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GULF CRISIS / HAITI

the war!

BEFORE this issue of Internation-
al Viewpointreaches our readers, a
terrible war may be unleashed in the
Middle East. The combination of
imperialist threats to launch a war
against Arab nationalism and the
threats of the Soviet bureaucracy to
crush the national movements in the
Baltic is reminiscent of 1956, when
the Anglo-French invasion of Egypt
offered the Kremlin the cover to
smash the Hungarian revolution. It
is another reminder of the conni-
vance between the Stalinist bureau-

cracy and the imperialists.

What is different today from 1956,
and offers grounds for optimism, is
the strength of antiwar feeling in the
main imperialist power, the United
States, and the already very wide-
spread rebellion against the rule of
the bureaucracy inthe USSR. It is
peculiar to hear commentators say
that Bush has the popular backing
he needs to launch a war because
the polls show that 60% of the popu-
lation support him. In every other
major war in which the US has
become involved, the initial support
has been overwhelming. Opponents
have been a tiny persecuted minori-

ty.

Today, even before the first Ameri-
can soldier has been killed in action,
the official media have to admit that

almost half the US people are
opposed to war, and, correspond-
ingly, that doubts about the opera-
tion run deep in the political
establishment itself. The antiwar
movement in the imperialist coun-
tries, and especially in the United

States, has become, potentially at

least, a sort of new world power.

The political relationship of forces
has shifted in an important way in
favor of the mass antiwar move-
ment. The responsibilities of the
principled anti-imperialist, socialist
and democratic forces that alone
are capable of giving impetus to
mass mobilizations against the war
have increased in the same meas-
ure.

It is essential that every possible
effort be made to assure the suc-
cess of the upcoming demonstra-

tions against the war that the
imperialists are so clearly deter-
mined to wage. The next few weeks
could shape the possibilities for the
struggles of the oppressed and
exploited throughout the world for
many years.

Mobilize to stop W

ARTHUR MAHON

N )

After the

MORE than one Haitian

bishop had to eat his mitre on
December 16,1990 when thelr

number 1 enemy, Father
Jean-Bertrand Aristide, was
elected president of the
republic with nearly 70% of
the votes. Marc Bazin, the
candidate of Iimperialism, -
who also had the support of
the majority of the bishops,
got a mere 15%.

“avalasse”

This was a change of line by the USA.
In 1987 they worked behind the scenes
with the army and the Duvalierists who
prevented by violence the holding of
elections on November 29 of that year.
The reality is that the USA have realized
that their previous strategy had failed.
They had believed that General Namphy,
and then his successor, Prosper Avril,
would follow US orders and would one
day be ready to give up power to civil-
ians when the US commanded it (see IV
181, March 26, 1990).

However the post-Duvalier generals
rapidly escaped American control, and
the situation reverted to that of the worst
periods of Duvalierism, leading Haiti
into a permanent crisis. The Americans
thus felt obliged to get rid of these men
who were becoming a danger to their
interests.

When Fr. Aristide first put himself for-

ward as a candidate on October 18, 1990,

the CIA thought of getting rid of him at
once. But the Embassy rapidly under-
stood that Aristide enjoyed immense

.«  popular support and that any attempt to

""" oppose him by force would set the coun-

N JANUARY 1, 1991, the Uy ablaze.
archbishop in Port-au-Prince The US have now decided to try to turn
declared war on the new presi-  the situation created by Aristide’s elec-

dent, who will assume office
on January 7. He evoked in the cathedral
for all the world to hear the spectre of a

new dictatorship, asking “if the new
leftwing orientation might not lead
Haiti to put on the old Bolshevik
clothes cast off by the East European
countries.”

These musings chimed in with
those of the former boss of the Ton-
ton Macoutes [terror gangs of the for-
mer dictators, the Duvaliers], Roger
Lafontant, who stated: “we will never
leave the country in the hands of
communists.”

A priest defined the significance of
such remarks as “verbal hand gre-
nades, comparable to the one which
killed seven people on December 5
during a meeting addressed by Fr.
Aristide. It is thus no surprise that the
seat of the bishops’ conference and
the residence of the papal representa-
tive were attacked by angry demon-
strators responding to Lafontant’s
coup d’état on January 7.

Lafontant’s seizure of the National
Palace with a small group of armed
soldiers and civilians was a gamble.
He declared that the army and police
were with him.

In fact, however, the army chiefs
denounced the putsch and surrounded
the National Palace, arresting Lafon-
tant after a brief struggle. Meanwhile,
the USA had also denounced the
attempted coup and barricades were
being erected in the capital. Journal-
ists talked about districts “in a state
of insurrection.”

tion to their advantage. They know that
they have many instruments to hand,
starting with the army, while Aristide, as
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president, has few powers, and the net-
work of popular organizations is weak. It
will be very hard for him to implement
significant reforms, so there is a risk of
popular disillusionment.

Furthermore, during the election cam-
paign the most enlightened sectors of the
bourgeoisie understood that it was in their
interests to support Aristide to stabilize
the situation with a view to neutralizing
him at a later date. Rather than directly
confronting Aristide, the USA is trying to
control him, and, if this proves impossi-
ble, to wait for the population to be demo-
ralized before acting. But none of these
calculations take into account the “ava-
lasse” (creole word for an “avalanche” of
mud), the popular tidal wave, brought
about by Aristide’s campaign. It is this
which defeated the attempts at electoral
fraud (see box) orchestrated on election
day by the American embassy, aimed at
ensuring at the very least that Aristide
would not be elected on the first round.

Majority of army remains
Duvalierist

It was the popular “avalasse” also
which was the key to the failure of Lafon-
tant’s coup, since it dissuaded the army,
the majority of which is still Duvalierist,
from rallying behind the putsch. As soon
as the news of Lafontant’s action was out,
people poured into the streets of Port-au-
Prince and the provincial towns and self-
defence began to be organized. It is also
possible that, by blocking the road to the
airport, the popular mobilization prevent-
ed the army from allowing Lafontant to
leave the country.

The mass media have been emphasizing
the role of the “loyalist” army in resolv-
ing the crisis. But they are forgetting that
this very army has been protecting Lafon-
tant since his return to the country in July
1990, refusing to arrest him, as ordered
by the Justice Minister. At that time the
head of the army, General Abraham,
talked of a “judicial imbroglio”. And the
army has allowed Lafontant to construct a
stronghold in Port-au-Prince where he
was able to assemble heavy arms and pre-
pare his putsch. It was this bunker that the
population took with their bare hands on
January 7.

Lafontant’s attempt is a serious warn-
ing. It has once more been shown that all
that is needed to seize the National Palace
is a small group of armed men. What
might happen when Fr. Aristide is resi-
dent there? Clearly, he cannot entrust his
safety to the army. Elected by the popular
majority, he must be defended by them.
Thus the key task is the construction of an
armed popular militia.

As president elect Aristide has made
several declarations that will sow illu-
sions, notably in the army, which is now
trying to polish up its image to allow it to
play a new political role in the future. On
the other hand, the new president has also

sounded a militant note. In his victory
address he pointed the way: “form strong
committees in the districts, strong vigi-
lance brigades and strong clean-up bri-
gades. Link up the organizations in the

towns with the rest of the country. In this
way there will be an avalanche of organi-
zations, the flesh, blood, and bones of
Haiti. Without this the country will be an
empty bag.” %

Gorbachev threatens
military crackdown

AS WE GO TO PRESS, a Kremlin rape of Lithuania seems to
be a growing possibility. The implicit threat by the chief of the
Stalinist bureaucracy, Gorbachev, to impose presidential rule
if the Lithuanian government falls to repeal laws he considers
to conflict with the Soviet constitution directly, contradicts the
principles on which the Soviet Union was founded.

An open military attack aimed at crushing the democratic
rights and aspirations of the Lithuanian and other peoples
subjected to national oppression by the Stalinist bureaucratic
state could mark a paroxysm of the crisis of bureaucratic rule.
The apparently real threat of such an eventuality is a reminder
that at some point, perhaps very soon, the breakdown of
bureaucratic rule has either to go forward to a democratic
revolution or backward to terror.

GERRY FOLEY

Y SENDING military forces

into the Baltic and other inde-

pendence-minded  republics,

the Kremlin has returned to
confrontationist tactics against the mass
movements opposing the authority of the
bureaucratic state.

After a promise from General Moiseev
that the already large military garrisons
in the Baltic, especially in Latvia (where
servicemen account for 15% of the popu-
lation), would not be increased, the Gor-
bachev regime sent in troops, ostensibly
to round up youths failing to report for
military service. In fact, Moiseev himself
(see below) joined with a group of noto-
rious reactionaries to call for a general
crackdown.

This resort to press gangs was sweet-
ened with a promise by deputy Soviet
defense minister Vladislav Achalov that
draft evaders and deserters would not be
prosecuted and that they “will be able to
do the rest of their military service on the
territory of the republic.” The USSR
defense minister, Dmitri Yazov, claimed
that the roundups of youths refusing to
serve in the armed forces would not
involve bringing in extra troops, except

in Lithuania.

Reportedly, Moiseev explicitly prom-
ised the Estonian premier, Edgar Savisaar,
that he would not send paratroop rein-
forcements into Estonia. But the Kremlin
has already gone back on a promise not to
send more troops into any of the Baltic
countries. Since its declaration of inde-
pendence in March, Lithuania has
remained in the forefront of the confronta-
tion, and the Soviet operations there are
likely to be the test.

Soviet military forces surrounded the
Lithuanian parliament on January 9,
although they withdrew the following
day. At the same time, there was a mobili-
zation by local Unionists demanding the
imposition of direct rule by Gorbacheyv.

This scenario, similar to one staged in
Estonia last spring, has created fears of a
coup d’état. Already on December 21, the
official Soviet news agency TASS had
reported that Soviet troops were patrolling
the streets of Klaipeda, Lithuania’s major
Baltic sea port, checking the papers of
passers-by and arresting those who
refused to cooperate.

Such Soviet military activity in Klaipe-
da is especially ominous. Since this city
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was taken from Germany and incorporat-
ed into Lithuania by the USSR, Kremlin
officials have threatened that it would be
taken away from Lithuania, if that coun-
try insists on independence.

Like the Estonian leadership at the
time, Lithuanian president Landsbergis
issued appeals to the population to defend
the government. In this context, a govern-
mental crisis developed in Lithuania,
leading to the resignation of the premier,
Kazimiera Prunskiene and her cabinet.

Formally, the government fell over the
question of raising the prices of consumer
goods. The rejection of this measure by
the radical nationalists was presented in
the international press as a concession to
Communist party “hardliners™ (whatever
that might mean).

It is true that Pravda regularly criticizes
the national-democratic governments for
such measures, although the Soviet cen-
tral authorities propose exactly the same
thing, if not worse. But the aspect the cap-
italist press has missed, perhaps because
it shares their attitudes, is that Prunskiene
is the heroine of all the opportunists and
capitulationists in Lithuania, as well as of
the false friends of “freedom” in the
West.

Failure of “moderate”
. strategy

She is the incamation of “moderation,”
as opposed to the radicalism of Landsber-
gis and the intransigent wing of the Lithu-
anian nationalist movement, Sajudis. It
was she who pressed for a moratorium on
the Lithuanian declaration of indepen-
dence to favor negotiations with Gorba-
chev. And she got a clear rebuff from the
Soviet chief just before the fall of her
government. Prunskiene was a Commu-
nist Party leader until quite recently, and
so compromised by this association that
her political future was threatened by
poor electoral results.

She is presented as a realist by the inde-
pendent Lithuanian CP and the free-
enterpriser daily Respublika, while
Landsbergis is portrayed as a romantic. A
similar picture has been given by the
Western capitalist press. Thus, the sug-
gestion in the capitalist press that it was
nationalists of the likes of Landsbergis
who threw poor Prunskiene to the Stalin-
ist wolves is pretty peculiar.

Libération’s  correspondent  Pierre
Briangon seemed to express more honest-
ly what the concern of ruling circles in the
West actually is: “of course, the pro-
independence authorities seem to be giv-
ing the Kremlin every pretext. The politi-
cal inexperience, the verbal bluffs and
sometimes confusion displayed by the
president and parliament in Vilnius many
times, over nearly a year, have found a
new illustration with the fall of the gov-
emment of Kazimiera Prunskiene, guilty
in the deputies’ eyes of trying to refloat
the economy with big price rises.

“The camp of the realistic pro-
independence forces has thus suf-
fered a stinging defeat that could
presage a serious worsening of the
situation, if the ‘ultras,” who look
rather to Landsbergis, triumph com-
pletely.”

There is in fact a major contradic-
tion between the aspirations of the
national-democratic forces and their
adherence to Gorbachev’s market
program. Any uncontrolled opera-
tion of the market, either the interna-
tional market or the market in the
territories of the Soviet Union,
would subject small nations to the
domination of forces beyond their
control.

Moreover, the “privatization of the
nomenklatura” that has been under-
way for some time shows that the
bureaucracy is quite able to use
direct capitalist methods to preserve
its position. In Lithuania itself, the
independent Communist Party,
which operates de facto as a stalking
horse for the Kremlin, projects the
idea that with a market nobody
needs to worry any more about
bureaucrats. (See “How to Fight the
Nomenklatura,” in [International
Viewpoint, No. 195, November 26,
1990).

In Estonia, the national democratic
milieu has already become divided over
the perestroika economic program being
applied by the government of the econo-
mist Edgar Savisaar. (See “Multiplying
contradictions reflected in Soviet Press,”
in IV No 192, October 15, 1990).

Buildup of neo-Stalinist
offensive

The most ominous thing about the
present Kremlin crackdown is that there
has been a long buildup to it. The Fourth
Session of the Soviet Congress of Peo-
ple’s Deputies was marked by a neo-
Stalinist Unionist offensive and by an
open shift of Gorbachev in that direction.
In its meeting on December 15 to assess
its position on the upcoming Congress
session, the Unionist caucus, Soyuz, took
a notably friendlier attitude to Gorba-
chev, in view of his offensive against the
“separatists.”

Fifty three-Soviet officials and USSR
Congress deputies called on Gorbachev
to declare a state of emergency and rule
by decree in areas where there were “big
conflicts.” They included the chief of the
Soviet General Staff, Mikhail Moiseev;
the Leningrad party chief, Boris Gidas-
pov; the laureate of neo-Stalinism, Jurii
Bondarev; and the prince of the church,
Aleksei II, patriarch of All the Russias.

The statement said: “We are being
threatened by a fatal dictatorship of per-
sonalities, merciless in their aim of ruling
over the territory, resources, intellectual
wealth and labor force of the country

whose name is the USSR. We propose
carrying out immediate measures against
separatism, subversive anti-government
activity, provocation, inter-ethnic con-
flict, using the laws, the powers accorded
to you and the determination of the gov-
ernment structures to carry out the will of
the people and your will as president....
You will be supported by the leaders of
world politics, who do not fear the USSR
as a totalitarian superstate but do fear the
splitting up of a colossus whose collapse
will destabilize the world.”

This warning against dictatorship
issued by a sinister gang of generals and
neo-Stalinist Mandarins, including the
“patriarch of all the Russias,” corresponds
to the breathtakingly hypocritical line of
the bureaucracy (including the so-called
independent republican CPs) that under
perestroika the threat of dictatorship and
even totalitarianism comes from the mass
movements, in particular the national
democratic ones.

Shevardnadze warns of
dictatorship

In his unexpected speech of resignation
as foreign minister during the Congress,
Eduard Shevardnadze said: “A dictator-
ship is coming, I say this in all openness.
No one knows what sort of a dictatorship
it will be and who will be the dictator, and
what sort of order there will be.”

Most of his evocations dealt with neo-
Stalinists growing more aggressive. The
leader of the Soyuz caucus, Colonel Vik-
tor Alksnis (who, for all his “Bolshevik”
phrases sounds like a typical Ulster

January 21, 1991 @ #198 International Viewpoint



USSR

Anglo-Irish military officer), publicly
expressed joy at Shevardnadze's resigna-
tion.

As the same time as the Congress of
People’s Deputies, the Latvian public
prosecutor threatened to press charges
against the Popular Front for evoking the
possibility of civil disobedience if
demands for removal of Soviet troops
were not met. On December 17, small
bombs went off near the offices of the
Latvian (pro-Moscow) CP, the military
prosecutor’s office and a monument to
Lenin.

A Latvian army officer said on TV that
the bombings had been carried out by
nationalists trying to provoke the army
into “interfering in Latvia’s internal
affairs.”

But Popular Front and Latvian govern-
ment representatives said that the bomb-
ings had all the hallmarks of a campaign
by “enemies of the Latvian people”
designed to prepare the climate for a
Soviet military crackdown.

On December 18, General Petr Chaus,
commander of the Baltic military district,
warned the local authorities against push-
ing the army “to extreme measures.” In
November, the Latvian Supreme Soviet
ordered the municipalities to stop provid-
ing supplies and social services to the
Soviet armed forces.

Armed force against elected
governments

On the following day, the Latvian pre-
mier, Ivars Godmanis, warned publicly
that Gorbachev might soon use the armed
forces to depose the elected Baltic parlia-
ments and governments. Godmanis said
he expected no support from the US or
West Europe if the USSR used military
force against the Baltic peoples.

The Soviet military is also unpopular in
Latvia because its bases are hi ghly pollut-
ing. In December the state arbitration
authority heavily fined the army forces
for polluting the Baltic Sea with phos-
phorus. Moscow, moreover, has refused
to allow the Latvians to close the Skoka
Cellulose and Pulp plant, which is notori-
ous for polluting the Daugava, the river
that flows through Riga.

The confrontation in Lithuania was pre-
ceded by one in Latvia, where the Soviet
military seized the main printing plant, on
the grounds that it belonged to the pro-
Moscow faction of the splintered Latvian
CP. It is striking that in all these confron-
tations the flashpoints are the same as
those in the crisis that followed the Lithu-
anian declaration of independence —
control of so-called Communist Party
property (in reality state property to
which the discredited and splintered CPs
no longer have the slightest legitimate
claim) and the question of forcing local
young people to serve in the Soviet army.

It is estimated, for example, that last
spring in Armenia only between 7% and

8% of draftces actually turned up to
serve. On December 18, the deputy chief
of the Soviet general staff, Grigorii Kriv-
osheev, said that the draft was being
“practically ignored in Armenia”, and
that only 25% of those eligible for the
draft had been conscripted.

The Latvian parliament made another
appeal on January 9 to draftees to reject
forced conscription into the Soviet army.
At the same time, it called on the world
and on the USSR supreme Soviet to “stop
the aggression of the Soviet minister of
defense.” The Latvian Popular Front had
already discussed the possibility of going
underground in the event of a Soviet mili-
tary crackdown.

Estonian call for civil
disobedience

On December 18, by a vote of 51 to 15
with seven abstentions, the Estonian
Supreme Soviet passed a resolution call-
ing for civil disobedience if the Kremlin
used military force to suppress the demo-
cratic rights of the Estonian people. It
said that if “the USSR...tries to obstruct
the application of the Republic of Esto-
nia’s laws and state authority with the use
of force, the first priority is the preserva-
tion of the Estonian people. This
excludes the use of force as a means of
resistance.”

Radio Riga reported on December 17,
that 1,002,829 people in Latvia had
signed a petition opposing signature of
Gorbachev's new treaty of Union. The
total population of Latvia is about
2,681,000, of whom 53.7% per cent are
ethnically Latvian.

On December 21, 500 military officers
met in Riga to form the Union of Service-
men in the Baltic. One of its leaders,
Major Leonid Alyoshin, said that presi-
dential rule should be instituted not only
in Latvia. “It should be introduced all
over the Sovict Union.”

The appeal issued by this meeting said
that if presidential rule proved ineffec-
live, a state of emergency should be intro-
duced throughout the USSR. It also
declared that if the USSR Congress of
People’s Deputies failed to act to assure
political stability, the army would have to
adopt “all measures, including extraordi-
nary ones, in order to protect the soldiers’
rights and human dignity.”

There is an extremely heavy concentra-
tion of military in Riga, the Latvian capi-
tal. This city is a major port, and it is also
a favorite retirement haven for Soviet
officers. Soviet military personnel have
considerable weight in the population in
both Latvia and Estonia, where the origi-
nal nationalities have precarious majori-
ties (In Estonia, Estonians make up
64.7% of the population). About a fourth
of the pro-Moscow Latvian Communist
Party is estimated to be Soviet military
officers.

The increase of pressure by the Soviet

authorities in the Baltic follows a bureau-
cratic counteroffensive in Ukraine,
marked in particular by the jailing of the
Ukrainian national democratic leader Ste-
pan Khmara. The Soviet threats in the
Baltic have obliged Western governments
at least to raise some formal protests
about the violation of the rights of the
Baltic peoples. But very little has yet
been said about Khmara. Nonetheless, it
is the labor and left movement from
which the least has been heard about
these violations of human rights.

In the past, important campaigns have
been mounted by left forces in the West
to defend victims of political repression
in the Soviet Union. It is ironic that there
are so few now when the Gorbachev gov-
emment is extremely vulnerable to inter-
national pressure.

Statements and policies that seem anti-
Communist should be less off-putting
now than similar statements by victims of
Stalinist repression before. The politics of
the mass national democratic movements
are very confused, but a restoration of
capitalism is in contradiction to their
objective interests. This has already been
shown in a number of ways (the speech
by the Ukrainian leader Ivan Drach pub-
lished in abridged form in International
Viewpoint, No. 196, December 10, 1990,
is a recent example.)

Solidarity of the oppressed
nationalities

The Baltic fronts have shown an inter-
est in support from all quarters, including
the Western left and revolutionary nation-
alist movements. Under the pressure of
the Kremlin threats, the national libera-
tion movements in the USSR took a turn
toward a perspective of solidarity among
oppressed peoples during the crisis fol-
lowing the Lithuanian declaration of inde-
pendence.

It is obvious that their perspectives will
be affected by the sort of sympathy and
support that they get. Now is the time for
their true friends to make themselves
known.
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