands of the PLA — it is useful to review the history of
the struggle against revisionism. This review shows that it
is necessary to discard the post-World War II orientations
and return to the classic teachings of Marxism-Leninism.

The Post-World War II Period
in the International Comimunist Movement

Our Party has discussed the situation in the world com-
munist movement after World War Il in The Workers ' Ad-
vocate of May 1, 1984, entitled ‘‘In Defense of Marxism-
Leninism/On Problems in the Orientation of the Interna-
tional Communist Movement in the Period from the End of
World War II to the Death of Stalin.”” Here we will just re-
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call some basic features of this period.

The decade following World War II was a period of world
struggle between communism and imperialism. The defeat
of the fascist Axis in World War II opened up a gigantic
march forward of the working masses. Meanwhile U.S. im-
perialism did its best to stamp out the fires and rig up its
own world empire.

This was a complex period. On the one hand, this was a

time of victories which captured people’s imagination: the .

liberation of China, the Vietnamese struggle against French
colonialism, the radical social transformations in Eastern
Europe, and more.

But there was another side to this period. There were also
profound setbacks. This was reflected not just in the defeats
of various liberation wars and revolutionary movements,
but also in the spread of a dangerous opportunist poison
inside the communist movement. This was a time when on
many crucial questions the revolutionary teachings of
Marxism-Leninism were widely discarded under the pretext
of new conditions and a euphoric assessment of the world
situation. Wrong orientations on many questions became
prevalent in this period: a pacifist orientation to the prob-
lems of wars and peace, a hiding of the class struggle under
petty-bourgeois nationalist and general democratic phras-
es, an opportunist attitude to social-democracy, and other
dangerous errors.

There have always been those who regard the questions
of political line as secondary. ‘‘Why worry so much about
principles as long as the movement keeps growing in num-
bers,’’ they say. ‘‘Be realistic, go with the flow.”’

But the example of the post-World War II period vividly
shows the importance of adhering to revolutionary princi-
ples. The abandonment of Marxist-Leninist principle put in
jeopardy the entire communist movement itself. It helped
create conditions for the great tragedy which would strike
with the crystallization of Soviet revisionism in the mid-
1950’s.

-

The Mid and Latter 1950’s

It was barely three years after the death of Stalin when
the 20th Congress of the Communist Party of the Soviet Un-
ion in February 1956 marked the emergence into the open
of Khrushchovite revisionism. The Soviet revisionists would
eventually restore capitalism in the Soviet Union, thus elim-
inating the world’s first socialist state. They would not only
destroy the proletarian character of the CPSU, but they
would also drag down with them a large number of commu-
nist parties around the world.

It is dramatic testimony to the bankruptcy of the ideo-
logical legacy of the post-World War II period that the
Khrushchovite theses of the 20th Congress did not receive
an immediate, open, stinging rebuff from the world com-
munist movement. Instead a complicated situation ensued.

The 20th Congress marked the step-up of the corrupting
work of the Khrushchovite revisionists and their followers
around the world.

[

It also encouraged the ultra-revisionist and ultra-liquida-
tionist forces that had been accumulating in the communist
movement. These opportunists wanted to merge with capi-
talism and reformism even faster than the Khrushchovites,
and they wanted to openly trample on Marxism-Leninism.

There was also opposition from the left. This opposition
went through a protracted and difficult process before it
even crystallized into open conflict with Khrushchov before
the eyes of the international communist movement. At first,
each party and each communist was on his own with his
doubts, suspicions and opposition to certain stands; the
Khrushchovites were opposed on individual issues in pri-
vate, bilateral meetings, but no general anti-Khrushchovite
front existed. And it took time for opposition on individual
issues to harden into the conviction of the need for all-out
war on Khrushchovism.

It was in this situation, before dividing lines had been
drawn, that the Moscow Meeting of 12 Communist and
Workers' Parties of Socialist Countries met in November,
1957. Controversy did take place on various questions, how-
ever, and the Moscow Declaration of 1957 was the result.

By the time of the next Moscow meeting, the situation
had changed. The Moscow Meeting of 81 Communist and
Workers’ Parties of November, 1960, was preceded by a
major campaign by the Soviet revisionists against the CPC
and by fierce pressure against the PLA. At the Moscow
Meeting, the struggle was openly between the Khrush-
chavites and their opponents. Yet this meeting too culmi-
nated in a unanimous declaration, the Moscow Statement of
1960.

Despite the Moscow Statement, the public split in the
world movement soon developed. In October 1961, the So-
viet revisionists publicly denounced the PLA at the 22nd
Congress of the CPSU, and the PLA replied in the press; in
December 1961 the Khrushchovites went so far as to break
off diplomatic relations with Albania. In 1962-63, public po-
lemics broke out between the CPC and the Soviet revision-
ists and came to the attention of rank-and-file communists
around the world. Thus, in 1961-63, the open struggle a-
gainst Soviet revisionism began. This crucial step, so essen-
tial for the future of world communism, was finally taken.

The Assessment of the Moscow Declaration and Statement
by the Chinese and Albanians

In the early years of the public split (and in places for -

years afterwards), the Soviet revisionists and their oppo-
nents often fought over who was the real follower of the
Moscow Declaration and Statement. These documents were
made into a banner of the anti-revisionist struggle. This
was particularly the approach of the Chinese polemics. ‘‘Let
Us Unite on the Basis of the Moscow Declaration and the
Moscow Statement’’ declares the title of a Chinese polemic
in January+1963. (See the collection of polemics in the Chi-
nese pamphlet Whence the Differences, all of which ap-
proach the Moscow Declaration and Statement in this way.)

Perhaps the most famous of the Chinese polemics is A

Proposal Concerning the General Line of the International
Communist Movement. Point #1 of the 25 points of the Pro-
posal states in part:

“The Moscow Meetings of 1957 and 1960 adopted
the Declaration and Statement respectively after a full
exchange of views and in accordance with the principle
of reaching unanimity through consultation. The two
documents point out the characteristics of our epoch
and the common laws of socialist revolution and social-
ist construction, and lay down the common line of all
the Communist and Workers’ Parties. They are the
common program of the international communist
movement. ...

‘It has become an urgent and vital task of the inter-
national communist movement resolutely to defend
the revolutionary principles of the 1957 Declaration
and the 1960 Statement.”’

Point #2 of the Proposal provides a summary of *‘the revo-
lutionary principles of the Declaration and Statement’’ and
declares that “‘This, in oug view, is the general line of the
international communist movement at the present stage.’’

The Proposal is the first article in the Chinese pamphlet
The Polemic on the General Line of the International Com-
munist Movement. The next polemic in this series is enti-
tled ‘‘The Origin and Development of the Differences Be-
tween the Leadership of the CPSU and Ourselves.”’ It gives
the glowing Chinese assessment of the Moscow Declaration
and Statement in more detail. It expressed disagreement
only with two points — the references to the 20th Congress
of the CPSU and the formulation on peaceful and parlia-
mentary transition to socialism.

The Albanian polemics, on the other hand, only occasion-
ally mentioned the Moscow Declaration and Statement. But
this was not due to any substantial difference in the assess-
ment of these documents. To this day, the PLA maintains
that these documents presented a basically correct program
of struggle for the communist movement.

For example, in 1980 the PLA published Comrade Enver
Hoxha'’s book The Khrushchovites, which reviews the proc-
ess leading to the public split with the Soviet revisionists.
Enver states that, at the 1957 Moscow Meeting, the Khrush-
chovites had to make a temporary retreat and allow the
proclamation of a series of correct theses. He states that:

““In the face of the struggle which was waged in the
meeting against opportunist views on the problems
discussed, the revisionists retreated. As a result, the
1957 Moscow Declaration, in general, was a good doc-
ument.”’ (Ch. 10, ‘“‘“Temporary Retreat in Order to
Take Revenge’’)

Enver goes on to characterize the 1957 Declaration as
follows:

““The declaration which was worked out jointly and
adopted at the meeting, summed up the experience of
the international communist movement, defended the
universal laws of the socialist revolution and socialist

 constriiction, and defined a series of common tasks for
the communist and workers’ parties, as well as the

3



norms of relations among them.

*‘... Overall, it constituted a correct program of joint
struggle for the coming battles against imperialism
and revisionism.’’ (Ibid.)

Enver also expresses a positive opinion of the 1960 State-
ment in his book The Khrushchevites. However, he says he
will not dwell on this question because it has been dealt
with elsewhere at length in the PLA’s documents. (Ch. 12,
*‘From Bucharest to Moscow’’) In this regard, it is worth-
while to recall that, at the end of 1975, the PLA published
the book Through the Pages of Volume XIX of the Works
of Comrade Enver Hoxha, which is devoted to the Moscow
Meeting of 1960 and the events leading up to it.

Through the Pages of Volume XIX shows that, as far back
as 1960, the Albanians believed that what was needed was
a struggle on principles (although they were for, at this
stage, a very restricted type of strugglie which was basically
to be kept within the leading circles of international com-
munism), not another paper declaration. This may explain,
in part, why, after the public split with Soviet revisionism,
their polemics only occasionally mentioned the Moscow
Declaration and Statement; they did not attribute any magi-
cal powers to the fact that joint declarations had been
adopted. But this work also shows that the PLA felt that the
Moscow Statement of 1960 correctly set forth, in general,
the Marxist-Leninist stand on the world situation and the
tasks of the communist parties.

Thus Enver, reporting to the Central Committee of the
PLA on the outcome of the Moscow Meeting of 1960, stated
that:

‘“The fundamental questions about which there
were different opinions are presented correctly and
interpreted from the Marxist point of view in the decla-
ration. The characterization of the epoch, the problems
of war and peace, the question of peaceful coexistence,
the problems of the national liberation movement, of
the communist movement in the capitalist countries,
of the unity of the socialist camp and of the communist
parties, find their correct reflection in the declaration.
The only fundamental question about which we dis-
agreed but on which, for the sake of unity, (we) were
obliged to make a concession was the mentioning of
the 20th Congress.

‘‘But one thing should always be kept in mind.
There exists the possibility that each will try to give his
own interpretation to the theses of the declaration. The
1957 Moscow Declaration, too, was correct but many
disagreements arose concerning its interpretation.
Distortions could be made, not by revising the theses
of the (Statement) and replacing them with new theses
but by stressing its theses in a one-sided manner, by
mentioning only one side of the question and leaving
out the other.”” (Through the Pages of Volume XIX,
‘‘Report at the 21st Plenum,’’ p. 296)

Thus both the Albanians and the Chinese assessed the
Moscow Declaration and Statement as basically correct ex-
positions of the general line for the international communist
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movement. Of course the Khrushchovite revisionists had to
compromise and put on their most deceptive, pseudo-Len-
inist posture in the face of resistance from the left, but it
still seems surprising that Khrushchov and the anti-revi-
sionists could come to agreement on a detailed exposition
of the world situation and the tasks for the communist par-
ties. In order to see how the agreement on these Moscow
documents was possible, we must examine the content of
these documents.

But first we stress that the weaknesses we will find in the
early stage of the struggle against Khrushchovite revision-
ism do not mean that no real struggle took place. To make
an analogy: the fact that an army has weak weapons does
not prove it didn’t go into battle; it may, however, show
why, until it improves its armaments, it takes heavy losses.
The fight between the Khrushchovites and, among others,
the Chinese and Albanians, was fierce, and the early po-
lemics inspired many to take up revolutionary Marxism-
Leninism. Furthermore the struggle against revisionism it-
self pointed out the path forward: improving the strategy
and tactics of the revolutionary Marxist-Leninists by reas-
sessing everything in the light of the Marxist-Leninist clas-
sics and the experience of the revolutionary movement.
This combining of theory and practice could have led to the
step by step overcoming of the weaknesses originally pres-
ent. It was the failure to carry the struggle against Soviet
revisionism through to the end, which included the failure
to deal with the mistaken legacies of the post-World War
II period, which had tragic consequences. And it is our task
today to show courage and steadfastness in carrying the
struggle against revisionism through to the end and com-
bining revolutionary struggle with the closest attention to
the revolutionary theory of Marxism-Leninism.

Left and Right in the Moscow Declaration and Statement

The Moscow Declaration and Statement are not the type
documents that age well. It takes care to read them in the
context of the times in which they were written and try to
see the significance of various points. On the other hand,
the task of studying them is simplified by the fact that they
both give the same basic analysis; the 1960 Statement even
repeats certain key passages word for word from 1957. The
1960 Statement is, however, far longer and more detailed
than the 1957 Declaration. It is an interesting fact that the
1960 Statement simultaneously sounds more militant than
the 1957 Declaration and contains more elaboration of right-
ist theses and even entire new rightist theses.

To begin with, we note that these documents, particularly
the 1960 Statement, do contain some left-sounding asser-
tions; they appear more militant and vigorous than the
Khrushchovite 20th Congress. But we will also see that the
substance of these documents is rightist and thoroughly
based on mistaken orientations from the immediate post-
World War II period.

First let us examine the more militant aspects of these
documents.

® The single most famous aspect of these documents is
their declaration that *‘...the main danger at present is re-
visionism or, in other words, Right-wing opportunism”’
(1957) and ‘‘revisionism...remains the main danger’”’
(1960). The 1957 Declaration also states that ‘‘The exist-
ence of bourgeois influence is an internal source of revision-
ism, while surrender to imperialist pressure is its external
source.’’

Naturally these documents weren’t referring to Soviet
revisionism, for the Khrushchovites would not have signed
a document condemning themselves. They refer to the ul-
tra-revisionists and to the Yugoslav renegades. The docu-
ments also state that dogmatism and sectarianism might
be the main enemy in particular communist parties. And
the 1960 Statement even contains the astonishing assertion
that ‘‘“The Communist Parties have ideologically defeated
the revisionists in their ranks....”” But, despite all the quali-
fications, the denunciation of revisionism as the main dan-
ger caught the imagination of the world movement and be-
came a banner of the anti-revisionist struggle.

¢ Another aspect is the condemnation of U.S. imperial-
ism. The 1960 Statement emphasizes, in italics, that
*“...U.S. imperialism is the chief bulwark of world reaction
and an international gendarme,...it has become an enemy
of the peoples of the whole world.”’ (The 1957 Declaration
reserves this position for ‘‘the aggressive imperialist circles
of the United States’’ or ‘‘certain aggressive groups in the
United States.”’) The documents condemn the other impe-
rialist powers as well. This clashes, to a certain extent, with
the typical Khrushchovite attitude of reconciliation with ev-
eryone.

¢ The Moscow Declaration and Statement also uphold the
existence of universal Marxist-Leninist laws guiding social-
ist countries in revolution and socialist construction. This
was aimed at opposing the ultra-revisionist elements. But
these laws simply receive an inadequate list (1957) or are
only referred to (1960). This could thus be of no use in punc-
turing the Khrushchovite distortion of these laws.

¢ Both the Moscow Declaration and the Statement show
enthusiasm for the national liberation movement and for
anti-imperialist struggles in the former colonies and refer
to them repeatedly; the ‘‘progressive, revolutionary signifi-
cance of national liberation wars’’ (1960) is endorsed; and
both documents warn that imperialism is trying to enmesh
the former colonies in new forms of colonial exploitation.
However, this militancy is spoiled by a euphoric, opportun-
ist assessment of the regimes of the newly independent
countries and other mistakes. The 1960 Statement even
talks of the need for ‘‘a consistent completion of the anti-
imperialist, anti-feudal, democratic revolution,’’ while ap-
parently interpreting this as the establishment of ‘‘inde-
pendent national democracies,”’ which are described, in
essence, as a type of rule of the ‘‘national bourgeoisie’’ and
painted in glowing colors. Socialist revolution, at any stage
of the struggle, is entirely left out of the picture, and in-
stead the working masses are to dream of a future ‘‘non-
capitalist development’” (1960).

¢ Both documents set forward norms of relations among
socialist countries and communist parties. This part of the
Moscow Declaration and Statement was highly acclaimed
by the Chinese and the Albanians. But, as we shall discuss
later on in this article, the concept of relations set forward
in these documents is actually one of their weak points; fol-
lowing the plan set forward in these documents has caused
tremendous damage to the anti-revisionist struggle.

Even this short list of some of the more acclaimed points
of the Moscow Declaration and Statement shows the eclec-
tic nature of these documents, which combine left-sounding
points with other points which partially or wholly contradict
them. As well, we shall see that the basic orientation for
struggle set forth in the documents is fundamentally flaw-
ed, being based on the mistaken traditions from the post-
World War II period.

But first let us note that these documents also contained
various Khrushchovite catchwords, including formulations
taken, word for word, from the 20th Congress of the CPSU.
As well, they contained glowing endorsements of the 20th
Congress itself. The Chinese and Albanian accounts of
these documents might lead one to think that, as the en-
dorsement of the 20th Congress was a concession, it was
done in a grudging way. But, in fact, the Khrushchovites
made the most out of this compromise; the documents
speak of the 20th Congress in the most enthusiastic way and
both include the emphatic statement that: ‘*The historic de-
cisions of the 20th Congress of the CPSU are not only of
great importance for the CPSU and communist construction
in the USSR, but have initiated a new stage in the world
Communist movement, and have promoted its development
on the basis of Marxism-Leninism.”’ i

The repetition of various Khrushchovite catchwords,
combined with the ringing endorsement of the 20th Con-
gress, must have meant that no rank-and-file communist
who did not otherwise know of the contradictions in the in-
ternational communist movement would have been able to
figure out from the Moscow Declaration and Statement that
anyone had any objection to the 20th Congress. This, for the
time being, eliminated much of the value of the various
amendments, deletions, reservations and supplemental
theses added to the Moscow Declaration and Statement in
opposition to the original Khrushchovite draft. The Moscow
Statement and Declaration could have been read as a mili-
tant interpretation of the 20th Congress, as opposed to a
soft, ‘‘opportunist’ interpretation, but it would appear in
any case as a militant defense of that Congress. It might
well have been used in some cases to sidetrack opposition
to the rightism of the 20th Congress by saying ‘‘look, here
is the 20th Congress endorsed by everyone and interpreted
militantly.’’ Perhaps this is part of the reason for the phe-
nomenon noted by Comrade Enver Hoxha, but left diplo-
mativally unexplained, that, following the Moscow Meeting
of 1957 and despite the temporary retreat of the Khrush-
chovites on various formulations, ‘‘Khrushchov was to ex-
ploit the Moscow Meeting of 1957 as a means to prepare the
terrain for the implementation of the diabolic anti-commu-
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nist plan which he was to carry further.”’ (The Khruschov-
ites, Ch. 10, “Temporary Retreat in Order to Take Re-
venge’’)

Once the public polemic with the Khrushchovites broke
out, however, then the Moscow Declaration and Statement
could be read in a different light. Yet even then they were
fundamentally flawed as an anti-revisionist banner. We
shall now examine the general line these documents put
forward on several fundamental fields of struggle.

On War and Peace

One of the main features of the Moscow Declaration and
Statement is their concentration on the question of war and
peace. These documents denounce the imperialists for their
warmongering. But the general stand is in accord with the
pacifist orientation from the post-World War II period,
which detaches the struggle against aggressive war from
the revolutionary struggle, which subordinates the move-
ment to appeals to the petty bourgeoisie and the liberal
bourgeoisie, and which drowns serious,work in pacifist
schemes.

The Moscow Declaration and Statement hold that, with
respect to the ‘‘noble urge to prevent new wars’’ (1960),
class and political differences have as little importance as
religious ones. The basic question is simply to make the
movement as broad as possible. Thus they talk of ‘‘the ef-
forts of all states, parties, organizations, movements and
individuals who champion peace and oppose war’’ (1957)
and hold that ‘“‘people of diverse political and religious
creeds, of diverse classes of society...are all united by the
noble urge to prevent wars and to secure enduring peace’’
(1960).

This unity was to include the enlightened section of the
bourgeoisie in the developed capitalist countries. The 1960
Statement, in a paragraph listing the forces for peace, goes
on to declare explicitly that: *‘The policy of peaceful coex-
istence is also favored by a definite section of the bourgeoi-
sie of the developed capitalist countries, which takes a
sober view of the relationship of forces and of the dire con-
sequences of a modern war. The broadest possible united
front of peace supporters...is essential to preserve world
peace.”’

The Moscow Declaration and Statement are also full of
pacifist schemes. This goes from one absurdity to the next.
This reaches the point where the 1960 Statement declares
that it is possible to eliminate the very possiblility of the
imperialists waging war by forcing the imperialists to agree
to general disarmament. It states that:

‘‘The meeting considers that the implementation of
the program for general and complete disarmament
put forward by the Soviet Union would be of historic
importance for the destinies of mankind. To realize
this program means to eliminate the very possibility of
waging wars between countries. It is not easy to real-
ize owing to the stubborn resistance of the imperial-
ists. ... Through an active, determined struggle by the

socialist and other peace-loving countries, by the inter-
national working class and the broad masses in all
countries, it is possible to isolate the aggressive cir-
cles, foil the arms race and war preparations, and force
the imperialists into an agreement on general disarma-
ment.”’ (emphasis as in the original)

The 1960 Statement goes on to add: ‘‘Disarmament has
now become a fighting slogan of the masses, a pressing
historical necessity."’

To propagate such illusions and false hopes is to divert
the working masses from the revolutionary struggle and to
harm the real fight against imperialist war. The Moscow
documents do not make use of the imperialist rejection of
peace proposals to break down illusions in imperialism, but
instead argue that the struggle must be waged on the per-
spective of forcing the imperialists to become peaceful and
reasonable.

Both the Moscow Declaration and Statement, after sever-
ing the struggle for peace from the revolutionary struggle,
declare that ‘‘The Communist Parties regard the fight for
peace as their prime task.”’

Both in the post-World War II period and at the 20th Con-
gress of the CPSU, it was argued that the Leninist theses on
the anti-war movement no longer really applied. It was
claimed that they were outdated by the new strength of the
peace forces in the world and they were implicitly ridiculed
as the fatalist stand that the working masses should sit on
their hands and passively submit because ‘‘war is inevita-
ble.”” The Moscow Declaration and Statement do not ex-
plicitly refer to the earlier stands of the international com-
munist movement on this question, but they do repeat the
catchwords about the new strength of the peace forces and
about war not being fatally inevitable in order to justify
their stand.

The Moscow Declaration and Statement, however, both
contain the assertion that ‘‘As long as imperialism exists,
there will be soil for wars of aggression.”” The Moscow doc-
uments have been acclaimed for this assertion, which con-
nects imperialism and the danger of war. However, this as-
sertion and various denunciations of imperialism in these
documents cannot cancel out the overall wrong orientation
on the question of war and peace. It must be borne in mind
that it was typical in the post-World War II period to com-
bine a pacifist orientation on the current problems of war
and peace with revolutionary views that are reserved, so to
speak, for the ultimate struggle in the unspecified future.
For example, Stalin’s famous Economic Problems of Social-
ism in the USSR declared that ‘‘To eliminate the inevita-
bility of war, it is necessary to abolish imperialism.’’ But
he also endorsed, in the same passage in this book, the
prevalent pacifist orientation of the ‘‘present-day peace
movement’’; this was reconciled by noting that this move-
ment ‘‘confines itself to the democratic aim of preserving
peace’’ and preventing ‘‘particular wars’’ and will not solve
the ultimate problem of abolishing the inevitability of war
by overthrowing imperialism. At Khrushchov’s 20th Con-
gress, the pacifist mistake was deepened, and euphoric re-

visionist views on making imperialism peaceful were trum-
peted to the world. Yet Khrushchov did not fail to hypocriti-
cally declare that ‘‘As long as imperialism exists, there will
be soil for wars of aggression.’’ Thus the use of the same
assertion by the Moscow Declaration and Statement cannot
by itself cancel out the pacifist and reformist orientation
presented in these documents. The, issue is not whether
revolutionary views about the fight against imperialist war
should logically flow from this statement, but that the Mos-
cow Declaration and Statement did not draw such conclu-
sions.

On Social-Democracy

The Moscow Declaration and Statement are well known,
as we have pointed out above, for their declaration that re-
visionism was the main danger in the world communist
movement. These documents are known for their calls a-
gainst opportunism. Therefore it may come as something of
a surprise that these documents upheld the opportunist at-
titude towards social-democracy that was typical of the
post-World War II period.

The 1960 Moscow Statement did have some harsh words
about social-democracy, as the Cominform did during the
post-World War II period also. But, just as back then, the
attack was basically restricted to the ‘‘right-wing socialist
leaders’’ and was for the sake of coming to terms with the
social-democratic parties as a whole. As for the 1957 Mos-
cow Declaration, its only criticism of social-democracy was
that ‘‘Although the right-wing socialist party leaders are
doing their best to hamper this cooperation, there are in-
creasing opportunities for cooperation between the commu-
nists and socialists on many levels.”’ The 1960 Statement
was much harsher, but it also contained much more fervent
praise of the social-democrats as well.

Nowhere in the Moscow documents, whether in those
places that criticize the social-democrats or that call for uni-
ty with them, is there the concept of winning the masses
away from the social-democratic parties. Instead the plan
for restoring the unity of the proletariat that is set forth is
ensuring a joint march of the communist and social-demo-
cratic parties (and other parties) in the class struggle, in the
revolution and right into socialism. Both the Moscow Decla-
ration and Statement give extensive lists of the subjects
for cooperation with the social-democrats, which add ‘‘and
also in the struggle for winning power and building social-
ism.”” Both include the social-democrats as an essential
component of the plan set forward for parliamentary transi-
tion to socialism, a plan we will refer to later in this article.

The perspective put forward is that the social-democratic
parties, as a general rule, are all essentially proletarian par-
ties and will work closely with the communists. Both Mos-
cow documents paint a picture of growing successes in the
work with the social-democrats. The 1960 Statement is eu-
phoric and talks of major resistance to the right-wing lead-
ers inside the social-democratic parties, a resistance which
embraces even ‘‘a section of the social-democratic party

functionaries.”’

Comrade Enver summed up the general stand of the 1960
Statement towards the social-democrats in his Report to the
21Ist Plenum on the Moscow Meeting that we have quoted
above. We left off where he talked about the danger of the
theses of the 1960 Statement being taken up one-sidedly. In
the passage that follows, one example he gives is that
“‘there is the danger that only the policy of the alliance with
the social-democrats and the national bourgeoisie may be
emphasized and the struggle against, and the criticism of,
their reactionary viewpoints and action may be left aside.”’
This correctly notes that the general stand in the 1960 State-
ment was one of alliance with the social-democrats, even
though this alliance was to be combined with certain criti-
cism.

On the National Liberation Movement and the Situation
in the Dependent Countries

As we have noted above, the Moscow Declaration and
Statement greet the successes of the national liberation
movement with enthusiasm. They also denounce the impe-
rialist efforts to continue colonial exploitation of the newly
independent countries in a new form. They call for struggle
against colonialism, imperialist domination and feudalism.

It might thus seem that here the Moscow documents go
beyond the post-World War Il framework. There is none of
the Eurocentrism that was so apparent in the major Comin-
form statements. Yet the basic approach still owes much to
the post-World War II period.

To begin with, the Moscow Declaration and Statement
both make euphoric assessments of the role of the regimes
of the local bourgeoisie in the former colonies and depend-
ent countries. This is in line with the way the Cominform
analyzed these regimes.

The 1960 Statement, however, does go into the internal
situation in these countries to a certain extent. It talks of the
need for ‘‘the complete and consistent accomplishment of
the tasks of the national, anti-imperialist, democratic revo-
lution.”’ While calling for a ‘‘broad national front’’ of the
‘‘national-patriotic forces,’’ it states that ‘‘the alliance of
the working class and the peasantry is the most important
force” and the basis of the broad alliance.

But the goal of this struggle to complete the revolution
turns out to be, in ‘‘many countries’’ at least, the establish-
ment of ‘‘an independent national democracy.”’ (There is
no definition of what the goal should be in other countries.)
This “‘independent national democracy’’ is a form of the
rule of the local ‘‘national bourgeoisie’’; it is painted in
glowing colors as ‘‘a state which consistently upholds its
political and economic independence, fights against impe-
rialism and its military blocs...; a state which fights against
the new forms of colonialism and the penetration of impe-
rialist capital; a state which rejects dictatorial and despotic
methods of government; a state in which the people are
ensured broad democratic rights and freedoms...the oppor-
tunity...for participation in shaping government policy.”’ -
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Furthermore, the way of achieving these ‘‘independent
national democracies”” and completing the democratic,
anti-imperialist revolution is unclear. The Moscow State-
ment will support uprisings against local regimes which
have already taken place, but does not call for any such
struggle against an existing regime. Instead it specifies
that ‘‘The Communist Parties are working actively for a
consistent completion of the anti-imperialist, anti-feudal,
democratic revolution, for the establishment of national
democracies.... They support those actions of national
governments leading to the consolidation of the gains
achieved and undermining the imperialists’ positions. At
the same time they firmly oppose anti-democratic, anti-
popular acts and those measures of the ruling circles which
endanger national independence. ...they work for a genuine
democratization of social life and rally all the progressive
forces to combat despotic regimes or to curb tendencies
towards setting up such regimes.”” Thus the general
approach is critical support of existing regimes and at-
tempts to push these regimes further, although there is
the brief reference to ‘‘combat(ing) despotic regimes.”’

The thesis of ‘‘independent national democracy’’ imme-
diately gave rise to opposition. The left wing of the Com-
munist Party of India, for example, while accepting the
1960 Moscow Statement in general, rejected the thesis on
‘“‘independent national democracy,’’ for it would imply in
practice that they would have to capitulate entirely before
such a model of ‘‘independent national democracy’” as the
Indian government of the big bourgeoisie and landlords.
The Indian government provides an example of the real
situation covered up by the fine phrases about ‘‘The coun-
tries that have shaken off the yoke of colonialism are
defending their independence and fighting for economic
sovereignty, for international peace’’ (1957), about ‘‘con-
solidation of political independence,’”’ ‘‘the creation and
extension on a democratic basis of the state sector in the
national economy,’’ etc. (1960) These phrases all cover up
the fierce class contradictions in these countries and the
actual alliance of imperialism and the local bourgeoisie.

All this praise of the regimes of the exploiters is based,
from the theoretical point of view, on an utterly wrong
estimate of the role of the ‘‘national bourgeoisie.”” The
1960 Statement states that: '

‘In present conditions, the national bourgeoisie of the
colonial and dependent countries unconnected with impe-
rialist circles, is objectively interested in the principal tasks
of anti-imperialist, anti-feudal revolution, and therefore
retains the capacity of participating in the revolutionary
struggle against imperialism and feudalism.’’ It then goes
on the qualify this somewhat by saying that the national
bourgeoisie is ‘‘unstable’’ and has a ‘‘dual nature’’ and
even that ‘‘As social contradictions grow, the national
bourgeoisie inclines more and more to compromising with
domestic reaction and imperialism.”’ These qualifications
give the 1960 Statement a more militant aspect. But never-
theless all these qualifications are only given to estimate
éxactly how progressive the national bourgeoisie is sup-
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posed to be; there is no discussion at all of the possibility
of struggle against the national bourgeoisie. In this regard,
we can again recall Comrade Enver’s summation of the
1960 Statement, given above, where he points out that it
calls for a policy of alliance with the national bourgeoisie,
as well as social-democracy, although combined with some
criticism of it.

The 1960 Statement separates the national bourgeoisie
from those local exploiters who work with the imperialists.
It states ‘‘The imperialists’ accomplices are the most
reactionary sections of the local exploiting classes.”’ This
was apparently meant to refer to feudalists, puppets and a
bribed section of the bourgeoisie. The ‘‘national bour-
geoisie’’ was regarded as a pure section of the exploiters,
‘‘unconnected with imperialist circles'’ — the true blue
patriotic moneybags. This definition of the national bour-
geoisie is not even true in those conditions where it makes
sense to divide the bourgeoisie into a national bourgeoisie
and a compradore bourgeoisie, and it is even more absurd
in those situations where the national bourgeoisie, coming
to power without a revolution or by stopping it halfway,
comes to terms with and absorbs the feudalists, big land-
lords and reactionary dregs.

As far back as 1920 Lenin declared at the 2nd Congress of
the Communist International that:

“...There has been a certain rapprochement between

the bourgeoisie of the exploiting countries and that of

the colonies, so that very often — perhaps even in most
cases — the bourgeoisie of the oppressed countries,
while it does support the national movement, is in full
accord with the imperialist bourgeoisie, i.e., joins
forces with it against all revolutionary movements
and revolutionary classes.'’ (‘‘Report of the Commis-
sion on the National and the Colonial Questions to the

Second Congress of the Communist International,’’

July 26, 1920, emphasis as in the original)

Lenin concluded that the bourgeois section of the liberation
movement could only be supported under certain condi-
tions, otherwise the ‘‘reformist bourgeoisie’’ must be
combatted.

In the following decades, the treachery of the bour-
geoisie of the oppressed countries grew with the increasing
economic development in these areas and with various
political developments. The collapse of old-style colonialism
and the rise to power of the local bourgeoisie in many
oppressed countries could only aggravate the contradiction
between the national bourgeoisie and the local working
masses. True, even today it cannot be ruled out that, at
certain times in certain countries, the national bourgeoisie,
or sections of it, may take on national-revolutionary fea-
tures; in such a situation, it may be possible for the prole-
tariat to utilize a temporary alliance with the revolutionary
wing of the bourgeoisie. But even in the national liberation
struggles the national bourgeoisie usually plays a treacher-
ous role, as Lenin described. And the overall situation in
the oppressed countries is marked by the increasing sharp-
ness of the class struggle between the working masses
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and the national bourgeoisie, with the local exploiters in
the newly independent countries being the social basis
of continued imperialist domination and the hangmen of
the revolutionary movement. The assessment of the
national bourgeoisie by the 1960 Statement was totally
wrong and failed to take account of the actual class contra-
dictions in the newly independent countries.

The Moscow Declaration and Statement also restrict the
struggle in the newly independent countries to bourgeois-
democratic or national liberation issues. There is no dis-
cussion of the socialist tasks facing the communist parties,
of uninterrupted revolution from the democratic to ‘the
socialist stage, or of any of these countries facing a socialist
revolution. Class issues themselves are played down.
Instead, the masses are to dream of a future ‘‘non-capitalist
development’’ and there is unrealistic praise of the signi-
ficance of ‘‘the state sector in the national economy.’’

On the Developed Capitalist Countries

The Moscow Declaration and Statement also present pro-
foundly mistaken ideas concerning the orientation of the
working class movement in the Western European imperi-
alist powers such as Britain, France, West Germany, etc.,
and in other developed capitalist countries. The Moscow
documents do discuss certain aspects of the exploitation in
these countries and refer to some of the struggles that have
arisen. But, in their guidance for the struggle, they hide the
class struggle under phrases about the national interest and
general democratization, and they set forth the goal of a
parliamentary sort of socialism. In these matters, the Mos-
cow documents follow closely the orientation laid down by
the Cominform in the post-World War II period.

To begin with, the Moscow Declaration and Statement
set forth a petty-bourgeois nationalist approach to agitation
in these countries. Talk about defense of their national in-
terests, national sovereignty and national independence is
repeated as much as possible. Marxism-Leninism holds
that the working class must be trained to see the class inter-
ests and class conflicts that are hidden under general talk
of the ‘‘national interests’’; the Moscow Declaration and
Statement take the opposite tack of draping the class strug-
gle in petty-bourgeois nationalist phrases.

The pretext for this petty-bourgeois nationalist orienta-
tion in the Moscow Declaration and Statement is their com-
plete misunderstanding of the nature of the struggle in
these countries against U.S. imperialism. After World War
11, U.S. imperialism, in its drive to rig up its own world em-
pire, propped up exploiting classes all over the globe. U.S.
imperialism became the head of the world imperialist wolf
pack (and today it still is the head of the Western imperial-
ist bloc). Naturally U.S. imperialism gave itself the domi-
nant position, and it bullied and exploited and dominated
its allies, but it had neither the intention nor the possibility
of turning them into colonies. The mass indignation of the
peoples in the capitalist countries against the crimes of U.S.
imperialism was (and is) a progressive and positive phe-

nomenon. It is impossible to conceive of a militant fight
against world capitalism that doesn’t include the most fer-
vent hatred of U.S. imperialism. In this fight, it was the task
of the communist parties to show the working masses that
this struggle against U.S. imperialism, however, would
amount to little unless it was used as a lever to encourage
struggle against the local bourgeoisie. Only by fighting a-
gainst and overthrowing the local bourgeoisie could the
working masses seriously undermine the U.S. world em-
pire. But the Moscow Declaration and Statement take the
opposite tack, as was prevalent in the post-World War II
period, of severing the anti-U.S. imperialist struggle from
struggle against the local bourgeoisie and work for socialist
revolution and of instead presenting the matter as a nation-
al struggle for sovereignty. Thus the 1957 Declaration says
that ‘‘The aggressive imperialist circles of the United
States’’ are, among other things, *‘threatening the national
independence of the developed capitalist countries,’” while
the 1960 Statement emphasizes that the U.S. imperialists
‘‘violate the sovereignty offleveloped capitalist countries."
The 1960 Moscow Statement also sets forth an entire
theory of ‘‘general democratization’’ as the task in the de-
veloped capitalist countries, a theory which draws together
and elaborates on various concepts sketched out in the 1957
Declaration. According to this Statement, not just the work-
ing masses, but even the ‘‘middle urban bourgeoisie’’ was
“vitally interested in the abolition of monopoly domina-
tion.” The immediate task was to rally these forces, and
democratic measures were the way to accomplish this.
Hence all the immediate tasks of the struggle were declared
to be ‘‘democratic by nature.”’ 4
Thus the Statement says that:

““Communists hold that this unity is quite feasible
on the basis of the struggle for peace, national inde-
pendence, the protection and extension of democracy,
nationalization of the key branches of economy and
democratization of their management, the use of the
entire economy for peaceful purposes...(etc.) improve-
ment of the living conditions of the working people,
protection of the interests of the peasantry and the
petty and middle urban bourgeoisie against the tyran-
ny of the monopolies.

¢...All these measures are democratic by nature.
They do not eliminate the exploitation of man by man.
But if realized, they would limit the power of the mo-
nopolies, ... and facilitate unification of all the pro-
gressive forces. ... It is the prime duty of the working
class and its Communist vanguard to head the eco-
nomic and political struggle of the masses for demo-
cratic reforms, for the overthrow of the power of the
monopolies, and assure its success.

““Communists advocate general democratization of
the economic and social scene and of all'the adminis-
trative, political and cultural organizations and insti-
tutions.”’

This theory embraces so many errors it is difficult to
know where to begin. First of all, the agitation was not to

37



highlight the proletarian class struggle, but ‘‘Peace, nation-
al independence, the protection and extension of democra-
cy.”” Where social issues are to be taken up, they are to
be presented in democratic colors.

Furthermore, various reformist schemes are suggested
in the name of democracy, such as a ‘‘democratic’’ capital-
ist nationalization, the fraud of the peaceful use of the econ-
omy while the capitalists rule, etc. Indeed, democratization
and reformist measures are presented as capable of accom-
plishing the ‘‘overthrow of the rule of the monopolies”
while capitalism still exists. Taken seriously, this means

putting forward the pipe dream of abolishing monopoly cap-

italism while capitalism still exists.

The scheme of general democratization is clearly related
to downplaying the proletarian character of the movement
in favor of taking on petty-bourgeois colors and even pro-
tecting the interests of the ‘‘middle urban bourgeoisie.’’
Both the Moscow Declaration and Statement stress the in-
clusion of the ‘‘middle urban bourgeoisie’’ among the allies
to be rallied around the working class, and the passage
above on democratization calls for the defense of its inter-
ests. What the *'middle urban bourgeoisie’’ is supposed to
be is not explained. But the impression created is the re-
placement of class struggle with a formula of ‘‘democratic’’
class collaboration with the liberal bourgeoisie against
some reactionaries, a collaboration in which the working
class must defend not just the interests of all the toilers, but
also the interests of the middle bourgeoisie.

Indeed, elsewhere in the Moscow Declaration and State-
ment it is suggested that unity goes further than the *‘mid-
dle urban bourgeoisie.”” We have already pointed out above
that the 1960 Moscow Statement holds that part of the bour-
geoisie is interested in peaceful coexistence and must pre-
sumably be part of the ‘‘broadest possible united front of
peace supporters....”” As well, the 1957 Declaration, while
calling for the overthrow of ‘‘the rule of the monopolies who
betray the national interests,’’ also notes in a separate pas-
sage the ‘‘sharpening’’ of the contradiction ‘‘between the
United States monopoly bourgeoisie on the one hand and
the peoples, and even the bourgeoisie of the other capital-
ist countries on the other.”’

The theory of ‘‘general democratization’’ in the Moscow
Statement appears to be a grab bag of wrong orientations
that undermine the class struggle and open the way for re-
formism and class collaboration with the liberal bourgeoi-
sie.

On Parliamentary Socialism and Peaceful Transition

Finally, the orientation set forth for the developed capi-
talist countries includes a theory of parliamentary socialism
and creates illusions about the likelihood that the capitalists
will peacefully) consent to socialism. This passage is re-
peated word for word in the two documents, and it follows
closely the 20th Congress of the CPSU. The key passage
reads:

“Today in a number of capitalist countries the
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working class, headed by its vanguard, has the oppor-
tunity, given a united working class and popular front
or other workable forms of agreement and political
cooperation between the different parties and public
organizations, to unite a majority of the people, win
state power without civil war and ensure the transfer
of the basic means of production to the hands of the
people. Relying on the majority of the people and
resolutely rebuffing the opportunist elements in-
capable of relinquishing the policy of compromise
with the capitalists and landlords, the working class
can defeat the reactionary, anti-popular forces, secure
a firm majority in parliament, transform parliament
from an instrument serving the class interests of the
bourgeoisie into an instrument serving the working
people, launch an extraparliamentary mass struggle,
smash the resistance of the reactionary forces and
create the necessary conditions for peaceful realization
of the socialist revolution. All this will be possible only
by broad and ceaseless development of the class
struggle of the workers, peasant masses and the urban
middle strata against big monopoly capital, against
reaction, for profound social reforms, for peace and
socialism.”’

Thus the transition to socialism is to be accomplished
by converting parliament into a socialist tool. The bourgeois
state machine is not to be smashed, but to receive a socialist
baptism. This parliamentary socialism is in line with the
program set forth in ‘‘The British Road to Socialism’’ in
1951 in the post-World War II period, and widely promoted
at that time.

This plan for socialism depends explicitly on the coopera-
tion of the other parties, presumably the social-democratic
parties and liberal-labor parties. For that matter, it refers
back again to the ‘‘urban middle strata,’’ which presumably
includes the ‘‘middle urban bourgeoisie,”” which now is
supposed to march with the working class right into social-
ism.

This plan also removes the perspective of revolutionary
violence. It creates the illusion that ‘‘in a number of capital-
ist countries’’ the bourgeoisie is ready to peacefully agree
to socialism. It disarms the communist parties in the face of
the ferocious capitalist reaction. It focuses all attention on
the extremely unlikely event that the capitalists peacefully
submit and removes attention from the most probable
development of the struggle.

Both the Moscow Declaration and Statement somewhat
modify the picture painted in the above quoted paragraph
about peaceful transition by following it with another
paragraph that reads as follows:

“In the event of the exploiting classes resorting to
violence against people, the possibility of non-peaceful
transition to socialism should be borne in mind. Lenin-
ism teaches, and experience confirms, that the ruling
classes never relinquish power voluntarily. In this case
the degree of bitterness and the forms of the class
struggle will depend not so much on the proletariat
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as on the resistance put up by the reactionary circles

to the will of the overwhelming majority of the people,

on these circles using force at one or another stage of
the struggle for socialism.”’

This paragraph raises the possibility of violent revolu-
tion. It is not so bad in and of itself, but, in the context of
the rest of the Declaration and Statement, it is not strong
enough to erase the general orientation expressed by the
preceding paragraph. For one thing, it does not express
any estimate as to how likely the possibility of civil war is,
while the other paragraph stressed the opportunities
opening up for peaceful transition.

As well, this paragraph, and the Moscow Declaration and
Statement as a whole, do not draw any conclusions from the
possibility of violent revolution. There are no indications at
all as to what this means for how the communist parties
should be organized, how they should prepare, how they
should agitate, or what the stands of the various strata of
the population will be. Meanwhile the section on peaceful
transition outlined a wholé plan, which was the culmination
of much of the other material in the Moscow Declaration
and Statement on general democratization, the assessment
of the social-democrats, the attitude to the ‘‘middle urban
bourgeoisie,”’ and so forth. Thus the possibility of violent
revolution remains a phrase, while all attention is focused
on preparations for parliamentary socialism.

Furthermore, in the latter 1950’s it would have been
widely known that this latter paragraph, as well as the pre-
ceding one, is paraphrased from Khrushchov’s Report on
the Activity of the Central Commiitee at the 20th Congress.
That report, although it said that peaceful, parliamentary
socialism was only one possibility among others, was taken
as meaning that this possibility was now the guiding per-
spective for all work, and this was indeed what Khrushchov
intended. Hence the repetition of phrases which Khrush-
chov had already used hypocritically at the 20th Congress
could not really remove the bad effect of the section on
peaceful transition. A much sharper and stronger statement
would have been required.

Earlier in this article we referred to the fact that the Chi-
nese polemic ‘‘The Origin and Development of the Differ-
ences Between the Leadership of the CPSU and Our-
selves,”” while generally strongly endorsing the Moscow
Declaration and Statement, expressed dissatisfaction with
the passage on peaceful transition and denounced it as
‘‘unsatisfactory.”’ It says, however, that the original pas-
sage on peaceful transition that the Khrushchovites pro-
posed in their first draft for the Moscow Declaration of
1957 was even worse. It omitted ail mention of any pos-
sibility but peaceful transition, and it also omitted any
reference to mass struggle outside parliament.

What happened, it seems, is that the Khrushchovites
wanted formulations even worse than those at the 20th
Congress. At the 20th Congress of the CPSU, Khrushchov,
while crystallizing Soviet revisionism and presenting it
to the world, nevertheless took some care to include some
Marxist-Leninist phraseology. After the 20th Congress, the

revisionist theses were then trumpeted to the world in even
more blatant and naked form. But, due to the struggle
around the Moscow Meeting of 1957, the Khrushchovites
were forced to retreat on some formulations. In this case, it
meant a return to formulations taken from the 20th Con-
gress.

On the Norms of Relations Among Parties

The Moscow Declaration and Statement have been par-
ticularly praised by the Chinese and Albanians for their
presentation of the norms of relations among communist
parties. In fact, this is a weak point of these documents.

The Chinese and Albanians declare that the Moscow
Declaration and Statement stood for the equality of the
parties. This is one of the norms that was brought forth,
although these documents also declared that the ‘‘historic
decisions of the 20th Congress’’ were of relevance to all
parties. The 1960 Statement, while declaring that ‘‘the
Communist Party of the Soviet Union has been, and re-
mains, the universally recognized vanguard of the world
communist movement,’’ also declared that ‘‘All the Marx-
ist-Leninist parties are independent and have equal rights.”’

But the Moscow Meetings of 1957 and 1960 also had
before them the serious problems confronting the world
communist movement. All gommunists and class conscious
workers should have been rallied to the solution of these
problems. How did these meetings handle this issue?

Lenin, in his work to build the Communist International,
set a brilliant example of the full discussion of the burning
questions of principle. Naturally certain things are kept
private, but Lenin aired the basic political questions and
controversies in front of the communists and revolutionary
workers of all countries, not just the leaderships of the par-
ties. This did not mean the maximum gossip from everyone”
about every party, but principled discussion of the key
questions of communist politics — and such discussion is
impossible if no references are to be allowed to existing
parties and the vexed questions of the current movement
and all criticism is banned.

The Moscow Meetings adopted a different method. They
held that the controversial issues should be kept as quiet as
possible and restricted to meetings of the leaderships of
various parties. Thus the 1960 Statement held that ‘‘When-
ever a party wants to clear up questions relating to the
activities of another fraternal party, its leadership ap-
proaches the leadership of the party concerned; if neces-
sary, they hold meetings and consultations.’”” Nor is any
other category of controversy on principles discussed other
than “‘questions relating to the activities of another frater-
nal party.”’

Thus the conflicts between the Khrushchovites and the
others, such as those that the PLA had with the Khrush-
chovites from early on or that the Chinese developed after
the 20th Congress, were aired only in bilateral meetings of
the PLA and the CPSU or of the CPC and the CPSU. Even
the leadership of other parties weren’t supposed to know
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about them. Everyone was on their own before the Khrush-
chovite onslaught. And the differences that came out at the
multilateral Moscow Meetings of 1957 and 1960 were to be
restricted to the party leaderships, while the masses around
the world were assured that ‘‘The exchange of opinions
revealed identity of views...and unanimity...”” (1957)
and about ‘‘the unity of views among the participants on
the issues discussed.’’ (1960)

As a result of this method, the rank-and-file communist
was held in ignorance for long years while the opposition
of the Chinese, Albanians and others to various of the
Khrushchovite stands were kept secret. Indeed, as we
pointed out earlier, the Moscow Declaration and Statement
would appear on the surface to be a ringing affirmation of
the unity behind the 20th Congress. Hence the ‘‘victories’’
achieved in moderating this or that formulation in a joint
meeting were in this respect hollow victories — one could
win one victory of this sort after the other while numerous
parties continued to deeay into revisionism.

Furthermore, this method did not even protect weak par-
ties from the interference in their internal affairs by the revi-
sionist chieftains. The Khrushchovites, who benefited from
the silence concerning their revisionist theses, themselves
were able to spread their views, including negative assess-
ments of their opponents, far and wide, and they were able
to tamper with the leaderships of other parties. Violation or
not of the rule of keeping differences internal, the Khrush-
chovite activities flourished under this situation. It seems
the rule provides no way to enforce itself. It bound those
who were scrupulous and left free those who weren'’t.

In place of the principled discussion of the burning issues
facing the world communist movement, in place of the
method of Lenin with his letters to the communists and
working class movements of various countries, the Moscow
Meetings of 1957 and 1960 substituted *‘official optimism."’
It was the “I’'m OK, you’re OK'’ style of writing that
flourished in the Moscow Declaration and Statement.
Everyone was declared to be good fellows, ticklish issues
were swept under the rug, everyone was declared to be
enriching Marxism-Leninism, and unity was declared. The
1960 Statement, written in the midst of fierce clashes,
euphorically declares: Today the restoration of capitalism
has been made socially and economically impossible not
only in the Soviet Union, but in the other socialist countries
as well.”’ (emphasis as in the original)

Perhaps it might be thought that such a principle of keep-
ing the burning issues internal was the best that the
Albanians and Chinese could hope for for the time being. It
might be thought that the prevailing situation in the latter
1950’s was not favorable. But, if this were the case, it would
however only verify that the norms laid down in the Moscow
Declaration and Statement were not the basic communist
norms, but a painful compromise forced by the situation.

However, neither the Chinese nor the Albanians justify
these norms on the basis of harsh historical necessities, but
instead they support them as the correct norms in principle.
In fact, these norms have had great influence on the

40

Marxist-Leninist movement against revisionism. And the
results of following these norms has been bad. These norms
have neither safeguarded weak parties from interference in
their internal affairs, nor encouraged unity within the inter-
national Marxist-Leninist movement. They have instead
served as a shield for dubious ideas and dubious elements.
Repeated experience has shown: either the Leninist method
of combining militant and fervent solidarity with wide dis-

.cussion of the controversial issues of principle, or the law of

the jungle under cover of high-sounding platitudes about
unity.

How Could the Khrushchovites and
Anti-Khrushchovites Agree on the
Moscow Declaration and Statement?

Having surveyed the Moscow Declaration and Statement,
we can now return to the question of how the Khrushchov-
ites and their opponents, not just in 1957 but even in the
midst of the fierce clashes of 1960, were able to come to
agreement on a general platform for the world communist
movement.

Of course, sometimes revisionists and other opportunists
agree to correct statements. It is precisely a characteristic
of opportunism to say one thing and do another. Comrade
Enver Hoxha claims that the Khrushchovites themselves,
while signing the 1960 Statement, were not happy with the
document and immediately brushed it aside as a ‘‘compro-
mise.”’ (The Khrushchevites, Ch. 12, ‘‘From Bucharest to
Moscow’’) But in any case, it would still seem surprising for
the Khrushchovites to sign a correct document of a detailed
comprehensive nature setting forth the revolutionary stand
with respect to the world situation and the tasks of the com-
munist parties.

In fact, this didn’t happen. The Moscow Declaration and
Statement were not correct documents. Qur survey of the
content of the Moscow Declaration and Statement show
that, despite various militant-sounding phrases, the content
was thoroughly based on the flawed orientations from the
post-World War II period and also contained various things
directly from the 20th Congress of the CPSU. The possibili-
ty of agreement between Khrushchov and his opponents on
these documents, even if only a temporary agreement, was
created by the fact that, for the time being, both sides pos-
sessed something of a common language in the wrong ori-
entations from the post-World War Il period.

The Khrushchovites took the mistaken orientations prev-
alent in the post-World War II period, embraced precisely
what was wrong with them, systematized and deepened the
errors and used this as one of the main sources for crystal-
lizing the reactionary theory of Soviet revisionism. The Chi-
nese and Albanians also embraced the post-World War II
traditions, but tried to give a left or militant interpretation
to them. They stretched them in the opposite direction.
Their disagreement with the Khrushchovites was real and
deep, leading to the public split, and the process of the
struggle against Soviet revisionism would deepen the dif-

ferences still further. But, for the time being, there was still
a certain common language inherited from the post-World
War Il period.

These traditions from the post-World War II period, no
matter how spruced up, cannot serve as the foundation for
the struggle against Soviet revisionism. The May 1, 1984 is-
sue of The Workers’ Advocate, which deals with this period
in the history of the international communist movement,
shows that it is hard to point to any one or two easy dividing
lines between the fashionable theses in the post-World
War II period and those of the Khrushchovite revisionists
(pp. 11, 20-21). The Khrushchovite 20th Congress took ev-
erything further and marked a qualitative change, but it
could make great play with concepts from the previous pe-
riod. The orientation on war and peace, for example, took
much from the pacifism of the World Peace Council, the
statements of the Cominform, and from the 19th Congress
of the CPSU (1952). And the parliamentary road to social-
ism had already been anticipated in ‘‘The British Road to
Socialism’’ of 1951, which was endorsed in the Soviet and
Cominform press and propagated widely in the world move-
ment.

The problems of the post-World War II orientations are
also related to the similar problems that confronted the
Communist Party of China. Mao Zedong Thought has much
in common with these orientations, and the Maoist leaders
welcomed them. Then they welcomed the 20th Congress of
February 1956 and reiterated many of its basic theses in
their 8th Congress later that year. At the same time, they
also had some contradictions with the Khrushchovites due
to the 20th Congress, but this concerned at first only certain
points. For example, the Chinese welcomed the criticism of
Stalin and criticized him themselves from a Khrushchovite
angle (for example, they criticized him from the point of
view of wanting to throw aside the Marxist-Leninist teach-
ings on the struggle against opportunism instead of for the
denigration of the struggle against opportunism that took
place in the post-World War II period). But, at the same
time, the Chinese were opposed to the way Khrushchov
utterly negated Stalin and threw gross slanders at the his-
tory of socialism. Even as late as the polemics in 1963, the

. Chinese leaders still asserted, however, that: ‘‘As for the

20th Congress of the CPSU, it had both its positive and neg-
ative aspects.”’ (‘‘Whence the Differences?,”” a polemic
from February 1963, contained in the collection of polemics
by the same title)

Even as the struggle against revisionism deepened,
the Maoist leaders never overcame various of the mistaken
orientations from the post-World War I period and contin-
ued to incorporate them into Maoism. This is apparent both
in the opportunist ‘‘three worldism’’ of the Maoists in the
1960’s and in the fully developed, counterrevolutionary
theory of ‘‘three worlds’’ of the mid-1970’s. Various fea-
tures that we have seen in the Moscow Declaration and
Statement still remain, even in the period of the 1960’s,
when the Chinese Communist Party upheld certain revolu-
tionary stands. For example, in regard to the ‘‘third

world,”’ there is the mistaken assessment of various bour-
geois nationalist regimes, the opportunist stand towards
the national bourgeoisie, and the denial of socialist revolu-
tion in this region of the world.

These weaknesses in the stands of the Chinese Commu-
nist Party were not fatally predetermined by the earlier
weaknesses. The power of the struggle against Soviet revi-
sionism should not be underestimated. It had the potential
of invigorating the communist movement, and it really did
invigorate and provide tremendous impetus to the revolu-
tionary Marxist-Leninists. Had the Chinese leaders had a
truly serious attitude to the Marxist-Leninist principles they
swore loyalty to in the anti-revisionist polemics and had
they carried the struggle against revisionism through to the
end, they could have step by step rectified their stands.
This would, of course, not just have been a question of
correcting this or that theoretical formulation, but would
also have necessitated revolutionary staunchness in streng-
thening the Communist Party of China, carrying out a
consistently revolutionary stand in socialist construction,
foreign affairs and the international communist movement
and, in short, revolutionizing all their activity.

But the Chinese leaders did not pass this severe test, and
this would eventually put in jeopardy the gains that the
Chinese working masses had won at the cost of such heroic
struggle. The Chinese leaders vacillated in the struggle
against revisionism. For yeaf's after the public split with the
Soviet revisionists they vacillated on whether to make a
clean break or to seek reconciliation and accommodation.
And they did not go back to the classic teachings of Marx-
ism-Leninism but instead insisted on developing Mao
Zedong Thought and Chinese revisionism. The Maoist
leaders had knowledge of various of the weaknesses of the
post-World War II period but, instead of drawing Marx-
ist-Leninist conclusions from this, they used this knowledge
simply to promote the special merits of Mao Zedong
Thought as a new ideology allegedly superior to orthodox
Marxism-Leninism. For a time the Chinese leaders tried to
give a revolutionary coloring to their theories and did, in
fact, support certain revolutionary stands. But the Maoist
standpoint proved incapable of supporting a revolutionary
stand in the long run and collapsed into outright revision-
ism, capitalism and social-imperialism.

The Albanians had been sceptical of the Khrushchovites
from even before the 20th Congress, and they were opposed
to what took place at this infamous Congress. Nevertheless,
there is the question of how much of the analysis there they
recognized as wrong. Their support for the 1957 Declara-
tion and the 1960 Statement showed that they too had much
work to do in strengthening their positions. When the pub-
lic split took place with Soviet revisionism they never flinch-
ed and sought reconciliation, and they resolutely called for
pushing the struggle forward. This serious and determined
attitude and their revolutionary stand was why they had the
strength to initiate the period of worldwide condemnation of
the ‘‘three worlds’’ theory and Mao Zedong Thought. But
they too have failed to carry the struggle through to the
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end, and this is one of the sources of the present weakness-
es in their stands. It is the task of true friends of the PLA
and socialist Albania to render proletarian internationalist
assistance to the PLA by supporting their correct stands
and providing comradely criticism of their present weak-
nesses.

Carry the Struggle Against Soviet Revisionism
Through to the End!

Once again it should be stressed that the mistaken orien-
tations in the Moscow Declaration and Statement and the
narrow ideological basis at the start of the struggle against
the Khrushchovites by no means denies the existence of
real disagreements and bitter battles between the Khrush-
chovites and their opponents at the Moscow Meetings. The
struggle against Soviet revisionism that led to the public
split is not a myth, but was an essential step forward for the
international Marxist-Leninist movement. But it does show
that the struggle against Soviet revisionism required an
utterly determined effort to restore the Leninist traditions
and that the ready-made platform from the post-World War

II period could not serve this purpose in the slightest.

In fact, the anti-revisionist struggle did go well beyond
the Moscow Declaration and Statement in the following
years. Indeed, even at the start various principles were
upheld, in the name of the Moscow Declaration and State-
ment, that one is hard pressed to say are really contained in
them. But there was never a conscious reassessment of the
Moscow Declaration and Statement, nor of the mistaken
orientations from the post-World War II period that such a
reassessment of the Moscow documents would inevitably
call into question.

This is a task that we are carrying out today as part of the
work to reassess the history of the struggle against revi-
sionism in order to clear the path of the zigzags and set-
backs that have afflicted the anti-revisionist struggle in the
past. The purpose is not to tarnish the image of the strug-
gles of the past, but to clear the way for future victories. We
must carry the struggle against Soviet revisionism and
Maoism through to the end, so as to bring the light of
revolutionary Marxism-Leninism to bear on the current
problems of the revolutionary movement. O
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For a revolutionary triumph
in El Salvador over U.S. imperialism
. and the bloodstained regime

Continued from page 2

servation of the existing social order in that country. It
would also mean the loss of many of the gains the toilers
have won through their arduous struggle; and at worst, it
could end by setting up the rebel forces for a dangerous
trap resulting in massacre.

So far the U.S. and Salvadoran governments have re-
fused to accept the FDR-FMLN proposals. The Salvadoran
fighters are continuing their courageous struggle. Never-
theless, by giving up the perspective of a revolutionary tri-
umph in favor of a reformist solution, the FDR-FMLN Tead-
ership is in fact undermining the strength and popular ap-
peal of the Salvadoran movement.

The reformist vacillations of the FDR-FMLN leadership
arise because of two reasons. First, it reflects an adaptation
to the pressures of imperialism. World imperialism,
through liberal Democrats in the U.S., international social-
democracy and the bourgeois Contadora regimes of Latin
America, have put great pressure on the Salvadoran leader-
ship to accede to a reformist plan. They have been helped in
this by Soviet, Cuban, and other revisionist forces who pose
as champions of the Salvadoran struggle.

Second, the reformist swing of the FDR-FMLN leader-
ship reflects the growing influence of the reformist bour-
geoisie within this leadership. The Ungo’s and Zamora’s
are not interested in the revolution winning victory; they
seek to preserve capitalism and the interests of the Salva-
doran bourgeoisie.

The Marxist-Leninist Party of the USA ardently supports
the revolutionary struggle of the workers and peasants of El
Salvador. We work wholeheartedly for an end to the oppres-
sion of the Salvadoran people by ‘‘our own’’ imperialist
bourgeoisie. We wish to see the Salvadoran people’s strug-
gle organized along the strongest lines, along policies that
will result in the greatest gain for our fellow proletarians
there. It is from this direction that we speak to the policies
of the FDR-FMLN leadership.

Moreover, we are also concerned over this matter be-
cause it is an issue in the U.S. left and in particular in the
solidarity movement with the Salvadoran struggle. Various
opportunist political forces in the U.S., such as the Trotsky-
ite Socialist Workers Party, the ultra-opportunist Guardian
newspaper and the pro-Soviet Line of March, are strongly
supporting the reformist proposals of the FDR-FMLN and
are working to impose them on the solidarity movement.
And the FDR-FMLN leadership itself is advocating very
rightist orientations for the U.S. solidarity movement.

These policies can only lead the solidarity movement to

disaster. This is one more reason why we think it is impor-
tant for us to speak out against the reformist orientations
being championed by the FDR-FMLN leadership.

We will now proceed to elaborate our views on these
questions in detail.

The Two-Track Policy of U.S. Imperialism

As we have noted, one of the factors giving rise to the
reformist vacillations of the FDR-FMLN leadership is the
pressures from the maneuvers of imperialism. It is worth-
while taking a look at this phenomenon right at the outset.

U.S. imperialism follows a two-track policy against the
Salvadoran revolution. First, it sends the fascist dictator-
ship all sorts of weapons and prepares to expand its own
direct military intervention. And second, it carries out one
demagogic maneuver after another to provide the death-
squad regime with a ‘‘democratic’’ and ‘‘reformist’’ face-
lift. This goes by the name ¢f seeking a ““political solution”’
to the conflict in El Salvador. The purpose of these maneu-
vers is straightforward: to confuse the Salvadoran masses
and undermine the mass support for the rebels in order to
force them to capitulate. As well, the U.S. governiment uses
these maneuvers to confuse public opinion at home and
weaken the movement against U.S. intervention.

Both the Democrats and Republicans carry out such
maneuvers. It was Carter who first set up Duarte as a civil-
ian front man for the military junta in 1980. And under Rea-
gan, the CIA has organized two elections farces, most re-
cently bringing Duarte back into the presidency of the coun-
try.

None of these ‘‘democratic’’ facelifts have of course
changed anything in El Salvador. The brutality and savage
exploitation of the masses continue unabated. And most im-
portantly, these schemes have failed to wreck the popular
base of the liberation forces.

Under such conditions, some imperialist liberals of the
Democratic Party have long held that a *‘political solution’’
must go beyond elections to a ‘‘negotiated peace’ with the
opposition forces. By these negotiations they have never
meant talks to handle the withdrawal of U.S. forces from El
Salvador. No, they mean negotiations to preserve the rule
of the Salvadoran oligarchy through undermining the revo-
lutionary movement. As Democratic Congressman Stephen
Solarz, a big champion of this scheme, put it in 1982: “We
have an interest in a negotiated settlement because in a
prolonged military conflict, the junta is more likely to crack
than the guerrillas.”

To be sure, at present the voices in Congress for a ‘‘nego-
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tiated political solution’’ are somewhat muted. The smooth-
talking politicians are all basking in the glow of the CIA-
engineered election of Duarte. In the name of *‘giving Du-
arte a chance,’” Congress is avidly approving Reagan’s re-
quests for ever-expanding support for the Salvadoran gov-
ernment.

But even if the liberal pet scheme of a ‘‘negotiated solu-
tion’’ were to be put in place, what would this mean? Would
it end the repression? Would it end the plunder of the coun-
try by the U.S. multinationals? Would it improve the condi-
tions of the workers and peasants?

Not a chance. Such a ‘“‘negotiated solution’’ would be an
imperialist-dictated solution. It would merely mean some
arrangement where the military dictatorship remains virtu-
ally intact and the opposition, or some section of it, is
given what appears to be a share of power.

This is not that different from the civilian-military junta
engineered by Carter in 1979 to replace the regime of Gen-
eral Romero. This junta included some civilians from the
Christian-Democratic, social-democratic and pro-Soviet re-
visionist parties. There were loud declarations about re-
forms and a bunch of top military officers were retired, but
nothing really changed. The repression continued fero-
ciously and every ‘‘reform’’ turned out to be a fraud. In a
few months all the civilians in the junta had resigned except
for Duarte who continued to be a loyal front man for the
colonels.

Thus a *‘negotiated solution’’ would only mean a preser-
vation of the status quo. At best it may postpone the inevi-
table resurgence of the revolutionary struggle; at worst, it
raises the danger of disarming and massacring the libera-
tion fighters.

False Friends Put Pressure on the Salvadoran Movement
for a ‘“Political Solution’’

Besides the liberal Democratic boosters of a ‘‘negoti-
ated solution,”’ the biggest champions of this scheme are
the West European imperialists and the Contadora group of
Latin American governments (Mexico, Colombia, Venezu-
ela and Panama). These governments have pretended to be
critical of the Salvadoran military and some, like France and
Mexico, even went so far as to give ‘‘political representa-
tion”’ to the FDR-FMLN.

But theirs is a false friendship for the Salvadoran masses.
These governments do not want the victory of the Salva-
doran people. Instead they work to complement the two-
track policy of U.S. imperialism. They are all afraid of a de-
feat for imperialism in El Salvador, and the Contadora
group in particular is scared of the prospect of the Salvador-
an revolution setting off revolutionary upheavals that may
engulf the entire region, including the Contadora countries.

A big exposure of the stand of a number of these govern-
ments came with Duarte’s election. The earlier pretensions
of “*coclness’’ towards the Salvadoran regime have evapo-
rated. Duarte’s inauguration was attended by Mexico’s for-
eign minister and officials from France, Spain, the Nether-
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lands and the Scandinavian countries.

The Socialist International of social-democratic parties is
closely associated with the crafty maneuvers of European
imperialism and the Contadora group. Like France and
Mexico, it too has built relations with the FDR-FMLN. But
in all these cases, their interest in the Salvadoran move-
ment is not for giving support to its struggle but for the pur-
pose of putting pressure on it towards conciliation with im-
perialism and the Salvadoran regime.

The Salvadoran movement is also faced with pressure to

concede to a ‘‘negotiated solution’’ with imperialism by the
forces of international revisionism. The Soviet, Cuban and
Vietnamese leaders, etc., all have influential ties with vari-
ous forces in the FDR-FMLN and they use their influence in
favor of a reformist compromise. And in many respects this
is the most treacherous pressure of all. Because from the
revisionists, the idea of a reformist compromise is present-
ed as a farsighted revolutionary strategy.

The FDR-FMLN leadership also has close ties with the
Sandinista government of Nicaragua. Unfortunately this
government too has not supported a revolutionary policy for
the Salvadoran movement. Being a petty-bourgeois govern-
ment, heavily influenced by social-democracy and revision-
ism, it too has used its influence to pressure for a ‘‘negotiat-
ed’’ compromise in El Salvador.

Reformist Leaning of the FDR-FMLN Leadership

The FDR and FMLN were formed in 1980, in the midst of
the huge revolutionary upheavals that broke out in El Sal-
vador in the 1979-80 period. Their formation reflected two
things. First, they reflected the coming together of various
currents of the revolutionary left, both the guerrilla organi-
zations and the popular organizations connected to them.
Second, they represented the formation of a bloc between
the revolutionary left and the reformists of the social-demo-
cratic MNR, the Social-Christians and the pro-Soviet revi-
sionist CP. The reformists had joined in the civilian-military
junta of 1979, and it was only after illusions about this junta
collapsed among them and after ferocious repression esca-
lated, that these sectors took part in the formation of a bloc
with the revolutionary left.

However, right from the outset it was shown that this
move on the part of the reformists did not mean they had
given up their reformism and that they had now become
revolutionaries. While giving lip service to the revolution,
the reformists used their influence to push class collabora-
tionist policies on the entire movement. Thus, very early
on the reformists in the FDR began to press for a ‘‘dia-
logue’’ with the U.S. government. On February 7, 1981,
right at a time when a big offensive of the rebels was being
carried out, an FDR spokesman explained, ‘“We want to
find a way to end the violence.”’

The efforts in the spring of 1981 to seek a ‘‘dialogue’’
with U.S. imperialism were closely linked to a campaign by
the Socialist International to mediate a ‘‘negotiated solu-
tion” in El Salvador. However, the effort came to nought

A scene from a powerful demonstration in San Salvador, January 22, 1980. The banners condemn the military

tyranny and oppression of the people, protest th‘e high cost of living and harsh exploitation, and carry the insignia of
the revolutionary organizations. The class demands in favor of the Salvadoran workers and toilers have played a

major role in mobilizing the masses for the revolution.

because the Duarte-headed military junta and the U.S. gov-
ernment refused to go along.

Since that time, there have been a number of similar ef-
forts, the most recent of which has been spearheaded by the
Contadora group. And in response to the international pres-
sure, the FDR-FMLN leaders have repeated various pro-
posals for a ‘‘negotiated solution.”’

Quite naturally, the most enthusiastic for such proposals
have been the liberals and reformists in the FDR, especially
the social-democrats like Ungo and Social-Christians like
Zamora. Ungo and Zamora were, after all, enthusiastic par-
ticipants of the first junta set up after the November 1979
coup against General Romero. And although, since they
joined the FDR, they have made statements in support of
the armed struggle, they have done so not out of conviction
that this is the way to make the revolution triumph but in
order to use the armed struggle as a bargaining chip for a
reformist accommodation. They do not want a decisive vic-
tory for the revolution. Thus, Ungo declared in Paris a while
ago, “‘If the military equilibrium is broken, maybe tomor-

row, it would alréady be too late to negotiate.””

The Role of Carpio and
the People’s Liberation Forces (FPL)

However all these years that proposals have been made
by the FDR-FMLN for a ‘‘political solution,’’ there have
also been signs that there were dissensions inside the coali-
tions about these policies. These dissensions were not
strong enough to scuttle the proposals, but they did indicate
resistance to them.

This resistance came from within the FMLN, especially
from the People’s Liberation Forces — Farabundo Marti
(FPL) and its leader Salvador Cayetano Carpio (known also
by the nom de guerre Marcial).

The FPL was one of the main political-military organiza-
tions in the FMLN. It was founded in 1970 from a split in
the revisionist Salvadoran Communist Party over its en-
thrallment to the Khrushchoyite ‘*peaceful and parliamen-
tary road.”” The FPL did not find its way to make a thor-
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oughing break with Soviet revisionism; it continued to have
profound illusions in the world current of Soviet revisionism
and in its activity and organization continued to show the
influence of Soviet and Cuban revisionist ideas. Neverthe-
less, the FPL did take up important revolutionary positions
which helped to further the Salvadoran movement. Shortly
after its formation, it launched the armed struggle and in
the mid to late 70’s it played an important role in the mass
struggles of the toilers, both in the cities and the country-
side. In 1979, after the coup against Romero, the FPL took
the important stand of refusing to fall for the blandishments
of the civilian-military junta; this stand helped to prevent
other guerrilla forces from capitulating to the new regime.

The FPL’s resistance to the scheme of a ‘‘negotiated
solution’’ made it a special target of the pressure from im-
perialism and international revisionism. U.S. government
officials repeatedly spoke of the importance of isolating the
“extreme left’’ from the ‘‘moderates’’ of the Salvadoran
opposition. And the FPL’s illusions in Soviet and Cuban re-
visionism, in a situation where these treacherous forces
were all for a ‘‘negotiated solution,”” had a very negative
impact on its political and organizational solidity.

The Crisis in the FPL

Last year a major crisis was revealed in the FPL amidst a
number of complex and unfortunate developments. This
crisis revealed that the FPL had been undergoing a serious
internal struggle. And since then it has become clear that
this struggle has been resolved at the leadership level in
favor of a new leadership which has endorsed and partici-
pated in a sharp turn to the right by the FDR-FMLN leader-
ship as a whole. In the meantime, two new groups have ap-
peared out of the ranks of the FPL and its associated circles,.
and they have opened up public criticism of a number of the
positions of the FPL leaders and the FDR-FMLN leadership
as a whole.

The crisis first came into public view in April 1983 when
one of the leaders of FPL, Melida Anaya Montes (Coman-
dante Ana Maria), was assassinated in Managua, Nicara-
gua. Within a few days, Carpio, who had attended her fu-
neral, also died; he was said to have committed suicide. A
number of FPL cadre including another leader, Marcelo,
were arrested and charged with Ana Maria’s murder.

In mid-December, the FPL issued a statement announc-
ing decisions from the 7th Plenary of its Revolutionary
Council, its highest body, held last August. This statement
condemned Carpio in virulent terms and made the charge
that Carpio was the organizer of the assassination of Ana
Maria. The FMLN also issued a statement echoing these
charges and these were all favorably reprinted by the Cu-
ban and Sandinista leaderships.

We do not wish to speculate on the deaths of Ana Maria
and Carpio, although we do not think that the explanations
offered so far are satisfactory. There are many unanswered
questions. For example, those arrested in the murder of
Ana Maria have not been brought to trial or allowed to
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speak for themselves. And no proof has been made public
of the alleged role of Carpio in the murder of Ana Maria.

However our main interest is in the ideological questions
involved in this crisis in the FPL. The FPL statement indi-
cates that there was an intense ideological struggle, in
which Ana Maria and Carpio represented opposed poles.
But the FPL refuses to clarify what the ideological differ-
ences were about. For instance, the FPL statement attacks
Carpio for holding to ‘‘dogmatic and sectarian schemes,”’
but it never specifies what these schemes were.

However two developments have helped to shed further
light on the ideological issues involved.

First is the emergence of two new organizations in El Sal-
vador, which have appeared out of the ranks of the FPL and
its related organizations. They are the Revolutionary Work-
ers Movement — Salvador Cayetano Carpio (MOR) and the
Clara Elizabeth Ramirez Metropolitan Front of the FPL.
Both these groups uphold the legacy of Salvador Cayetano
Carpio and are critical of the leadership of the FDR-FMLN
and their political positions. It has been reported that both
groups are opposed to the FDR-FMLN policies in favor of a
“‘negotiated political solution.”

The leadership of the FDR-FMLN has sharply de-
nounced these organizations. They have condemned them
as counterrevolutionaries and declared that solidarity with
the Salvadoran movement should not be extended to these
groups. We strongly condemn these dirty methods. These
are the typical dirty methods of reformists who do not want
to let the activists judge controversies on a political basis.

Qur Party does not yet have much information about
these groups and their political positions. However it ap-
pears that they are active in the fight against the Salvador-
an regime and U.S. imperialism and they are raising a num-
ber of important questions about the orientation of the
FDR-FMLN leadership.

The full content of the ideological controversy in the Sal-
vadoran movement became further clarified in January-
February this year when the FDR-FMLN leadership an-
nounced a major new programmatic declaration, ‘“The pro-
posal for the creation of the Provisional Government of
Broad Participation and its program.”” This document indi-
cates a major rightward shift in the program of the FDR-
FMLN away from its earlier positions. By coming out with
this program, the FDR-FMLN leadership has fully revealed
that the content of its proposals for a ‘‘negotiated political
solution’’ mean not something revolutionary but a reformist
compromise.

The New Program of the FDR-FMLN

This new program is meant to replace the ‘‘Platform for a
Democratic Revolutionary Government’’ that the FDR had
embraced as its general program in 1980. That document
had in fact preceded the formation of the FDR; it had been
released on February 23, 1980 by the Revolutionary Coor-
dinating Council of the Masses (CRM), a coalition of the
popular organizations of the left that united with the re-

formist Democratic Front of the MNR social-democrats and
Social-Christians to form the FDR.

The new program for a Broad Provisional Government
represents the formalization of a sharp rightward turn by
the FDR-FMLN leadership. The old program for a Demo-
cratic Revolutionary Government had various weaknesses.
It was not a thoroughly revolutionary-democratic document.
Among other things, it did not stand for a workers and
peasants government and held instead to the formation of a
coalition regime with certain sections of the bourgeoisie.
Nevertheless, the old program did stand for the victory of a
revoluion in El Salvador and for a series of fairly radical so-
cial reforms. The new program abandons these goals.

¢ Most significantly, the old program stood for the ‘‘over-
throw of the reactionary military dictatorship of the oli-
garchy and Yankee imperialism’’; it sought to ‘‘destroy
[the] criminal political-military machine.”’

The new program abandons this perspective of the vic-
tory of a revolution. The new program seeks a government
formed through negotiations with the U.S. government and
the Salvadoran regime, mediated by bourgeois govern-
ments such as those of the Contadora group. This govern-
ment is said to be one which will include *‘political parties,
the private sector, representatives of the FMLN-FDR, and

‘of an already restructured national army’’ where ‘‘no single

sector will have control.’” It talks of excluding the oligarchy
but the fact of the matter is that the FDR-FMLN has rede-
fined the representatives of the oligarchy in the narrowest
terms as simply the ultra-right ARENA party of Roberto
D’Aubuisson. Indeed, when announcing the new program
at a press conference in Mexico City on February 9, Guiller-
mo Ungo declared in reference to the ARENA: “‘This is the
only exclusion that we are making.”” (Guardian, February
22, 1984)

® The abandonment of the perspective of a revolutionary
triumph is also shown by the change in the attitude to the
Salvadoran armed forces. The old program not only talked
of destroying the ‘‘criminal political-military machine’’ but
it also called for the creation of a new army built on the
basis of the revolutionary People’s Army and incorporating
only certain ‘‘healthy, patriotic, and worthy elements that
belong to the current army.”” The vague formulations on
who could be incorporated into the new army was a weak-
ness of the old program, as well as the fact that it did not
declare for the arming of the whole people.

But the new program goes quite far to the right. It talks
merely of a ‘“‘restructuring of the governmental armed
forces” and the formation of a unified national army by
merging these with the FMLN forces. The program is vague
on the ‘‘restructuring’’ of the present army but earlier
FDR-FMLN statements have indicated that what is meant
by this is the purging of certain bad elements.

¢ The old program also stood for taking radical measures
against imperialism and the big bourgeoisie of town and
country. It talked of putting an end to the ‘‘overall political,
economic and social power of the great lords of land and
capital’’ and of liquidating ‘‘once and for all the economic,

political and military dependence...on U.S. imperialism.”’

The new program gives up this perspective. It merely
talks of achieving a government “‘in which the existence of
private property and foreign investments will not be against
the interests of society.”’

® The old program talked of carrying out a series of
radical social reforms for the benefit of the toiling masses.
These included the nationalization of the big landholdings
and enterprises, banking, transportation, and foreign
trade, which are now in the hands of the oligarchy and the
U.S. multinationals. They also included a thorough agrarian
reform to benefit the poor and middle peasants and agri-
cultural laborers. And they included reforms in housing for
the masses, taking measures against unemployment, for
better wages, social services, etc.

The new program abandons most of these social meas-
ures in favor of empty declarations about merely ‘‘laying
the basis’’ for agrarian reform, nationalization of banking,
reform of foreign trade, and hetter housing.

These are some of the main differences between the old
and new programs of the FDR-FMLN. What the new pro-
gram reveals in the final analysis is an abandonment of the
perspective of a revolutionary government in favor of a
reformist accommodation with the bourgeoisie and U.S.
imperialism. And it shows a toning down of demands of
the toiling masses in favoriof appeals to please variou.
sectors of the bourgeoisie.

Indeed, the proposals of the new program do not go be-
yond the platform of the civilian-military junta that took
power after the November 1979 coup. The similarity of
these two sets of proposals suggest that the FDR-FMLN is
offering to accede to a refurbished version of the 1979
government. This is a serious retreat for the FDR-FMLN.
Not only does it show great illusions among the FDR-FMLN
leadership about the Salvadoran dictatorship and U.S.
imperialism but it holds out grave dangers for the Salva-
doran movement. A new version of the 1979 junta will not
be that much different than the previous one. It will not ful-
fill the aspirations of the Salvadoran revolutionary fighters.
And under the conditions where the FDR-FMLN leadership
appears to have such great illusions in imperialism and the
bourgeoisie, the situation may end up in a monstrous trap
for the liberation forces.

Furthermore, the rightward shift of the FDR-FMLN
leadership cannot but have a detrimental effect on the Sal-
vadoran struggle today. It is true that since the FDR-FMLN
proposals have not been accepted by U.S. imperialism or
the Salvadoran government, the people’s struggle is con-
tinuing. But it is inevitable that the strength of the struggle
will be sapped when the masses are led to believe that the
goal is not a revolutionary victory but a reformist accommo-
dation. It is inevitable that the popular mobilization of the
toilers will be undermined when the programmatic goals of
the movement shift away from promising radical social re-
forms for the benefit of the toilers towards appealing more
to the concerns of the bourgeois sectors.

The history of the Salvadoran movement shows that the
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driving force of the movement has been the class struggle
of the toilers. Struggles over the class demands of the work-
ers, poor peasants, and rural laborers have been at the
heart of the mass mobilizations throughout the last decade.
Indeed, it is precisely because of this strength of the class
struggle that the original FDR program included various
measures aimed at improving the conditions of the working
masses. By abandoning such radical measures, the FDR-
FMLN is helping to blunt the class appeal of the movement.
This can only harm the liberation struggle.

Promoting Ilusions in
the Assassin Duarte

The rightward turn of the FDR-FMLN leadership has
already been manifested in a conciliatory attitude to the
new Duarte presidency in El Salvador.

As we have pointed out eatlier, Duarte is a front man for
U.S. imperialism and the Salvadoran dictatorship. In
1980-82 he headed up a junta which was among the most re-
pressive in recent times. Under that junta, the death
squads and the military forces openly killed some.30,000
people. Under that junta, U.S. military intervention ex-

panded in El Salvador. And there was a massive suppres-
sion of the strikes and other movements of the workers and
peasants.

Duarte’s nature has not changed. He continues the old
rhetoric about standing for democracy and fighting the
“‘extreme left”” and ‘‘extreme right,”” but in practice he is
continuing the savage war against the liberation forces.
The conditions of the masses remain the same and the
death squads continue to murder with impunity. And for
his services at providing a ‘‘democratic’’ facade for the
dictatorship, he is rewarded with greater military and
economic aid by U.S. imperialism.

The FDR-FMLN leadership however has indicated that
they harbor profound illusions in Duarte. Right after his
election, the FDR issued a statement on May 26 from Costa
Rica offering ‘‘unconditional negotiations’’ with Duarte.
Duarte has rejected this offer, declaring that he will nego-
tiate only if the guerrillas lay down their arms.

The FMLN refuses to lay down their arms. And they are
fighting on. This is a positive thing. But at the same time
they too promote illusions in Duarte. They are holding be-
fore the Salvadoran people the idea that somehow Duarte
can be transformed into a ‘‘progressive.’’ In a May 25
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Salvadorhn guerrillas with the people after liberating a village.

message the FMLN leadership declared:

‘‘However, two very clear and well-defined options
still present themselves to Mr. Duarte, and he will
have to take up one of them:

1. Either, as part of his present policy, Duarte will end

up losing any remaining sense of shame over his grow-

ing subordination to the Pentagon’s plans and will
offer himself as a cover for the entrance of occupation
troops;

2. Or he will accept the national starting point of a

real negotiated solution.

‘‘Despite the narrow limits of the dependent govern-
ment presided over by Duarte, and especially despite
the negative attitudes he has always maintained
against the efforts that we in the FMLN-FDR have
made for a political solution, the FMLN General
Command does not dismiss the possibility that at some
point Mr. Duarte may opt for the national road, the
path of a legitimate democratic solution through real
dialogue without preconditions, which we have put
forward.”’ (Intercontinental Press, July 23, 1984,
emphasis added)

The promotion of such illusions can only damage the
Salvadoran struggle. Mr. Duarte has amply proven what he
stands for, through his many services for imperialism and
the Salvadoran military dictatorship. The only fitting reply
to his taking over the presidency is unrelenting exposure of
the criminal reality behind his nice-sounding rhetoric and
the continuation of the revolutionary struggle against the
regime.

We have come to the end of our discussion of the reform-
ist orientation of the FDR-FMLN leadership for the Salva-
doran movement. It is clear from the examination above
that there are serious problems with the policies advocated
by the FDR-FMLN leaders. However this does not imply
that the continued struggle of the fighters in the FDR-
FMLN is not worthwhile. No, the fact of the matter is that,
despite the reformist appeals of the leadership, the logic
of the situation in El Salvador has so far impelled the strug-
gle to advance. The liberation fighters continue to score
victories in the battlefield.

At the same time, the fact that the battle continues
should not be taken to mean that the reformist policies of
the leadership are inconsequential or can be ignored. No,
they serve to undermine the struggle today and pose
serious questions about the course of the struggle tomor-
row. They have the potential of leading to serious fiascos.

The overcoming of these reformist vacillations is vital for
the strengthening of the Salvadoran movement. We
earnestly hope that revolutionaries inside the FDR-FMLN
will be able to shake off the reformism of the leadership.
And we hope that the rightward swing shown in the re-
lease of the program for a ‘‘Broad Provisional Govern-
ment’’ will help to be an impetus to all Salvadoran revolu-
tionaries, whether in or out of the FDR-FMLN, to oppose
reformism and uphold a militant revolutionary stand. The
fact that today the reformist schemes do not have a com-

plete stranglehold over the organized forces and are being
challenged is a positive thing for the future of the move-
ment.

Questions in the Solidarity
Movement in the U.S.

As we noted in the beginning, the controversy in El
Salvador has also become an issue in the U.S. left and es-
pecially in the solidarity movement with El Salvador.

For one thing, a number of right opportunist forces, such
as the Trotskyite Socialist Workers’ Party, have tried to use
the controversy in the Salvadoran movement to flog the
straw man of ‘‘ultra-leftism’’ and boost reformism. They
have endorsed and vociferously echoed the positions of the
FDR-FMLN on the crisis in the FPL and especially the con-
demnation of Carpio and the revolutionary groups that have
emerged outside the FDR-FMLN today. This campaign is

" connected to a similar campaign from these forces to blame

ultra-leftism for the invasion of Grenada by U.S. imperial-
ism. In that case too, they usk the tragic events in Grenada
to bolster the reformist stands of the New Jewel Movement.
(For a discussion of this see the article ‘“What’s Happening
in Grenada?’’ in the April 20, 1984 issue of The Workers’
Advocate.)

There are also direct efforts to push the rightist orienta-
tion of the FDR-FMLN leadership as the general policy of
the solidarity movement in the U.S. This is being conducted
not just by various reformist forces in the U.S. left but also
by representatives of the FDR-FMLN leadership. They
demand that the U.S. solidarity movement endorse the
program of the FDR-FMLN for a ‘‘Broad Provisional
Government’’ and condemn the groups in the Salvadoran
movement that are opposing the rightist turn of the FDR-
FMLN. '

This is closely related to urging a rightist orientation for
the solidarity movement itself. They urge that the solidar-
ity movement’s responsibility is to pressure the U.S. gov-
ernment to push the Salvadoran regime to agree to a
‘‘negotiated solution.”” And given that they have especial-
ly big illusions in the Democratic Party, the FDR-FMLN
representatives are asking the progressive masses in the
U.S. to line up behind the Democrats in this year’s elec-
tions.

We strongly disagree with these rightist orientations
being asked of the solidarity movement.

The solidarity movement in the U.S. should not line up
behind the proposals for a reformist solution in El Salvador.
This is a disservice to the people of El Salvador who have
given tens of thousands of martyrs in order to struggle for
a revolution. Already there is great pressure on the Salva-
doran movement to submit to reformism; we do not think
that it is the task of the U.S. solidarity movement to add its
weight to those of international social-democracy and re-
visionism to pressure the Salvadoran movement in support
of a reformist policy. ;

The U.S. movement should reject the proposals for a
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‘‘negotiated solution’’ also on the basis of upholding the
right of the Salvadoran people for self-determination. All
the proposals for.a "negotiated solution’” uphold the right
of U.S. imperialism to continue its interference in El Sal-
vador. But what right does the U.S. government have to
impose any kind of “‘solution’’ on the Salvadoran people?
None at all. No, our demand must be — U.S. imperialism
must get out of El Salvador, lock, stock and barrel!

The solidarity movement should also reject the call of
turning itself into a tail of the Democratic Party. The Demo-
crats are an imperialist party which is just as guilty as the
Reaganite Republicans for the war against the Salvadoran
toilers. The weapons that go to the Salvadoran butchers are
stamped ‘‘Made in USA’’; they are the product of bills
signed by Reagan and passed by bipartisan majorities in
the House and Senate. Lining up behind the Democrats is
no help whatsoever to the Salvadoran masses.

No, the most effective way to fight U.S. intervention in

The armed workers and peasants are the ackbone of the Salvadoran revolution.

El Salvador is to build up a militant struggle against U.S.
imperialism. Demonstrations, protests, and other mass
actions are required. Instead of looking to the imperialist
politicians we must appeal to and organize the workers,
youth, oppressed nationalities, etc. We should build up a
movement independent of both the capitalist parties, a
movement which targets imperialism as the enemy.
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