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of all mankind. Dear Comrades, I
assure you that I am in great sup-
port of the Revolutionary Interna-

more room for the rapid develop-
ment of the anti-imperialist move-
ment, which is the main question
internationally. We support all
forms of struggles against revi-
sionism and anti-Marxism. Dear
Comrades, the Declaration and
statement of 1954 and 1960, respec-
tively, only created the emergence

of revisionism which paved and:

protected the interests of the
Western imperialists and the de-
velopment of bourgeois gov-
ernments.

~ Today, the Gulf is the focal point
of military confrontation between
the two imperialist blocs and the
danger of a third world war will
start here.

I want to distribute the materials
of the Revolutionary Internation-
alist Movement in my area. In case,
you can also send me anti-
imperialist materials for my work at
home. We have to fight revisionism
also in the neocolonies and their
puppet regimes — generally called
African Socialist States. h

Dear Comrades, I remain in sup-
port of the internationalist move-
ment against the imperialist camp.

From a village in Africa

O O O

Dear Brother and Sister Comrades:

I received my first two issues of
A World to Win and I am very
mueh pleased in reading such a
magazine made available to the
world (the brothers and sisters),
moving forth side-by-side on the
barricades in the fight against im-
perialism and reaction.

Nevertheless, it is bitter to know
that many disasters/crises are more
critical “‘beyond a doubt’’ going on
in countries other than here in the
USA. And I love so much to know
the Kurdistan brothers and sisters
are moving forth in their war and
singing “‘their best songs to the tune
of rifles”’ battle cry in the fighting,
knowing full well it will bring about
a change.

As a prisoner here in confinement
in ... prison, I do my best tp keep
enlightened about the world as'well

.as struggle to bring about a change.
_Truly put me on your mailing list as

{ ..it is my request to receive AWTW.
tionalist Movement. This will create

Your brother in Truth and Revo-
lution,
(From a prison in the U.S.)

a O a

Dear Comrades:

For several years now I have tried
to follow the People’s Struggle in
Peru as waged by the PCP and have
wished to become active in a sup-
port group in Britain. For a few
years'] have been active on the left,
during the miners’ strike, the
printers’ strike, local campaigns,
etc. Purely on an individual level I
have always advocated support for
the Peruvian struggle, as I see it as
the highest embodiment of the
world contradiction between im-
perialism and the masses of the
poorer nations. I also believe that
Marxism-Leninism-Mao Tsetung
Thought is the most genuine revolu-
tionary ideology of our genre, as es-
poused by the RIM and its
Declaration. In Britain today Mao-
ism is rather depleted both-numeri-
cally and ideologically. There is the
CPB(ML) which is thoroughly de-
generated into revisionism and
social-chauvinism and the RCL,
slightly smaller which, though ideo-
logically superior to the CPB(ML),
is still having difficulty breaking
with Peking — unable to see the
qualitative difference between Mao
Tsetung Thought and the modern
revisionism of Deng Xiaoping. This
ideological contradiction, fun-
damentally a bourgeois/proletarian
one, is carried through in much of
its work — for instance, its lack of
criticism of African ‘“flag indepen-
dence,” failing to see the era as one
of neocolonialist manoeuvring, and
asserting that the petite bourgeoisie
can solely lead the proletariat
through revolution (i.e., their un-
critical support for Nkrumahism).

... I consider your magazine A

World to Win as filling a gap...
Comradely greetings,
(From a reader in Britain who
describes himself as a student in
Afro-Carribean studies ‘‘homeless,
broke and unemployed’’.) :

O O O

Dear Comrades,

I am a political prisoner, now
kept in a South Indian prison.

I request you to send us A World
to Win free of cost regularly for the
benefit of our political prisoners’
commune belonging to our party.
Likewise, please send any literature
you have available. We are very
sorry we are not in any position to
pay the costs.

With revolutionary greetings,
Yours comradely,

a O O

Dear Revolutionary Comrades,

...I regard myself as a political
activistawho educated himself in the
theory of Marxism-Leninism-Mao
Tsetung Thought. 1 may not be a
first class theorist but I have read
many of the most important litera-
ture of Marx, Engels, Lenin, Stalin
and Mao. My independant reading
has therefore convinced me of the
correctness of Marxism.

Comrades, I came to know of the
RIM and its activities through cor-
respondence...

Comrades, at present I am trying
to make anti-government activists
and friends alike aware of your exis-
tence and activities. I will only suc-
ceed in my efforts if I had the
nessary information in the form of
pamphlets, booklets etc. from the
RIM and its participating parties
and organisations.

As you are aware of our struggle
for liberation, certain conditions
have created revisionist organisa-
tions of various kinds. This I believe
will in future retard the people’s
upsurge. Therefore the time has
come to clean the Augustinian sta-
bles who influence the struggle 1
Azania. The message on May Day
issued by the RIM remains valid t0-
day and so it will be in future. OUf
militant workers and youth nee
vanguard party which bases itself 0P
the scientific theory of Marxism~
Leninism-Mao Tsetung Thought-

Revolutionary Greetings!
Forward Along the Path Charted

by Mao Tsetung

(From Azania [South Africa])
O O O
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secret plotting and backroom sche-
ming, the long-term and short-term
manceuvring of both imperialist
blocs, headed by the U.S. and the
USSR, along with their recent mili-
tary build up and jockeying in the
Persian — or Arab — Gulf and the
Sea of Oman, are all evidence of
this. The reactionary Gulf war is an
embodiment of the intensification
of the main contradictions and cri-
sis of the imperialist world system
and its increasing fragility, as all the
imperialist powers become further
entangled in the coil of a deadly
rivalry to preserve and expand their
overall strategic interests.

Background to the Gulf War

““The cumulative effect of the
events and decisions of 1979-1980
was a strategic revolution in Ame-
rica’s global position. Up until the
1970s, U.S. foreign policy was
anchored on the principle of inter-
dependence with Western Europe
and then later with the Far East.
The Middle East was viewed as a
semi-neutral (sic —AWTW). zone
sealed off from Soviet power by a
protective belt composed of Turkey,
Iran, and Pakistan, with a neutral
Afghanistan providing a buffer.
America’s interests, as well as the
security of the Persian Gulf, was
seen as resting on two secure pillars,
Iran and Saudi Arabia. However,
the collapse of Iran and the Soviet
move into Afghanistan, preceded by
the unimpeded Soviet military intru-
sion into Ethiopia and South
Yemen, created an urgent security
problem for the region as a whole,
prompting by 1980 formal U.S.

- recognition of the security interde-

pendence of three, instead of two,
zones of central strategic impor-
tance to the United States: Western
Europe, the Far Rast, and the

. Middle East’’ — Zbigniew Brze-

zinski, National Secunt}r Adviser to
U.S. President Carter.

The Iranian revolution of 1979
and the Nicaraguan revolution that

- followed it were expressions of a

great crisis that has gripped the
imperialist world since the early
1970s. A crisis that each day
demands a serious resolution more
powerfully than the day before. The
waves of the revolutionary struggle

-

of the Iranian people succeeded in
depriving U.S. imperialism of its
regional gendarme, and a gaping
hole was blown open in the U.S.
regional network of vassal states
and faithful lackeys. Following on
the heels of their defeat in Indo-
china, revolution in another U.S.-
dependent country hit the ‘“‘Number
1 World Master’’ hard. Among the
oppressed and exploited it gave rise
to revolutionary enthusiasm and a
spirit of support for the Iranian
masses’ struggle, both in U.S.-

dependent countries and the impe-

rialist countries themselves. For the
U.S. imperialists, this meant losing

“its grip on a tremendous source of

plunder and, even more, a strategic
piece of territory. It meant the shut-
ting down of one of the most impor-
tant U.S. military and espionage
bases in the region; the loss of vital
listening centres along the southern
borders of the Soviet Union; the
expulsion from Iran of tens of thou-
sands of American military and
non-military experts and advisers;
the dissolution of the ties:comman-
ding the half-a-million strong,
armed-to-the-teeth ‘army of the
Shah; and the breaking up of the
regional pact of Turkey-Iran-
Pakistan, which was considered the
extension of NATO to the Indian
Ocean. For the Soviet social-
imperialists, this meant a tremen-
dous opening to advance its inte-
rests in its rivalry with the
U.S.-headed imperialist bloc, espe-
cially since the genuine proletarian
revolutionary forces were weak and
unable to seize on the situation so
as to turn it into a graveyard for the
reactionaries. .
The revolution, especially the
Shah’s fall and the establishment of
the Islamic Republic, gave rise to
what the imperialists called a
‘““power vacuum’’ in the region. In
the course of this development, the
Soviet social-imperialists took con-
crete measures to expand their
influence in Iran and prevent the
reconversion of its southern neigh-
bour into a U.S. base. Obviously
the Soviets were happy even with
what had already transpited: the
atmosphere of instability provided
them with new room for manceu-
vring to penetrate Iran. U.S. insta-
bility in the region made it possible

for them to occupy Afghanistan
with an army of 120,000 shortly
after the February revolution in
Iran.

The U.S. was not just sitting by
idly. As it became clear that the
Shah was going to fall, months
before this actually happened, Ame-
rican strategists tendered an
approach towards the Islamic oppo-
sition and especially to Khomeini’s
trend, which was at the fore, and
undertook other major steps. In
1980, President Carter declared,
‘‘Any attempt by outside forces to
gain control of the Persian Gulf
region will be regarded as an assault

on the vital interests of the United -

States of America and such an
assault will be repelled by any
means necessary, including military
force.””? The U.S. promptly took
steps to strengthen its client states
such as Turkey, Pakistan and Saudi
Arabia and to build up its own mili-
tary strength in the region. The mili-
tary coup in Turkey on 12
September 1980 and the brutal
clampdown on the revolutionaries
there was part of this propping up.

Brzezinski wrote to President
Carter in October 1980 that a war
in the Gulf region would potentially
be a threat to the region, but ‘‘the
threat to the Gulf gives us a unique
opportunity to consolidate our secu-
rity position.’’ ‘““We need to begin
more subtle initiatives ... 0o put
pressure on Iran in order to push it
back from most if not all occupied
territory and safeguard Iran from
Soviet penetration or internal disin-
tegration. We should enlist the help
of Turkey, Algeria, Pakistan and
the People’s Republic of China. Pri-
vate and secret initiatives are
needed.’””?

The U.S. developed an overall
strategy towards .the Gulf which
consisted of wearing out and sup-
pressing the revolution in Iran, and
through a series of carrot-and-stick
policies reforging a favourable
government in Iran; containing the
Soviet advances in the region, espe-
cially in Iran; consolidating the
client states of Turkey, Pakistan,
Saudi Arabia and the Gulf states;
expanding its influence in the states
such as Iraq and South Yemen and
using all pretences to build up its
military presence and involve its

e e e —m ===
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allies there in a qualitatively grea-
ter way. In the face of all this, the
Soviets pressed their own interests,

to move in themselves, including
with warships, all the while trying
to present themselves as the non-
belligerent superpower.

U.S. Imperialism and the Islamie
* Republic

Before Khomeini took power, the

U.S. worked for a better alternative:

than Khomeini to try to put an end
to the tumultuous period of social
upheaval and revolutionary ferment
and to prevent further disintegra-
tion of the U.S.-propped up state
structure (especially its army and
intelligence organisation). But they
found no one else. Therefore, they
paved the way for the establishment
of the Islamic Republic (with its
early heterogenous composition),
or, to put it more accurately, they

did not create serious obstacles to

Khomeini’s assuming power.
After the establishment of the
new regime, the U.S. imperialists
began to tighten up the remaining
ties and develop new ties between
Iran and the West. They assisted the
Islamic Republic in breaking and
diverting the strong revolutionary
anti-imperialist spirit of the Iranian

‘'masses; in hunting and butchering

the revolutionaries and suppressing
the workers, peasants and oppres-
sed nationalities. Under the instruc-
tions of the U.S. imperialists (see
the review of General Huyser’s
memoirs in A WTW No. 9), officers
in the army and SAVAK (the Shah’s
intelligence service, built and trai-
ned. by the CIA and Israel’s Mos-
sad) declared their solidarity with
the new regime, were given amnesty
by Khomeini himself and were even
taken back to work for the new
rulers. These officers repaired the
shattered army and SAVAK (now
called SAVAMA) and assisted the
buildup of the so-called Revolutio-
nary QGuards (Sepah-e Pasdaran,
Islamic paramilitary.armed forces
which paralleled the regular army)
of the Islamic Republic. All these
forces were immediately dispatched
on criminal operations to halt and
suppress the just revolutionary
struggle in Kurdistan and the anti-

, feudal war of the peasants in Tur-
'kaman Sahra, to murder masses of

S¢ ., the Arab people in Khuzestan (the
using every escalation by the U.S."

south of Iran), etc. .

It-~should be mentioned that even
from the first days of the Islamic
Republic, the Soviet revisionist lac-
keys in Iran actively joined in the
rebuilding of the regime’s military
and intelligence forces. They sought
to contain and suppress any revo-
lutionary upheaval along -the
USSR’s southern borders; also,
according to their line of thinking,
these were key areas in attempts to
amass strength and influence in the
state structure and expand Soviet
influence over the new regime as
well as prepare the ground for a
possible Afghanistan-style Soviet-
sponsored ‘‘revolution.”’

The U.S. imperialists also put
political, economic and military
pressure on the Islamic Republic to
shake up the new regime and give
birth to new alignments of reactio-
nary forces and to create more
favourable conditions for pro-U.S.
forces within the state and throug-
hout Iran. In December 1979, Brze-
zinski recommended ‘‘a number of
steps designed to enhance our secu-
rity presence in the region and to
place greater pressure on Iran,
including the possibility of assisting
efforts to unseat Khomeini. I was
particularly drawn to the notion of
seizing Kharq Island and imposing
a military blockade on Iran, com-
bined perhaps with some air stri-
kes.””* From these memoirs and
other later revelations, it is apparent
that the U.S. imperialists decided
that massive military strikes might
alienate some Islamic factions in
Iran and Afghanistan from the U.S.
and entail ““Soviet exploitation of
any major U.S. military action.””
But they were also concerned that
some unforeseen ‘‘third force’’
might emerge (meaning the develop-
ment of revolutionary upheaval in
the whole society, springing free of
the bloody reign of the new regime).

In the context of the U.S.’ objec-
tives and limitations, the Iraqi inva-
sion of Iran in September 1980 was
indeed invaluable for the U.S. and
Western imperialists — and for the
Soviet social-imperialists as well.
Both used the Guif war to the
utmost and increased their influence

in this region at the expense of mas-
sive bloodletting of the two riations.
The Iraqi invasion was backed by
the U.S. with the hope of carrying
out its objectives in Iran and also to
increase its influence in Iraq. Howe-
ver, the complexity of the situation
and the intensity of the inter-
imperialist contention did not allow
the U.S. to throw its full weight
behind Iraq in the war, which would
have risked pushing Iran decisively
into the arms of the Soviets. The
Soviets could not seriously oppose
their long-time ally Iraq, nor could
they alienate Iran. Thus the U.S.
and Soviets, along with their allies,
and through their clients, each acti-
vely played both sides of the war in
order to safeguard and advance
their imperialist interests.

The War Begins

On 22 September 1980, after a
period of limited hostilities between
the Iranian and Iraqi regimes ran-
ging from the dropping of anti-Iraq
leaflets by Iranian airplanes in Iraq
to the sabotage of Iranian pipelines
in Khuzestan and some border clas-
hes, Iraqi forces launched a surprise
attack, entering Iran from the south
and west and occupying considera-
ble parts of it, including Khorrams-
hahr, Mehran, Susangerd and
Qasr-e Shirin. Simultaneously, Iraqi
airplanes dropped bombs on seve-
ral Iranian cities. This lightning
attack was designed to ensure rapid
victories. The Islamic regime halted
the Iragis, and it did so by utilising
the powerful anti-imperialist senti-
ments of the masses and obviously
by relying on the masses’ illusions
about the Khomeini regime itself.

The first period of the war began
in September 1980 and continued
up to the summer of 1982. This
period was essentially marked by
the Islamic Republic’s efforts to
recover the occupied territory.
During the same period the ground
was laid for more openings to the
West, and ties were established and
strengthened. The Iranian armed
forces met their military needs by
resorting to the international mar-
kets through different European,
Israeli and Argentine channels.
These channels led mainly to one
source: the U.S. Defense



Department.

The bloody hands of the old-line
European imperialists were also
active. It was revealed in 1987 that
the main arms purchaser for the
Islamic Republic was operating out
of London with the full connivance
of the British government. Further,
it came out that the pre-1986
‘‘socialist’’ government headed by
Mitterrand had made substantial
arms deals with Iran, while 40 per-
cent of total French arms sales were
going to Iraq. In this year of reve-
lations, it even came to light that
Italian mines were being laid in the
warfields and waters of the Gulf

and that nice, sweet peace-loving -

Sweden was selling arms to Iran.
An updated ‘‘Special National
Intelligence Estimate’’ on Iran wor-
ked out by the CIA and the Natio-
nal Security Council staff
‘‘portrayed the Soviets as well posi-
tioned to take advantage of chaos
inside Iran. Our European and other
allies could, however, provide a
valuable presence to help protect
Western interests. . The degree to
which these allies can fill a military
gap for Iran will be a critical mea-
sure of the West’s ability to blunt
Soviet influence.’*®

The economic boycott of Iran by

the West in the aftermath of the
© “‘hostage” affair provided favoura-
ble terrain for the East bloc to build
up an extensive relationship with
Iran, and numerous commercial
proposals were made. In the early
months of the war, transport of
commodities to and from Iran went
through the USSR. In view of Iran’s
military needs, the Soviets proposed
military cooperation plans in an
attempt to develop an important
link in their relations with Iran,
especially in this sensitive area. This
was accompanied by a significant
reduction in Soviet arms exports to
Iraq. The Islamic Republic, howe-
ver, did not accept the military pro-
posals, for the needs of the
U.S.-built army left over from the
days of the Shah were basically
American needs. In addition, the
Soviets were not able to give all-
around support to the Iranian
regime because the other side in the
war, Iraq, was a Soviet sphere of
influence in the region, and the two
countries had even signed a

15

‘“friendship and cooperation’’ pact
in the early 1970s. Although signi-
ficant pro-Western tendencies arose
in the Iraqi ruling class towards the
end of the 1970s, and although
Iraq’s attack on Iranl was basic-
ally provoked by the U.S., the
Soviets had significant concrete
interests there which they had no
intention of losing. Hence in the
early days of the war the Soviets did
not support Iran’s proposal in the
United Nations to condemn the
Iraqi invasion. Due to the contra-
dictoriness of the Soviet position
and the overall complexity of the
situation in the Gulf, active open
political and military support for
the Iranian regime was to be provi-
ded by two old rivals of the Iraqi
regime, themselves close Soviet
allies: Libya and Syria.

The Gulf War:
A “Gift from God”’

The war appeared to the Islamic
Republic at the beginning to be a
way to consolidate its counter-
revolutionary rule and achieve
national unity. Today it is a caus
of great instability. -

In the early days of the war,
Khomeini called it ‘‘a gift from
God.”’ There is no doubt that it was
a ‘‘gift from God’’ because like any
other “‘gift from God’’ — includ-
ing Khomeini’s regime itself — this
too sucked the blood of the op-
pressed! The war indeed rescued the
regime from the masses’ angér in
the short-run. It started at a time
when the Islamic Republic was in-
ternally torn with differences and its
rule had been challenged in many
parts of the country by the revolu-
tionary masses; the communist
movement, though without a clear
orientation or a correct line, was
growing; the revolutionary nation-
al war in Kurdistan was developing
rapidly and the workers’ movement
was on the rise; and a peasant war
in northern Iran (Turkaman Sahra)
}!'ad just been put down. The revolu-
tionary and anti-imperialist mask of
the regime had been tarnished and
their demagogy was hardly cutting
the mustard! When at the beginning
of the war Iraqi bombs tore apart
the city of Abadan, a major oil
centre, and it was abandoned, one

of Khomeini’s mouthpieces called
this a good thing ‘‘because Abadan
had become the Stalingrad of
Iran.”” Which is true: in the wor-
kers’ quarters Hezbollah gangs
could not entér and tear down com-
munist posters, rip up literature or
knife revolutionaries, a common
practice of such vigilantes in other
parts of the country (leaving aside
Kurdistan, which had become a bu-
rial ground for the Hezbollah).
Although the war had been trig-
gered by the imperialists, the Isla-
mic Republic used it from the
beginning for its own reactionary
ends, for suppressing the masses,
launching extensive attacks on the
revolutionaries and tempering its
own military and paramilitary for-
ces. The fact that Khomeini and
other hated heads of the Islamic
Republic were aggressively poun-
ding the drums of war and calling
for “‘war until victory’’ was not

- because of some reactionary mullah

fantasy of establishing ‘““World Isla-
mic Rule”’ or ‘‘conquering Kar-
bala,”’” etc. Even if some
muddle-headed Hezbollah had any
such illusions, the repeated and
scandalous defeats of the Islamic

 Republic’s ““great offensive’’ at the

front lines and the growing hatred
of the oppressed masses of Iran and
the Middle East for these great liars
and butchers of the Iranian revolu-
tion has wiped out the basis for such
fantasies. The war became a conve-
nient cover for the Khomeini regime
to disguise the real causes of the
continuation and intensification of
the social and economic misery of
the masses. It gave the regime an
easy cover to hunt down and mur-
der revolutionaries and carry out
more intensive, extensive and more
open political suppression, like the
medieval-style inquisitions, all in the
name of national interests. Just to
cite one example from the first days
of the war: many youth and revo-
lutionary Arabs, who are among the
most downtrodden strata in the
oil- producing state of Khuzes-
tan, were arrested and shot, accu-
sed of being “‘Iraq’s fifth column.”

The Islamic Republic launched a
vigorous ideological campaign,of
nationalism in order to mitigate and
divegt the outrage of the masses
away from itself and towards the
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““foreign enemy,’’ and called for
‘“‘unity under the banner of Islam to
save the country.” It tried to

the masses to isolate the Kurdish
national struggle.

But very soon, in less than a year,
the Islamic Republic grew more
exposed, and many saw its ugly face
and realised that the main enemy
lies inside the borders. In the mean-
time, internal divisions in the ruling
classes widened and Khomeini’s

own President (Bani-Sadr) and his~

followers started an open campaign
against the dominant Islamic Repu-
blic Party. These cleavages opened
the way for the boiling anger and
outrage of the masses to burst forth.

Waves of the mass movement
rose up against the dominant fac-
tion in the Islamic Republic. For
various reasons that are beyond the
scope of this article (see ‘‘Defeated
Armies Learn Well,”’ by the UIC,
AWTW No. 4), the genuine com-
munist forces were not able to seize
the opportunity and rally the mas-
ses under a revolutionary line. Thus
the prospects, scope and demands
of the mass movement remained
limited and an alliance of bourgeois
and petit-bourgeois forces assumed
the leadership of the masses in the
cities.

But in any event, the birth and
spread "of this movement was a
serious obstacle to the regime and
necessitated a serious settling of
accounts on their part. In the last
days of spring 1981, the security,
military and paramilitary forces.of
the- regime unleashed a simulta-
néous, all-out assault on President
Baiii-Sadr and his followers, on the
mass movements, on communist
and revolutionary organisations,
and on individuals and groups
within the opposition; after several
months of bloody suppression, the
developing offensive spirit of the
masses was seriously set back, and
finally crushed. To bring the mas-
ses to their knees, the regime exe-
cuted more than 500 people per day
for more than one month: commu-
nists, other revolutionaries, wor-
kers, nationalists, youth, university
students, teachers, poets, writers

- and members of the bourgeois

opposition. Their names were prin-
ted daily in the press. The Islamic

,Republic carried out the infamous

f‘Indonesian solution’’ (as it is cal-
..led by the U.S. imperialists, after
unleash pational chauvinism among

Sukharto’s bloody massacre of
Indonesian revolutionaries in 1965),
a solution which the U.S. had hesi-
tated letting the Shah try for fear of
provoking revolutionary upheaval.
No wonder that in this period, the
West, particularly the U.S., and
also the pro-imperialist monarchist
opposition, adopted an attitude of
approval, and even at the Iran-Iraq
front a kind of “‘ceasefire,’’ or more
accurately, a lessening of hostilities,
took place.

In the spring of 1982, the Islamic
Republic managed to reoccupy the
main areas in Iran seized earlier by
the Iraqi army. Now the armed for-
ces of both sides essentially lined up
behind their own borders, face to
face. However, this did not mean
the end of the war. Rather, a new
phase in the Gulf war began: a sta-
lemate during which the Western
media referred to ‘‘the forgotten
war’’ or ‘‘the dead-end of the Gulf
war,”’ This long period was marked
by scattered and extensive attacks
by Iran on Iragqi soil, sometimes lea-
ding human waves over minefields

1/

The War and Factions

All along these criminals have
used the war in their in- fighting,
each trying to be the most die-hard
supporter of the war and the most
able to obtain war supplies. Provi-
sion of war needs, especially wea-
pons, became a cover for each
faction to seek ties with the impe-
rialists, especially the superpowers,
while continuing their shameless
‘‘anti-imperialist’’ sloganeering.
During the course of the Gulf war
foreign policy became the pivot for
internal power struggles.

Ayatollah Karoubi, in his secret
talks with Israeli officials in the fall
of 1985 (disclosed during Irangate),
said that Iranian politics were domi-
nated by three parties, all of which
were united in their commitment to
the Islamic Revolution. ‘‘But the
parties differed over foreign
policy... They don’t even know if
they have support abroad and who
is supporting them and, if they have
it, what they should do and what is
expected of them. My group has the
knowledge, influence and a certain
power, and it can be put in service
of the joint interest.”’ The Ayatol—
lah pleaded for the West to adopt
a policy of trying for the ‘“modera-
tion of the religious regime,’’ rather
than for its “‘subversion.”’ He assu-
red the Israeli official, the director-
general of its Foreign Ministry, that
his group believes that *‘the United
States is less evil than the Soviet
Union.””! The infamous U.S. dele-

gation to Tehran headed by Robert
McFarlane reported that the high-
ranking Iranians they met with said
that, ‘“‘You should know that if
there is only one other country in
the world which is against the
USSR, it is us. We have a famous
saymg The enemy of your enemy
is your friend.”(!)?

It is clear that the faction the
Western press continuously refers to
as ‘‘moderate’’ has a greater share
of power, and that the so-called
radicals are-contending to hold to
their share or to reach the top by
more drastic means, such as by
exposing the links of the first group
with the West, by building up a
stronger base among the Hezbollah
and using it as a pressure group
against the ‘‘moderates,’’ and/or by
seeking links to the East bloc. The
‘‘moderates’’ are headed by three of
Khomeini’s top men: Rafsanjani,
the head of the Iranian Parliament,
the Maijlis; Musavi, the Prime
Minister; and Khameini, the Presi-
dent. It was this group which, with
Khomeini’s knowledge and support,
met with the U.S. delegation in Teh-
ran in 1986. And it was the so-called
radicals who, not part of the deal,
first exposed it through leaflets in
Tehran on 15 October and then lea-
ked it out to the world through their
Syrian friends. On 4 November,
Rafsanjani publicly announced the
U.S. mission but said that McFar-
lane and Co were ‘‘uninvited
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and leaving countless victims in
their wake. At this same time, wea-
pons poured into both countries.
The biggest military contracts were
signed between Iraq and the Wes-
tern countries, especially France,
placing modern, sophisticated wea-
ponry in the hands of Iraq’s armed
forces. The imperialists delivered
their tested and even untested che-
mical bombs for Iraq to try on the
battlefield, a criminal experiment
costing thousands of lives. The
Arab countries supplied Iraq with
continuous aid — financial support
from Saudi Arabia and Kuwait
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and military supplies from Egypt
and Jordan.

The market was also hot for sel-
ling spare parts to Iran for its U.S.
Phantom jets, and_anti-aircraft,
anti-tank and ground-to- ground
missiles. During this period there
was not a trace of the West’s eco-
nomic boycott of Iran. The gates of
commerce were opened to Japan,
West Germany, Turkey, Italy. The
Gulf war provided the West with a
harvest of political, military and
economic fruit in Iran.

The Soviets, witnessing the
increasingly open penetration of

in the Islamic Republic

guests’’! Rafsanjani quickly got
Khomeini’s approval to round up
the “‘radicals’’ and put their chief
in front of a firing squad on the
charge of having ‘‘declared war on
God.”

These events further revealed the
desperation of the Khomeini
regime. According to the report of
the McFarlane delegation, publis-
hed in The Tower Commission
Report, ... in the course of the

- four-hour meeting it became evident

that the three Iranian leaders —
Rafsanjani, Musavi and Khameini
— are each traumatised by the
recollection that after Bazargan met
with Brzezinski in the spring of
1980, he was deposed (so strong was
popular sentiment against doing
business with the Great Satan) They

- still cannot overcome their more

immediate problem of how to talk
to us and stay alive. They are very
fearful for their own vulnerability
to factional attack if they are dis-
covered in this dialogue before they
can condition the people to a diffe-
rent perception of the U.S ....""

Despite its representatives’ fears
for their skin, the regime more gene-
rally considers that its own life
requires that it be sponsored more
closely by the imperialists. It rests
atop a comprador system enginee-
red by and for the imperialists. To
become the guardians of such a
system without the imperialist mas-
ters is very difficult. The Iranian

rulers understand this well. As their

Foreign Affairs Adviser said to the__

U.S. delegation: “We want TOWs,
especially with technicians... We
would appreciate your advice on
F-14/Phoenix and Harpoon missi-
les. When the spare parts come on
a large-scale, the public will natu-
rally know where they come from.

After some of this movement, our -

leaders could meet and accept this
change officially We have to pre-
pare the people for such a change.
Step by step.”™*

If at one point the Iran-Iraq war
was a point of unity among the dif-
ferent reactionary circles of the Isla-
mic Republic, today, with every
round of intensification or ebb in
the war, the in- fighting heats up
and makes the Islamic Republic
even more vulnerable. The problem
that worries the Islamic Republic
most of all is that these divisions
will provide openings for a violent
outpouring of the masses’ outrage
which would deal mortal blows to
the Islamic Republic.

— B.G.

Footnotes
1. All quotes from ‘‘Deeper Inside a U.S.-
Iran Link,” International Herald Tribune,
13 October, 1987.
2. The Tower Commission Report (New
York: Times Books, 1987), p. 313.
3. Ibid., p. 298-299.
4. Ibid., p. 317. -

Iraq by the West and especially the
U.S., re-évaluated their policy of
reducing arms sales to Iraq and
granted a $2 billion credit to Bagh-
dad; they also started up arms
exports again so as to reinforce their
position in Iraq against their impe-
rialist rivals. In Iran, however, in
1983, the Soviet military security
network suffered a heavy blow. In
part thanks to the collaboration of
the British and U.S. intelligence ser-
vices, the Islamic Republic arrested
more than 200 Soviet agents who
had infiltrated the army, the Pasda-
ran, the intelligence apparatus and
the high ranks of various ministries;
among them was the commander-
in-chief of the naval forces of the
Islamic Republic, who was later exe-
cuted. The Tudeh Party and the
Fedayeen Majority (both Soviet-
dependent revisionist parties) were
declared illegal and some of their
leadership was arrested. Eighteen
Russian diplomats were expelled for
espionage. Diplomatic relations bet-
ween the two countries grew tense,
though there were hardly any chan-
ges in the two countries’ economic
relations.

About this same time, the Islamic
Republic — seizing upon the ebb in
the overall revolutionary mood in
the country — launched an all-out
assault on the areas not under its
control in Kurdistan and on the
national struggle going on there;
these areas were occupied by the
Islamic Republic. Despite this mili-
tary victory in Kurdistan, however,
the regime was unable to stabilise its
rule there. The regime had to esta-
blish hundreds of military outposts
in the villages of Kurdistan and sta-
tion tens of thousands of its Pasda-
ran and soldiers. It was forced to
impose martial law in the cities, clo-
sing down the streets at 5 o’clock.
It had to resort to the forced migra-
tion of Kurdish peasants to strate-
gic hamlets. Nonetheless it has
failed to subdue the heroic masses
of Kurdistan.

World War Preparations
and the Gulf

The impact of the Gulf war in
the region as a whole led to advan-
ces by the Western bloc, especially

(Continued to page 76)
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some aspects of the institutional
functioning and decision-making
processes of the bourgeois state
apparatus,

The fact that such sharp struggle
and debate erupted within imperia-
list ranks is a reflection of the taut-
ness of the world situation overall.
In this situationi, even regional
machinations by either bloc can
potentially have a major impact on
the overall global balance of power
and thus assume enormous strate-
gic significance. Given this, failed
policies or differences over imperia-
list strategy can quickly spark fierce
battles within the ruling class of any
of the major powers.

Regional Initiatives and
Prewar Positioning

A focal point of this crisis was
U.S. policy toward Iran and Nica-
ragua. Both countries are located in
regions considered strategically vital
to the U.S. empire and its war
plans. Both were also dislodged
from their former puppet positions
in the U.S. bloc by revolutions in
1979, with Nicaragua now enscon-
ced in the Soviet bloc and with Iran,
though in the grip of reactionary

 rule and tilting to the West, now a

wildcard of sorts. Over the past
decade, both regions have been con-
vulsed by crisis, mass upheaval, and
intensified inter-imperialist conten-
tion. All this has been a source of
great consternation for U.S. ruling
circles and prompted various
efforts, including those under scru-
tiny-during the Iran/Contra affair,
to reassert American dominance.
Shipping arms to Iran was part of
an effort by the U.S. imperialists to
increase their influence within the
Iranian government and, while the
full details of this operation have not
yet come to light, perhaps even to
make a grab for predominance by
engineering a more favourable rea-
lignment within the regime — and
head off Soviet efforts to do the
same. (To the degree the much dis-
cussed question of freeing U.S. hos-
tages held in the Middle East was
even a concern, it was largely to
secure the release of a high-ranking
CIA official held in Lebanon.)
Numerous editorials and the
comments of leading U.S. officials

and ex-officials from both the
Democratic and Republican parties
have made it clear that no one in the
U.S. ruling class had any problem
with opening up a channel to the
Khomeini regime and trying to
strengthen U.S. influence. (In fact,
U.S. dealings with the Tehran
regime had been reported in the
press over a year before the erup-
tion of the scandal.) What was of
concern, however, was the reliabi-
lity of the forces with whom the

“U.S. was dealing, a concern high-

lighted by the exposure of these
secret ¢ontacts and the unraveling
of the initiative. Further, important
voices-in the U.S. ruling class wor-
ried aloud that the administration’s
dealings with Tehran, in particular
the shipment of arms, coupled with
the continuation of the Iran/Iraq
war, could end up destabilising
some of the U.S.’s firmest and most
important clients in the Gulf region,
as well as create openings for the
Soviet Union there. These concerns
were at the heart of the U.S. deci-
sion to reflag Kuwaiti tankers and
dispatch a massive armada to the
Persian Gulf.

The debate over U.S. pohcy
toward Nicaragua was similar. The
U.S. ruling class spoke in unison on
the intolerability of a pro-Soviet
beachhead in Central America, the
need to bludgeon the Sandinista
regime into submission, and the
importance of having a pro-U.S.
military force like the Contras as a
tool in that effort. The question that
emerged quite sharply was precisely
how to accomplish that shared goal
of bullying Nicaragua into the Ame-
rican orbit. Of great concern was
whether the tactics pursued by the
Reagan team might have had the
effect of creating more instability in
the region and thereby provided
revolutionary openings to the
masses.

While the exact contours of the
debate are not entirely clear, it
seems that there were — and are —
sharp differences over the timetable
for U.S. action against Nicaragua
and the precise mix of political, eco-
nomic, and military pressure to be
applied. It is possible that the Rea-
gan team may have been preparing
for a more dramatic near-term
move, relying heavily on military

force; others, perhaps even within
the administration, may “have
argued for a longer-term view, uti-
lising a broader mix of pressures. It
can’t be ruled out that there may
have been a view in the Reagan
team for a direct U.S. invasion of
Nicaragua in the near future.

If this were in fact under serious
consideration, there were perhaps
fears in the ruling class that such an
invasion could backfire by beco-
ming not the lightning success that
some U.S. military planners hoped
for, but a protracted battle that
would destabilise near-by pro-U.S.
regimes and tie down U.S. forces in
one region to the detriment of its
overall global positioning and
rivalry against the Soviet Union.
Concern also seems to have been
expressed within the ruling class
that the Reagan administration was
focusing too single-mindedly on the
situation in Nicaragua and not
paying sufficient attention to other
issues in the region — for instance,
the possibility of economic collapse
and/or social crisis in Mexico.

While U.S.-Soviet policy in par-
ticular did not seem to be under
debate during this crisis, the overall
contention between these imperia-
list powers and their headlong rush
toward a Third World War clearly
set its context. Domination of the
Third World is certainly a crucial
pillar of both the American and.
Soviet empires. But such regional
moves, like the U.S. initiatives
toward Iran and Nicaragua, are
tightly bound up with the conten-
tion and prewar positioning of these
rival empires.

The Debate Over Institutional :
Functioning and the Character
of U.S. Democracy

These policy differences were
linked to other questions being thras-
hed out within U.S. ruling circles
concerning the institutional functio-
ning and decision-making processes
of the executive branch. The ques-
tion under scrutiny here was not the
“‘preservation of democracy,’’ the
‘‘restoration of constitutional
rule,” the ““faithful execution of the
law,”’ or the proper ‘‘balance bet-
ween the executive and legislative
branches of government,’”’ as the



bourgeois media and the Congres-
sional legislators put it. Rather the
imperialists were concerned with
issues such as the relationship bet-
ween intelligence gathering and
decision-making, between overall
policy management and policy
implementation, and there appears
to have been a criticism leveled at
Reagan for using the state machi-
nery to circumvent and oppose a
ruling-class consensus, specifically
on the question of the role and level
of support to the Contras. In other
words, these gentlemen were deba-
ting how best to fine tune the
decision-making processes of the
bourgeois state in order to be able
to advance the interests of U.S.
Imperialism at a very complex,
tumultuous, and, for it, dangerous
point in history.

Nonetheless, the crisis, the subse-
quent investigations, and the Con-
gressional hearings did reveal much
about the true character of demo-
cracy. The fact that the Reagan
administration had carried out some
of its most strategically sensitive
operations in secret, without the
knowledge of Congress, and in con-
travention to numerous laws,
underscored Lenin’s observation
that in bourgeois democracies ‘‘the
real ‘business of state’ is performed
behind the scenes and is carried on
by the departments, chancelleries
and General Staffs,”” while *“Parlia-
ment is given up to talk for the spe-
<‘:1al purpose of fooling the

common people.’’”’ (State and
Revolution) The cavalcade of pro-
fessional assassins, anti-
communists, arms merchants and
mercenaries who were the core ope-
ratives implementing U.S. policy
were living proof of the fact that the
rule of the American bourgeoisie is
based not on the supposedly hal-
lowed principles of democracy and
decency, but on a worldwide net-
work of violence and terror.

Government officials competed
to outdo each other in praising
democracy; meanwhile, not a word
of criticism was voiced about U.S.
support for ruthless dictatorships
from South Africa to Chile. Nor
were objections raised about U.S.
support for vicious Central Ameri-
can tyrannies that have slaughtered
some 200,000 people over the last

2]

decade.

The Congressional hearings in
particular were designed, in part, to
demonstrate the vitality of the U.S.
political system — that problems
and mistakes could be corrected
through open debate. (The final
Congressional report argued that
the evils exposed by Iran/Contra
did not result ‘‘from deficiencies
in... our system of government.’’)
They were also supposed to con-
vince the masses that if the Repu-
blicans and Reagan couldn’t be
trusted, there was still the Democra-
tic party or other bourgeois figures.
Instead, the hearings demonstrated
the bankruptcy of placing one’s
hopes on any segment of the bour-
geoisie.

The debate at these hearings was
always framed by what was in the
interests of U.S. imperialism; its
right to dominate and brutalize in
pursuit of its global interests was
never questioned. The ruling class
preparations for a third world war
were never discussed. Instead, all
the Congressmen, Democrats and
Republicans alike, felt compelled to
declare their patriotism and their

desire for a stronger America.

Transparently false statements by
various administration officials,
such as Admiral Poindexter’s decla-
ration that he never told Reagan of
the diversion of Iran arms sales
funds to the Contras, went unchal-
lenged. Discussion of many of the
most sordid details that emerged
from the scandal, including the
international drug smuggling used
to finance the Contra operation,
was simply suppressed.

The hearings were also turned
into a platform for Lt. Colonel Oli-
ver North, a key Reagan adminis-
tration official and a central figure
in both the Iran and the Nicaraguan
Contra operations, to spew out
some of the most reactionary swill
heard in the U.S. in a decade (and
that is saying something given the
overall atmosphere of resurgent
America). North not only turned
the hearings into a testimonial in
support of the Contras, but lent the
proceedings a distinctly fascist and
warlike tone, declaring, for exam-
ple, that ‘‘this nation is at risk in a
dangerous world,”’ and that the
normal workings of democracy

could not always apply. He repea-
tedly boasted that he was proud of
the crimes he had committed on
behalf of U.S. imperialism, from
Vietnam to Nicaragua, and would
gladly commit them again.

The seriousness of U.S. war pre-
parations and the real danger of a
police state were underscored by
revelations that North had been
involved in organising a plan for the
suspension of the Constitution and
implementation of martial law “in
the event of a national crisis, such
as nuclear war, violent and wides-
pread internal dissent or national
opposition to a U.S. military inva-
sion abroad.”

North’s performance at the hea-
rings and his promotion into an ins-
tant national hero were particularly
significant. They illustrated that
while the U.S. ruling class had
undercut the Reagan presidency, it
was still fully committed to the

‘resurgent America, prepare-for-war

agenda that Reagan has embodied.
The Dénouement — for Now

The conclusion of the Congres-
sional hearings in August represen-
ted a certain dénouement of the
scandal, at least for the time being.
Their outcome was both contradic-
tory and inconclusive. Great care
was taken not to cripple the current
administration or force Reagan
from office. The leaders of the U.S.
were quite open about not wanting
to trigger another Watergate, given
the tenseness of the world situation
and the intensity of the rivalry with
the Soviet Union. Nor was the exe-
cutive branch ever paralysed; wit-
ness the dispatch of ships to the
Persian Gulf and the flurry of poli=
tical manceuvring leading up to the
December 1987 Reagan-Gorbachev
summit.

At the same time, however, the
administration has been seriously
weakened: two successive Reagan
riominees for the Supreme Court
failed to win confirmation; the Rea-
gan team has yet to come up with

.a decisive plan of economic action

in the wake of the October 19th
Stock Market shock; and in Was-
hington D.C., Reagan is increa-
singly.called ‘‘irrelevant.’’ None of
the thorny issues that triggered the
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scandal have been thoroughly resol-
ved, something that has been quite
evident in the continuing debate
over U.S. Central American policy.

The Iran/Contra crisis and the

_continued turmoil within the U.S.

ruling class doesn’t reflect Reagan’s
‘‘easy-going’’ management style, as
the President’s Tower Commission
argued, his senility, or that a “‘cabal
of zealots’’ had taken control of
foreign policy, as the Congressional
report put it. This crisis sprang from
the fact that the U.S. imperialists
are plagued with profound and mul-
tifaceted crises throughout their glo-
bal empire and face minefields of
contradictions wherever they turn.
Any action they take in the Persian
Gulf, Central America, or a dozen
other theatres throughout the world
threatens to create new problems,
even catastrophes; yet inaction is
impossible as well. “

In the days ahead, as new econo-
mic, political, or military crises
burst forth and the stakes and risks
for the U.S. empire are raised, there
will be tremendous pressures both
toward closer ruling class unity as
well as ever more vicious infighting.

The Iran/Contra events illustrate
how the developments toward
world war and revolution are closely
linked. The Iran/Contra crisis pier-
ced the suffocating atmosphere of
resurgent America, politically jolted
millions in the U.S., provided
important openings for doing revo-
lutionary work and exposure, and
revealed the fundamental vulnera-
bility of U.S. imperialism. And
beyond the 1J.S., too, what came to
light here is more evidence of the
vulnerability. of imperialism and its
various allied reactionary forces all
over the world.

At the same time, this crisis has
by no means derailed the U.S. war
machine. Rather it has aggravated
the desperation and weakness pro-
pelling the - imperialist powers

. toward war, in particular their dif-

ficulties in holding their empire and
their various alliances together. In
the future, such a crisis could be the

trigger for all-out military conflict.
- All this points to the necessity of sei-

zing upon such openings to step up
preparations for revolution, which
is the only road to preventing a third
world war. O

Soviet

It was the U.S. and the West bloc
more generally which played the ins-
tigating role in the Gulf war, in
order to protect their imperialist
interests in a region which they have
dominated for decades. The Soviet
Union has exposed and condemned
this repeatedly. But though their
own role has been more limited, it
is every bit as imperialist; in fact,
while piously posing as the real hope
for peace in the Gulf, the Soviet
social-imperialists have fueled the
war from the beginning and are now
increasingly trying to throw their
weight around the region, to mus-
cle in on an area where they were
previously a more marginal imperial
power, even as the Western bloc, led

by the U.S., tries to strengthen its -

own position. Soviet spokesmen
routinely note that the Gulf war
‘‘only serves imperialism’’ — they
should know, since they are one of
the main imperialists it serves.

While Gorbachev coos about
peace in the Gulf, the USSR is one
of the biggest suppliers of arms fue-
ling this reactionary slaughter. The
USSR is the main single supplier of
arms to Iraq, substantially outdis-
tancing France, which is second.
Bombs which pound Iranian cities,
shells which tear apart the Iranian
frontline, , missiles which sink the
tankers in the Gulf — and Iraq has
hit 50 % more tankers than Iran
since it initiated this phase of the
war — all these weapons and more
originate in the munitions depots of
the social-imperialists.

Of course, the Soviets have no
monopoly on hypocrisy in this mat-
ter. In May 1985, the U.S. State
Department declared, ““The U.S.
does not permit U.S. arms and
munitions to be shipped to either
belligerent,”” even as it was carrying
out its ‘‘Irangate’’ shipments and,
more routinely, funneling billions

“of. dollars worth of arms through

""Dove’’

Israel, Saudi Arabia, China and
other U.S. clients. This is a practice
the U.S. developed over many
years, supplying South Africa, Gua-
temala and other such international
pariahs through clients like Israel.

But the Soviets have mastered the
art of internationgal arms trafficking
equally well. One of the main sup-
pliers of weapons to Iran, for ins-
tance, is North Korea, which in
1982 supplied over 40 % of Iran’s
arms procurements — now who do
you suppose supplies their wea-
pons?!’ Syria, too, provides the
Islamic Republic with weapons,-also
stamped ‘‘Made in the USSR.’’ So
while Gorbachev and Co denounce
‘‘the imperialists’ for profiting
from the bloodbath, these ‘““doves”’
equal their counterparts in fueling
the war on both sides. This simple
fact is so damning of their hypocri-
tical imperialist character that one
will never find it published in the
much trumpeted ‘‘glasnost’’ media
(just as similar simple facts about
Western arms sales are at most foot-
notes in the Western *‘free press’’).

It is particularly infuriating, then,
to read arguments like that of the
Popular Front for the Liberation of
Palestine (PFLP), which informed
readers of its monthly journal that:
... the imperialist countries are
playing their role of war capitalists
to the hilt — selling arms to one side
or the other, or to both. In contrast
to the Soviet Union, the capitalist
countries are delighted to make
moriey while Iran and Iraq destroy
eachi'other ..’’> When facts don’t
convince, just too bad for the facts
— this is the way the PFLP seeks
to clean up the image of the impe-
rialist USSR.

These extensive Soviet arms sup-
plies to the belligerents are not pri-
marily due to the simple search for
profit on arms sales. One Soviet
apologist, Fred Halliday, argues



23

Bares Its Claws in the ’Gulf

that Soviet arms supplies are diffe-
rent from those of the West because
the USSR dcesn’t have a profit-
oriented military-industrial com-
plex. As proof, Halliday argues that
the Soviets have probably even lost
money on arms deals in the Middle
East.” Whatever he thinks now
that Gorbachev has more openly
than ever put profit in command of
the Soviet economy, such ‘‘proof”’
only “proves” the author’s own
vulgar economistic reasoning. Did
the arch-imperialist Reagan calcu-
late the bottom-line profit on the
‘“‘Irangate’’ arms deliveries? Or did
strategic reasoning dominate? And
what about in Vietnam, where the
U.S. poured tens of billions of dol-
lars into a war for a country which
was hardly a major source of super-
profits in its empire? The Soviets
themselves have experience with
Strategic, rather than narrowly eco-
nomic calculation; Cuba, for ins-
tance, has been a basket-case
econoxpically for years, but whether
Or not it has brought net profits into
the Soviet coffers, it has served not
only directly to secure footholds in
Angola and Ethiopia, where its
puppet troops prop up Soviet neo-
colonies, but more generally to
refgrbish the Soviet’s tarnished
socialist image, especially in Latin
America. Or what about the price
of the war in Afghanistan itself?

Certainly profit-making by arms
manufacturers selling to
petrodollar-rich reactionary regimes
has in fact been one factor pushing
forward the steady military buildup
in the region. But the underlying
compulsion has never been the
immediate profit margin, and now
less so than ever.

Today, control of the Middle
East, and especially the Gulf itself,
is a key to world domination. Part
pf the basis of the Gulf’s strategic
importance has been petrol. Though

the West has taken serious measu-
res to reduce its dependency on
petrol, with some success, Gulf sup-
plies continue to be vital to the Wes-
tern - economies, including
particularly Japan, which gets two-
thirds of its petrol from the Gulf
region. The Persian Gulf contains
57 % of all the world’s known oil
reserves, and they will last far lon-
ger than those in the North Sea,
Alaska, etc.® The long lines which
carry Gulf oil to the West are the
jugular veins of the Western bloc.

But the blocs are not contending
over immediate supplies of petrol.
Contention over petrol is but a part
of a larger dynamic of contention,
especially military contention,
which now looms over all else. The
Mideast is the recipient of over one-
half of all Soviet and U.S. arms
deliveries in the world. Of the ten
largest non-Soviet bloc recipients of
Soviet foreign aid between 1954 and
1976, seven were in the Mideast,
including Turkey, Afghanistan,
Egypt, Algeria, Iran, Iraq and
Syria. In the early 1970s, three
countries (Egypt, Syria and Iraq)
got over half of all Soviet military
aid to non-Soviet bloc countries.’
In 1978- 1982, Syria and Iraq, the
two largest recipients of Soviet arms
transfers, each received more Soviet

arms than did the entire Warsaw"

Pact together.® This enormous
stockpiling of weapons by both
blocs in the region has turned it into
a tinderbox and reflects how vital
the imperialists of both blocs con-
sider this region, and, in turn, the
deployment of this vast arsenal
makes control of the Gulf region
ever more imperative for each. The
web of interests woven together
especially by these weapons is today
so tight that any step by one impe-
rialist threatens to rupture the entire
fabric in the region and hurtle the
imperialists directly at-each other.

Arms supplies are key in this con-
tention, but they do not translate
into direct imperialist domination.
The Soviets rely heavily on direct
military aid, and are less capable
than the Western imperialists of
using other means to penetrate these
countries. But their efforts do
include diplomatic, political and
economic measures as well. They
have, for instance, used their proxi-
mity to Iran to.-negotiate a recent
deal which will open a pipeline and
railroad traffic from Iran into the
USSR, allowing Iran to export
700,000 barrels per day (bpd) of its
current production of 1.7 million
bpd.” Such a measure goes beyond
economic significanee, for this will
allow Iran to divert its exports from
shipment through the Gulf and so
diminish Iraq’s ability te continue
the “‘tanker war’’ and bring the
Western imperialists onto the scene.
This in turn puts the Western impe-
rialists into a bind, for the more
they allow Iraq to harass Iranian oil
shipments — one of Iraq’s chief
means of parrying Iranian ground

-superiority — the more this puts
pressure on the Islamic Republic to
turn to these new ties with the
Soviets. =~ .

Soviet .diplomacy has sought to
establish new diplomatic ties in the
region, including with the United
Arab Emirates and other reactiona-
ries; the Soviets present themselves
as a non- belligerent, peaceful,
socialist superpower which can
bring peace and stability to the
region. They recently proposed that
all foreign warships leave the Gulf
— a proposal so safe that Brezhnev
himself floated it out in 1980, And
why not? The assumption
underlying it is that the Soviet
social-imperialists are at least equal
arbiters of the region’s destiny in an
area where the U.S. and Western
bloc has been dominant for deca-
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des. Naturally these social-
imperialist ‘‘doves’’ have not put
forward eliminating all foreign
naval vessels from the Red Sea,
where they have recently established
naval bases and positioning points
on the coast of their Ethiopian neo-
colony, as well as in Aden in South
Yemen. ]

Backing up the Soviet efforts. to
get its claws deeper into the various
parts of the region is the direct
Soviet military presence. In the
waters of the Gulf, this is hardly on

the same scale as that of the Wes-

tern imperialists, yet the six Soviet
warships there as of October 1987
— including a submarine depot
ship, three minesweepers, one fri-
gate and a destroyer — are by no
means negligible. They are symbo-
lic of a new, stepped-up Soviet pre-
sence in the region, a visible
affirmation of the Soviets’ diploma-
tic declarations that henceforth the
USSR has a voice in the Gulf’s des-
tiny. Furthermore, they are part of
the much larger force of fifteen to
twenty Soviet ships normally statio-
ned in the Red Sea and Indian
Ocean. Even more importantly, the
Persian Gulf has the distinct advan-
tage for the Soviets of being within
striking distance of the Soviet main-

" land and Afghanistan. Over 300,000

Soviet troops are stationed in the
southern USSR and have been put
on alert status at least at one point
due to activity in the Gulf region.
The Soviets also have nuclear mis-
siles and numerous aircraft capable
of reaching the Gulf in less than.30
minutes. This capability has béen
enhanced by the presence of 100,000
Soviet troops in Afghamstan, who
have, since the occupation, cons-
tructed airfields and other infras-
tructure in southern Afghanistan
which would- facilitate any Soviet
military presence in the Gulf.?

In South Yemen in January 1986,
Abdu-I-Fatah, who was called ““the
mdn of Moscow,”’ staged a coup
d’Etat and overthrew his comrades
in power who were also pro-Soviet
but had lingering ties with the West.
This.-was a palace coup directed by
Moscow aimed at consolidating its
control of South Yemen, which

amounts to little more than one big

Soviet military base.
Yemen is one of the peorest

countries in the world, with a very
small population. It is not attractive

.from the point of view of imperia-
«:list plunder. But it is located at a

point that, especially these days,
makeés it impossible to ignore. It lies
right on the principal sea-route con-
necting Europe and Asia, via the
Red Sea and Suez Canal. It borders
the Arabian Sea for more than 1000
kilometres. It controls the choke-
point of the Red Sea itself. It has
three islands (Perim, Kamaran and
Socotra) positioned in the middle of
these waterways on which the
Soviets have built bases for their
nuclear submarines. The Eden air-
port has been developed by the
USSR to be fit for use in wartime
or other emergencies. The operatio-
nal radius of the forces on these
bases is so extensive that they can
threaten the key U.S. Indian Ocean
base on Diego Garcia island.

The loans granted by the USSR
provide 1/8 of the total financial
resources of South Yemen; they are
used mainly to maintain the bases.
One thousand Russian military
advisers oversee the South Yemen
military forces; another 1,000 eco-
nomic advisers direct its economy
— this in a country of only 2 mil-
lion. East Germans and Cubans
also take part in this colonial setup,
which goes so far that the South
Yemen armed forces, which have
been doubled in size recently, are
now integrated into the Warsaw
Pact. They are under the Pact Cen-
tral Command, and receive their
orders from Budapest!

All this mounts up to an impres-
sive array of military might, but any
Soviet military move into Iran
would encounter serious difficulty,
not the least of which might well be
the resistance of the Iranian masses.
The West has recently heavily built
up Turkey as an extension of
NATO to deal with Soviet moves,
and the U.S. has developed the
200,000-strong Central Command
to move rapidly into the region.
Militarily troops in the Soviet south
would be forced to cross the Zagros
Mountams, with very narrow pas-
ses.’ It is here that the U.S. has
publicly declared that it would
attempt to halt a Soviet advance,
including, it has said, with the use
of nuclear weapons to block the

passes. Obviously such an eventua-
lity threatens to broaden into glo-
bal nuclear war with all the horror
and destruction that portends.
Indeed, the strategic decision-
makers of both blocs have already
edged dangerously close to the brink
once in the region. U.S. National
Security Adviser Zbigniew Brze-
zinski writes in his memoirs of the
period during the ‘‘hostage takeo-
ver crisis’’ in 1980: ‘‘By late August
we had mounting intelligence that
the Soviets were deploying forces on
the Iranian border, in a mode sui-
ted for intervention in Iran.”’ A
‘“particularly sharp discussion’’
took place among government lea-
ders “‘to assess the policy implica-
tions of'the intelligence regardmg a
possible Soviet military intervention
in Iran”’. ¢‘I argued that we should
explicitly tell the Soviets that any
Soviet military action would lead to
a direct military confrontation with
the United States. Muskie (then U.S.
Secretary of State) offered the jud-
gement that Congress would not
feel that nuclear war was worth 7
percent of our oil, and Brown (then
U.S. Secretary of Defense) rather
sharply responded by asking what
would happen if the Soviets invaded
Iran and we did nothing. Did Mus-
kie really believe that our losses
would be only a percentage of our
oil supply? Muskie reported that the
American people might even-accept.
the loss of Europe rather than risk
nuclear war. I then joined in by
asking Muskie if he accepted the
proposition that the loss of the Per-
sian Gulf might lead to the loss of
Europe... In that case, I asked, isn’t
it vital that we deter the Sov1ets
from moving into Iran?’’!?
Brzezinski tries to portray these
developments as set in motion by
Soviet deployments and threats of
military intervention. The U.S. in
fact had its own plans. Another
Pentagon intimate reported that the
Soviets got wind of a U.S. plan for
military intervention in Iran and,
‘““The KGB’s ‘best estimate’ ... was
that the United States was getting
ready for military action, and the
Soviets would have to meet force
with force.””!!’ Another observer
confirms that the Soviets feared a
more major military intervention on
the part of the U.S. during this



“‘hostage takeover crisis.’”” When
the U.S. menaces were at their
height in April 1980, just before the
abortive helicopter rescue opera-
tion, the Soviets moved 50,000
troops in Afghanistan up to the Ira-
nian border as a warning against
U.S. direct intervention.'? This
same observer also reports that the
Pentagon had developed plans for
use of nuclear weapons in the event
of a Soviet takeover of Iran.”

What is clear from all this is that
both imperialists were engaged in
planning for a direct, major military
confrontation in the event that the
Other were to take any major direct
step into Iran. The Soviets certainly
kfleW, or could guess, at U.S. plan-
ning and counter-planning, but
nevertheless did not hesitate to
undertake a mobilisation on a scale
which posed the possibility of a
U.S.-Soviet confrontation. Indeed,
Soviet military doctrine recognises
no brick wall between limited and
nuclear war; as one exposition of
Soviet military doctrine states:
““There exists no insurmountable
barrier or solid wall between a limi-
ted war and a world war. Each local
adventure ... by the imperialists ...
carries within itself the danger of
escalation into a world war.””"

aturally, this isn’t said to pertain
to the Soviets’ own “‘local adven-
ture’” in Afghanistan!)

The Soviets have presented them-
selves as the superpower which can
guarantee peace and stability; they
have exploited ‘the broad exposure
of the U.S. imperialists that exists,
as well as the U.S.’ inability to pre-
vent the collapse of the Shah, a fact
which continues to give nightmares
to the assorted sheiks and other
reactionaries of the region.

But the social-imperialists’ own
record could hardly give comfort.
How much stability have they
brought to Afghanistan? Who are
they to talk about peace while
waging a savage war of suppression
to ensure their own imperial domi-
nation of that country?"

The Soviet Union is essentially in
the position of digging in its claws,
aiming to advance its tactical posi-
tion right now and waiting for the
U.S. and/or its major allies in the
region to encounter difficulty, in
order to scoop up whatever advan-
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tage it can to strengthen its overall
position in the Gulf. There is some

basis for its hope: the situation of

numerous U.S. client- states is dete-
riorating. There is strife between
Sunni and Shi’ite in Kuwait; the

‘Saudi Arabian regime, one of the

most important for the West, is sit-
ting on a tinderbox; U.S. influence
in Iraq, relatively recent, is hardly
consolidated, and the.regime there
is fragile in any case.

In Iran, too, time could offer the
Soviets an opportunity. There is no
guarantee that the U.S.” manceu-

* vring in Iran, which relies heavily on

gangster-style intimidation, can be
kept easily in hand. One force which
could certainly explode in the U.S.’
face — one more time — is the Ira-
nian masses. In a situation where
the Islamic Regime was threatened
and turmoil erupted, this time with
the U.S. having even less manceu-
vring room in Iran than it did
during the Shah’s overthrow, the
Soviets might try to step in as a
saviour of ‘‘stability’’ in Iran,
perhaps in response to some
‘“appeal’” by pro-Soviet forces
there.

While the social-imperialists
might be eagerly anticipating the
possibility of harvesting some fruit
should disorder ripen in the region,
it is far from certain that they could
bring this under their control, or
that they will even benefit at all.

In fueling the slaughter that has
marked the region for seven years
now, the imperialists have created
a situation where the governments
of that area are increasingly hated
by their own war-weary people,
exhausted of internal resources and
riven by factions. The Chairman of
the U.S. Senate Foreign Relations
Committee declared that ‘“The dan-
gers of a possible Iraqi collapse are
greater than commonly understood

..”” While the social- imperialists
insist that ‘‘the war serves only
imperialism,’’ the U.S. imperialists
warn that ‘‘the perils for the Uni-
ted States in the Gulf are certain to
increase.’’'®* While each is also

referring to the danger of advances,

by the other, it is also this spectre,
too, of mass upheaval that haunts
the analysts of both imperialist
blocs and puts pressure on both to
seek some resolution of the Gulf

war — on the condition, and here’s
the rub, that their own interests are
safeguarded. '

So, even ‘while anticipating the
eruption of disorder in the today
Western-deminated Gulf, the
Soviets too have their own imperial
interests to protect in the region.
The only disorder they support is
disorder which can be controlled by
them. The Soviets recently attemp-
ted to broker their own peace plan,
as they did in 1970 in the Indian-
Pakistani peace accord. This time
the stakes are higher — and so far
they have failed. The point of the
accord the Soviets sought was to set
themselves up as guarantors of
order in the Gulf region, thus mar-
ginalising the West bloc; the Wes-
tern imperialists immediately
denounced it as trying to get around
the ‘““United Nations peace pro-
cess,”’ which of course they are
intent on dominating. All of which
shows once again that, for both
blocs, the only peace they find
worth pursuing is one that advan-
ces their own imperialist interests. (]
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which gave representation to. the
major left currents and served as a
vehicle for the four military bosses
— Sankara;" Blaise Compaoré,
Jean- Baptiste Lingani and Henri
Zongo — to try to arbitrate the po-
litical disputes and patch together a
‘‘unity’’ which would allow them to
function and carry out a platform
of reforms. -

In fact if Sankara and his radical
military friends could be judged on
the basis of intentions and good
ideas, their marks would not have -
been all failing. He wanted to help
the peasant masses, to end the sti-
fling weight of the chiefdoms in the
countryside, to wipe out the corrup-
tion of government officials and the
nest-feathering of the urban civil
servants, to make women equal to
men and lighten their burden, as
well as to rapidly achieve the goal
of two good meals per day and all
the water the average peasant
household needed; he wanted to rely
on ‘‘ourselves’> and not on the
colonialists and imperialists to build
up the economy and he hoped to de-
velop African culture and forge
strong alliances with other progres-
sive African states. He wanted to be
truly independent, was against any

. form of hegemonism or foreign

domination and proclaimed com-
mon cause with ‘‘all the peoples of
the world ready to help us in our
struggle against injustice and
tyranny.’’

Relying on the Petite Bourgeoisie

The underlying political problem
of Sankara’s conception of revolu-
tion was his failure to base himself
on a correct class analysis and to
embrace the only ideology that can
liberate the oppressed — that of the
proletariat, its science of Marxism-
Leninism-Mao Tsetung Thought.
Although he admitted he was in-
fluenced by and attracted to some
aspects of Marxism-Leninism, he
eclectically borrowed those ideas
which corresponded to his radica-
lised petit-bourgeois class outlook
— that of discontented lower
officers in a neocolonial army —
and combined them with others
akin to pan-Africanism and tired
old nationalism. ,

‘““There is no politics without

ideoldgy. For us, ideologies provide
'light, ways of analysing things

_which allow you to discern the real-

‘ities of society.... Human dignity,
that jis our ideology.’’ He believed
in no mold other than the Bur-
kinabe mold he was attempting to
shape: ‘“It’s a continual practice of
Eurocentrism to always uncover
spiritual fathers for Third World
leaders.... Why do you want to put
us in an ideological slot at any price,
to classify us?... There can only be
salvation for our people if we radi-
cally turn our backs on all the
models the charlatans have tried to
sell us for some 20 years.... We take
from others what is dynamic and
creative.’”?

To fashion this Burkinabe model,
Sankara took the battlecry from the
Cubans: “Homeland or Death! We
will conquer!’”’ From Albania he
borrowed the pick and rifle for the
national symbol. He patterned his
Commiittees to Defend the Revolu-
tion (CDR) after his closest ally,
Ghana, which in turn had taken
them from Cuba. Most of all he
took a rich blend of modern revi-
sionism from the Soviets and much
of the failed African “‘socialism’’
they have spawned, to which he ad-
ded some of the concepts and poli-
cies Mao Tsetung developed for
revolution in colonial countries,
although unfortunately not the
scientific outlook of Mao Tsetung
or his insistence on the need for a
revolutionary war against imperial-
ism and its allies.

The jumble of Sankara’s political
views can be dissected into a num-
ber of competing trends and
influences operating on the opposi-
tion political scene in Ouagadougou
and Paris. The “‘leftist’’ political
spectrum included, from the mili-
tary, a ‘‘progressive’’ group of
officers within the French and
Moroccan- trained neocolonial
army called the ROC (Communist
Officers’ Regrouping), which was
t@ghtly linked to political organisa-
tions within the intellectual milieux.
Among these were: the PAI (Afri-
can Independence Party), pro-
Soviet revisionists based among ad-
ministrative cadre and the leading
political force behind the mass ot-
ganisation known as LIPAD (Patri:
otic League for Development); the

‘‘pro-Chinese’’ (revisionist, pro-
Deng Xiaoping) ULC-R (Union of
Communist Struggles — Recon-
structed) who were influential on
the university campus, along with
the pro-Albanian Voltaic Revolu-
tionary Communist Party (PCRYV)
which led the General Student Un-
ion and five civil servants unions;
the strongest union association, the
CSV (Voltaic Union Confedera-
tion); and some other Marxist and
Trotskyist circles. Ministerial posts
were divided amongst these left
forces, except for the pro-
Albanians, who were the loyal op-
position — until Albania came out
in support of Sankara and suggest-
ed they.follow suit.

While the debate in the govern-
ment and the leftist circles went on,
the very practical problem remained
that the imperialists had never been
ousted from Burkina Faso and that,
from its inception, Sankara’s revo-
lution had been waged and deve-
loped from the top in a way that did
not and could not (despite its
rhetoric) rely on the conscious
struggle of the masses of people and
was not able to formulate a truly
revolutionary programme based on
their class interests — one which
would not only promise but in prac-
tice set in motion a New Democrat-
ic revolution to break the
neocolonial and semifeudal shack-
les and bring about the conditions
necessary for going over to the se-
cond stage of a proletarian socialist
revolution. This process alone is
able to transform the distorted and
backward relations of production
into non-exploitative ones and un-
leash fully the potential of the
peasantry and other revolutionary
masses.

Sankara’s Programme

Sankara’s ruling military circle
issued a “‘Political Orientation
Speech’’ in October 1983 which was
a mixture of nationalist, pan-
Africanist and socialist notions
nourishing a programme of
reforms.

From the beginning Sankara was
caught in the dilemma that the sup-
port for the ‘‘revolution’ was
almost exclusively centred among
those urban-based sections of the



population who themselves enjoyed
a more comfortable position rela-
tive to the huge impoverished
peasantry. At the same time, it was
clear that even Sankara’s reformist
programme could not be im-
plemented without at least diminish-
Ing the extreme burden that
financing the state apparatus (and
especially the salaries of govern-
ment employees which up to 1983
ate up over 75 % of the budget)
represented for the regime.

Sankara led a battle against cor-
ruption, as he fined offenders and
brought them to be tried before
People’s Tribunals. He cut civil ser-
vants’ salaries by 20-30 %, did
away with housing rebates, auto-
matic bank loans and lucrative side-
line investments, imposed heavy
taxation (*’contributions’’) includ-
Ing the twelfth month of pay, and
Periodically sent civil servants to the
fields to participate in national
Projects and ‘‘combat petit bour-
geois tendencies.”” Government
workers were required to wear suits
made out of locally grown cotton
and were no longer allowed to eat
Imported fruits and vegetables.
Sankara set an example himself by
drawing very little pay, declaring all

S possessions in front of a fraud
board, and ordered the government

lercedes Benzes to be replaced with
Simple Renaults.

Other reforms included housing
construction, a mass vaccination
Programme (called the ‘‘comman-
do approach’’) in which three mil-
11013 children were immunised
against common killer diseases in

5 days, and mass literacy cam-
Paigns modeled after those in
Nicaragua and Cuba. He brought
Women into the government, and
drew up extensive proposals hitting
at their social oppression, including
to abolish forced marriage, dowries,
sale of young girls, polygamy and
the sexually mutilating practice of
excision (clitorectomy). To break
down old and oppressive traditions,
men were supposed to go to the
market once a week. In the coun-
tryside Sankara encouraged a fight
against desertification by launching
a tree-planting campaign in which
every ceremony of birth, death or
marriage was celebrated by the
planting of trees. There were also
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campaigns to prevent brush fires,
stop the roaming of cattle, and to
channel the meager Voltaic river
waters for hydro-electric power and
irrigation.

The army was ‘reorganised,
eliminating or throwing out the old
right-wing elements and reducing
the number of leading officers. The
8,000 soldiers were to be turned into
“‘development activists,’’ participat-
ing in agriculture and national con-
struction. In 1984, on the first
anniversary of the ‘‘revolution,”
Sankara changed the name of the
country to Burkina (Moré word
meaning a free person) Faso (the
Dioura term for homeland): the
«‘Jand of the upright men.”’

But all of these measures could
only be quantitative and relatively
minor adjustments which left intact
the basic parasitic relation between
the state apparatus and the popula-
tion and between the capital and the
countryside. All they did was to
anger the very strata on which the
regime relied.

Semifeudal, Imperialist-distorted
Agriculture

Over 90 % of the active Bur-
kinabe population is engaged in
agriculture as peasants — herders
and cultivators. It is an extremely
primitive and backward agriculture.
Most of the arable land is used for
subsistence farming and, except for
the south, is relatively infertile and
difficult to cultivate. The rudimen-
tary tools and cultivation methods,
including extensive farmit}g, the
problem of nomadism and insuffi-
cient fertilisers and pesticides all con-
tribute to low yields. The grain
harvest per hectare is only 540 kilo-
grams, compared to 4883 kg/hectare
in France!* Added to this are
difficult and erratic climatic condi-
tions, the most serious of which is
the 30 % decrease in rainfall over the
past 20 years.

In the semi-arid conditions of the
Sahel, which stretches through the
northern regions, shrubs are disap-

pearing and, with the generalised:

problem of deforestation, soil deple-
tion, erosion and non-rotation of
fields, as well-as severe shortages of
water and lack of widespread irriga-
tion, the desertification is advanc-

ing. Numerous studies have shown
that ‘‘desertification’’ is neither an
act of God nor simply the result of
climatic chance, but rather is large-
ly man-made and has a great deal to
do with imperialist relations.

Although some areas have shown
the capacity to produce more, such
as the grain-belt around Dédougou
in the west, the lack of roads and
refrigeration together with an econ-
omy geared toward producing for
export has prompted some peasants
to shift more to cotton and non-
perishables. Capital investment has
gone only into cotton cultivation de-
veloped by the colonialists in the fer-
tile southern region, using up a
disproportionate share of available
inputs and experts.

Agricultural products make up
90 % of all exports, principally cot-
ton and beef, supplemented by
karité nut butter, peanuts and off-
season fruits and vegetables destined
primarily to the surrounding coun-
tries and France. Per capita income
is just over $200. Other food grow-
ing is largely for direct consumption
and exchange and sale on the local
market, often at the mercy of the ex-
ploitative merchant class that buys
and resells grain in low seasons at
high profit. Millet, sorghum and
corn are the main subsistence crops.
A few homemade products such as
karité butter for oils and soaps, and
thelocal beer, called dolo, allow for
a slight money exchange that wom-
en can use to buy a few essentials,
sharpen or repair their tools or buy
a piece of chalk if they have a c'hlld
in school. In the twenty years since
independence, literacy had been
raised from 5 % to only 16 %, and
it had remained below 6 % in the
countryside, with twice as many
boys as girls allowed to go to school.
As in many neocolonial situations,
the ““educated’’ either went to the ci-
ties or to neighbouring countries to
find suitable jobs, since a weak na-
tional treasury could not continual-
ly hire new civil servants, and few
now wanted to return to the grind-
ing poverty and grueling labour of
peasant life. .

Life is hard; the very basic
problems of sufficient food and
drinking water remain major obsta-
clesiin the countryside. Because of
a traditional tribal division of labour
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That is, a growing urban bureaucrat
bourgeoisie totally dependent upon
imperialism, along with a parasitical
merchant class? -

At a conference in March 1984
when the government decided to na-
tionalise all the land, redistribute it
according to family needs and carry
out an agrarian reform which would
‘‘break the old feudal relations of
production... by the poor and mid-
dle peasants themselves... abolish
the old landed property... bring for-
ward large-scale agricultural
production...,”” these became mere
incantations rather than reality be-
cause they were not part of a genuine
New Democratic Revolution — and
neither the old class relation between
the exploiter imperialist countries
and the oppressed nation of Burki-
na Faso nor the relations between ex-
ploited and exploiter in the
countryside had been destroyed.

The system of land ownership and
class relations in Upper Volta and
similar African countries deserves
further study and differ in impor-
tant respects from feudalism and
semifeudalism as it has appeared
classically in Asia or Europe. Land
ownership in Upper Volta was linked
to tribal hierarchical organisation,
described by many sources as ‘“feu-
dal or. semifeudal’’ because in the
past an exploitative corvée system
was in operation, that is, free work
plus certain favours exacted by the
chief from peasants who worked the
land, which was held by the tribe and
“‘belonged’’ to the ancestral lineage
but was ‘“managed’’ by the chiefs.
This was accompanied by a cor-
responding tribal superstructure that
reinforced patriarchy, polygamy,
and tribal hierarchy. Ranking
among the most oppressive of tribal
powers was the practice of the
aristocratic chiefs of ruling by *“giv-
ing away women.’’ The more loyal
the vassal, the more women he
would receive, although the chief
could take them back if he had some
account to settle. Peasants handed
theirdaughters over to the chief for
redistribution down the lineages and
their daughters’ daughters in turn
had to be returned, so that he had a
constant supply. This is not ancient
history. The court harems of the
Mossi emperor on the eve of the
revolution in 1983 had 350 wome,

not counting women slaves.
Dispossessing the tribal authori-
ties of their formal political and eco-
nomic powers did not dispense with
them as a force, and the old customs
tended to persist. (Some found it ad-
vantageous to integrate into the
CDR leadership, but many plotted
their revenge.) For example, even af-
ter popular assemblies were set up in
every village, the peasants often con-
tinued to elect their old masters to
higher councils. Despite the outlaw-
ing of the tribal practice of giving
gifts to the *“spiritual’’ masters, who
paralleled the chiefs and guaranteed
fertility and good harvests, peasants
often devised a way to offer their
goats or cows at night or out of sight
of the CDRs.. Another even starker
example cited in Jean Ziegler’s re-
cently published book, La Victoire
des Vaincus, described the long lines
of bellahs, or slaves of the Tamachek
tribe, waiting to take back grain for
their masters, and at first refused by
the CDRs who said that servitude
had been abolished. The bellahs re-

plied, ““Don’t give us a hard time.

You are here for two weeks, but the
Tamacheks will be here forever’’!’

Although none of these incidents
is surprising, and Sankara himself
was aware of the continued hold of
tradition on the peasants, he tended
to see the tribal rites and powers as
only “‘cultural’’ customs that the
peasants would let go of, rather than
that these powerful superstructural
domains are the reflection of real,
material social relations, still exist-

.ing, even if they coexist with

capitalist or imperialist ones.

The purpose of a proletarian-led
agrarian revolution among the
peasantry is precisely to shatter the
old ownership system, to uproot the
feudal (or semi-feudal) backward su-
perstructure and to carry out ‘‘land
to the tiller,” distributing land by
head. (This policy of distributing
land per person and not per family,
not incidentally, deals a major blow
to old patriarchal property relations,
as suddenly women own land too,
and in the case of divorce and other
changes, she can participate on a
more equal footing.) Making the
producers independent owners of
their land is an important part of
liberating them from precapitalist
modes of production. Building a

solid foundation for a national econ-
omy can only be based on the des-
truction of these old relations and
not by adapting or reforming them.

This stage represents the bour-
geois revolution, because land re-
form doesn’t go beyond capitalism.
But at the same time, it provides the
necessary prerequisite for any real
and genuine advance to the socialist
revolution: ‘“The new type of
democratic revolution clears the way
for capitalism on the one hand and
creates the prerequisites for social-
ism on the other,’’ as Mao Tsetung
put it. Only after the destruction of
precapitalist modes can the question
of which road in.agriculture will
liberate the peasantry — capitalism
or socialism — come to the fore.
Based on the initiative, knowledge
and revolutionary enthusiasm of the
peasants themselves, step-by-step
cooperative forms can be developed,
such as mutual aid, work teams and
eventually cooperatives, as the ad-
vantages become clear to-the poor
peasants.

The proletariat is against phony )

““‘cooperation’’ not based on the des-
truction of the old feudal structures
and relations. Such efforts only dis-
guise and eventually incorporate the
old relations. In fact, in Burkina
Faso it proved impossible to go over
even to a state capitalist form (the
declared but non-existent state
farms) on the basis of semifeudal
agriculture and without breaking
with imperialism.

The other major front of the New
Democratic Revolution, and one
which is inseparably linked to carry-
ing out the agrarian revolution as
well, is the necessity of rupturing
with imperialism and thus building
up an indépendent and self-reliant
national economy. In a country
where feeding the population and
solving the water shortage are im-
mediate priorities, industry — light
industry — would be built up essen-
tially to serve agriculture, with
modest equipment such as pumps,
wells and tools, instead of produc-
ing for export or developing
resources unnecessary for these
primary goals. This means de-
emphasising the city and not sup-
porting a top-heavy state, and cer-
tainly not basing one’s survival on
imperialist aid.




Various forms of cooperativisa-
tion were tried to get the villagers to
produce more, or rather they were
imposed, something Mao warns
strictly against. Since village associ-
ations were not initiatives of the
masses themselves, the peasants saw
little reason to take part, except iron-
ically in some cases where they band-
ed together on a bourgeois basis to
form them when they realised it was
a means of obtaining bank loans and
credit! Premature cooperatives, for
their part, were artificial, as the same
1984 agriculture conference report
put it, and tended to be taken over
by bureaucrats, landowners, mer-
chants or salaried soldiers, ‘““who
weren’t afraid of pillaging the
cooperative’s resources because the
only thing they risked was being sent
to another village where they could
start doing it again....”

Some Self-Reliance
and Some Dependence

In 1983, France provided 40 % of
- Upper Volta’s budget, some $70 mil-
lion. There were also some
3500 French personnel operating in
various capacities there. Most of the
aid pumped in through French or-
ganisms has gone to technical as-
sistance and rural development as
well as gold mining. Despite a
““Volta-isation”’ of the economy af-
ter independence, French trade and
food enterprises (breweries, edible
oils, flour milling and sugar refiner-
ies), textile and others (tobacco,
shoes, etc.) managed to hold onto a
firm position and continued to
receive extremely favourable treat-
ment through the first years of the
“‘revolution.’’ In 1986 when the Bur-

inabe government decided to renew
exorbitant fiscal advantages to the
IVOLCY company (a ‘‘Voltaic’’ cy-
cle firm, subsidiary of the French
transnational CFAO) to the detri-
ment of the local Burkinabe cycle
producers, these national bourgeois
were of course outraged.

This coincided with an overall
policy of importing all kinds of con-
sumer items, industrial and food
products, although luxuries were
almost entirely suppressed, to the
displeasure of the vultures in the
merchant class — those linked to
highly structured European monop-
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olies and the long-time traders from
the Middle East, common through-
out West Africa, both of whom use
the network of small traditional mer-
chants in the street and countryside.
But measures such as importing
tomato concentrate when a tomato
processing plant near Bobo Dioulas-
so broke down, instead of fixing it,
obviously worked in their favour.
Another form of dependence can
be seen in the small industrial sector.
Essentially French companies (80 %
French capital) dating from coloni-
al days have been developed in the
name of cutting down on imports.
In reality, by importing oily acids to
make oils and soaps, they compete
with and displace artisan products
made from karité; or by importing
equipment to manufacture soft
drinks and European beer produced
at 5000 times the cost of a hectolitre
of dolo produced locally from sor-
ghum, this imperialist-sponsored ac-
tivity fails to make use of local raw
materials, reduces greatly the num-
ber of people employed, means cap-
ital investment is being put up for
beer of all things, and destroys im-
portant albeit meager peasant in-

comes while encouraging no other*

secondary economic activity except
bars and liquor sales! As long as the
government gave these companies
tax breaks, peasants could buy the
more prestigious bubbly beer instead
of the homemade variety when they
have a little change at harvest time.?

In addition to aid from the
Western imperialist countries (the
U.S., West Germany, Denmark and
the Netherlands, and of course
France), the World Bank, IMF,
EEC and other intergovernmental
channels have helped keep Upper
Volta afloat, enough to begin and
not finish many ‘‘agricultural de-
velopment”’ projects, just enough to
keep massive starvation from de-
veloping, and to keep solid control
over that country’s future and assure
its non-development,: unlike some
other raw materials-rich and strateg-
Ic countries, such as Nigeria and
South Africa. ,

The IMF advocated the policy of
“free trade,” that is, the policy of
ruining the peasants through cheap-
er grain imports, thus making Bur-
kina Faso more dependent. Very
often this destructive ‘“aid’’ went for

such obvious absurdities as comfort-
able office buildings for World Bank
representatives, or paying for the
$42 million FAO granted to con-
struction projects where fully one-
third of the budget was absorbed by
necessities such as generators to run
air conditioners for the Italian advi-
sors, who refused to hire Burkinabe
peasants to help.® After the drought
of 1984-85, aid arrived too late and
sank grain prices for the following
year — i.e., it didn’t help feed the
population when needed, and ruined
thelocal market when it did come...
an accident?'

At the outset of the revolution, in
his Political Orientation Speech,
Sankara vehemently denounced
‘“‘imperialism, which in all its forms,
tries to exploit us with so-called aid,
which are only means of aliena-
tion....”” More truthful were his
eclectic pleas in an interview at the
time of his visit to the UN in autumn,

"1984: <“We could use and we need

aid from developed nations, but
such aid is not so generous or forth-
coming in these times. France helps,
U.S. aid is ridiculously small, espe-
cially when you see the wealth and
prosperity of that country. We have
to be careful also about aid because
we cannot accept it at the risk of our
independence. And in the final anal-
ysis, we know we have to depend on
ourselves.”’!!

Three days after his first major
speech on foreign policy in October
1983, in which Sankara supported
Nicaragua, the Salvadoran struggle
and the Polisario in the Saharan
Arab Democratic Republic, and
denounced tlie American invasion of
Grenada, Reagan’s special envoy
strode into his office with a diplo-_
matic note from the U.S. govern-
ment that threatened to ‘‘reexamine
assistance and cooperation agree-
ments’’ if Burkina continued to
meddle in Central American affairs,
about which, the note concluded, ‘it
knows nothing.”*

The dilemma Sankara faced was
forging an ‘‘anti-imperialist’’ path
within an inherited bourgeois state
apparatus totally dependent_ on im-
perialist aid and subject to imperi-
alist relations between oppressor and
oppressed. An impossible task So,
rather than treating foreign aid as a
reflection of this relationship, his
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government tried to reform it; this
was expressed perfectly, by the Na-
tional Secretary-General of the
CDRs: ‘““They.used aid for Mer-
cedes; we are using it for shovels,
picks and wheelbarrows....”

In fact, although Sankara
promised w1th the People S Develop-
ment Programme (PPD) to aim for
many small accomplishments which

would “‘turn Burkina Faso into a

vast field...,”” he actually gave
prominence (as the Soviets often do
in such countries) to pumping mas-
sive investment into a few big
splashy construction projects which
he thought would attract aid donors
and earn him needed prestige and
confidence. Most became embar-
rassing fiascos, such as the Sourou
Irrigation project, which was
designed to build a dam on the Black
Volta River, so as to allow two grain
harvests a year. Sankara émptied the
state coffers in order to finish (with
French bulldozers) before the impor-
tant first anniversary celebration of
the revolution, on August 4, 1984,
The structure was completed on
time, the waters were gathered and
channeled, but then not a cent was
left for irrigation equipment to make
use of the water, which evaporated.
Instead of expanding the land and
relying on the people to devise and
make use of inexpensive means to ir-
ngate, the project ended up drain-
ing the treasury and reducing
available farming land."”

An example of an industrial
project totally unnecessary for de-
veloping the Burkina economy on an
independént basis was the Tambao
railway in the north, which called on
the people to carry out a ‘“Battle of
the rails’’ and construct 300 kilo-
metres of track in order to get out the
country’s unexploited manganese,
gold and bauxite reserves. After 35
kilometres had been laid the money
for rails ran out. When.the World
Bank refused to help finish the job

- because the project was too expen-

sive, it was abandoned.
Non-Aligned Dependence

France was more than irritated by
Sankara’s rise to power, particular-
ly his international stance, because
Burkina Faso has always been an im-
portant crossroads of the French

sphere.of influence in West Africa.
(Burkina was never the heart of
French superprofits in its West Afri-
can empire, though they have
managed wéll, given the difficult cli-
matic conditions and their decision
not to develop the productive
forces.) In any case, France was
never in any danger of leaving,
though it had to endure stinging
barbs from time to time, while, as Le
Monde of 17 October 1987 put it,
French policy was one of ‘‘not dis-
couragmg revolutionaries who dilute
their wine.”’ On the other side was
Sankara, throwing barbs right and
left about the imperialist pyromani-
acs who burit down our forests, his
hand stuck out stubbornly for more
money.

One of the funnier episodes of this
nature was the diplomatic ‘‘inci-
dent’’ between Sankara and French
President Frangois Mitterrand at a
state dinner in QOuagadougou in
November 1986. Sankara invited his
‘“Socialist’’ guest to make his acts
conform to his words, accused
France of doing nothing to end the
Iran-Iraq war or the regional wars in
Chad and Sahara, and denounced
him for receiving the bandit Savim-
bi (UNITA leader in Angola) and the
South African murderer Pieter
Botha on French soil. Raising his
glass to Franco-Burkinabe friend-
ship, Mitterrand retorted: “‘Captain
Sankara has the cutting edge of
youth, but it cuts too sharply. If you
need us, you’ll let us know. And if
you don’t, we can pass it up.’

In truth, politically and otherwise,
France pursued attempts to
“‘restabilise’’ the situation: the So-
cialists sent a hefty shipment of arms
to President Jean-Baptiste Ouédrao-
go as early as May 1983, the moment
Sankara was arrested, to prevent his
return to office. A year later the So-
cialist government refused to receive
the number two military man, Blaise
Compaoré, to renegotiate French
aid, as a protest against the regime’s
recent execution of seven coup-
plotters.

Further, there were recurrent
rumors that the three-day border
war with Mali in 1985 over a thin
strip of land called the Agacher, in
which some 300 people were killed,
was instigated on behalf of France,
which had just renewed and

strengthened ties with Malian presi-_

dent Moussa Traoré, in part forcing
the question of what military sup-
port Sankara really had."

Then there was the coup d’état in
October 1987 — at Sankara’s ex-
pense — and no more kidding
around. More than one informed
source pointed to evidence that it
had been “‘run from abroad by re-
mote control’’ through the cosy con-
nections between Ivory Coast
president Houphouét Boigny, one of
the top contenders for official West
African valet for French imperial-
ism, and Captain Blaise Compaoré,
Sankara’s successor, who has
promised tighter cooperation with
Paris as part of his “‘rectification”’
program. Compaoré’s wife, a
Franco-Ivoirian, is the goddaughter
of the Ivoirian head of state. As the
French newsweekly, Le Nouvel Ob-
servateur put it, Blaise has “‘excel-
lent references, in short,”’ and,
““‘without the active assistance of the
Ivory Coast no putsch is
pos51ble 16

Sankara had boycotted attempts
to create a French Commonwealth
and repeatedly denounced the
‘‘Balkanisation’’ of Africa at Non-
Aligned summits and Organisation
of African Unity (OAU) meetings.
He refused to attend the Franco-
African summits of 1984 and 1985,
calling them “‘organisational shack-
les inherited from the colonial
epoch,’’ and held his own summit
with Khadaffi instead.

How much to make of the Libya-

Burkina connection? The two had

frequent exchanges, but what count-
ed were the arms that Libya sup-
plied: Soviet tanks, rocket
launchers, and especially Kalash-
nikov rifles, all of which sup-
plemented the maintenance-level
military stock provided by: the
French, considerably upped Burki-
na’s operational potential and
helped the ‘‘reorganisation’’ of the
neocolonial army. On the diplomatic
level, Sankara is said to have polite-
ly refused to join Khadaffi’s peren-
nial proposal to ‘“‘merge their two
countries,’’ and some sources even
say his attempts to build unity be-
tween Arab and Black Africa
switched more towards cooperation
with Algeria after Khadaffi refused

: (Continued to p. 56)
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Opening Statement to

the Second South Asia Regional
- RIM Conference

A Regional Conference of
Marxist-Leninist Parties and Organi-
sations in South Asia upholding the
Declaration of the Revolutionary In-
ternationalist Movement has been
successfully concluded. The confer-
ence was an important step in the
consolidation of genuine Marxist-
Leninist forces in the region and
reflected the growing strength of
the RIM. The conference carried on
fruitful discussions of important
questions of revolution in South
Asia and those regarding the RIM.
The following statement by the
Committee of the RIM opened the
- work of the conference — A .

Comrades,

The Committee of the Revolutio-
nary Internationalist Movement
extends its warmest welcome to all
of the participating parties and
organisations of our movement in
the South Asia region.

This regional conference is taking
place at a very important moment.
The revolutionary situation in a
number of countries in South Asia
continues to develop rapidly. The
grinding poverty of the majority of
the masses, armed resistance of
oppressed nationalities in India and
Sri Lanka, the intensifying conflict
in the ranks of the enemies themsel-
ves, and the scrambling of the dif-
ferent imperialist powers to increase
and solidify their spheres of
influence all create more favourable
opportunities for preparing and
launching the armed struggle for
power.

It can be said that, in the three
years since the Revolutionary Inter-
nationalist Movement was formed,
important efforts have been made
to come to grips with some of the
key questions facing the Marxist-
Leninists in the region. At the same
time it is also clear that the Marxist-

Leninist forces in the region must
still ““race to catch up’’ with the
favourable conditions for revolu-
tion, just as must our movement
internationally.

Although each of the countries in
the South Asia movement present
their own particularities and it is
neither correct nor possible to map
out a common line for making revo-
lution in all of these countries, it is
also true that historical links, cer-
tain common socio-economic featu-
res, the mutual influence of the
revolutionary movement in neigh-
bouring countries and current geo-
political realities all make it
imperative that the genuine Marxist-
Leninist forces of the area, espe-
cially those participating in the
RIM, carry out a vigorous exchange
of experience, struggle over politi-
cal line and develop practical coop-
eration. It is in this spirit that the
Committee of the Revolutionary
Internationalist Movement, in con-
sultation with the participating par-
ties and organisations of the region,
has called this conference. -

In a number of countries, the
need to form, or reconstitute, a
Marxist-Leninist vanguard party is
glaring. As the Declaration of the
Revolutionary Internationalist
Movement points out, it is the'task
of the entire international move-
ment to assist in carrying out this
task. Indeed, in each of the coun-
tries of South Asia in which our
movement iS present (with the
exception of Sri Lanka), there has
been more than one participating
organisation, and in all of them
there are forces whose political posi-
tions approach those of our Decla-
ration. Thus the problem exists of
uniting the genuine Marxist-
Leninist forces on the basis of a cor-
rect ideological and political line.

In our view, the Declaration of

the Revolutionary Internationalist
Movement plays a critical role in
this process. It provides an impor-
tant basis for distinguishing
Marxism from revisionism and pro-
vides clear and correct guidance for
the Marxist-Leninists on a whole
series of questions. It is not possi-
ble to envision principled unity with
forces who attack our Movement
and its Declaration as opportunist.
Nevertheless, the Declaration still
reflects the fact that the unity of our
movement on an international level
is not complete and this unity must
be raised step-by-step through dis-
cussion and struggle. Furthermore,
the Declaration cannot analyse t}le
particularities of different countries

..— their socio-economic makeup, the

specific history of - the Marx?st—
Leninist movements, the specific
form which people’s war must take,
and so forth. All of these questions,
also, are vital in the process of uni-
ting the genuine Marxist-Leninist
forces around a correct revolutio-
nary line.

The discussion and debate-
amongst the different parties and\
organisations affiliated with the’
RIM in the South Asia region has-
been going on for several years and
will undoubtedly continue in the
future. The Conference cannot and -
should not attempt to definitively
settle the many outstanding ques-
tions which appear on the agenda.
But by fully exploring different
viewpoints, by waging principled
political and ideological struggle,
this Conference can contribute to
raising the level of the debate not
only in the region, but in the
as a whole.

Statement by the Committee of the
Revolutionary
Internationalist Movement

| =
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The Second All-India Conference”

of the Central Reorganisation Com-
mittee of the Communist Party of In-
dia (Marxisf—Leninis’? was held in
the second half of 1987. One of
the important results of this confer-
ence was the merger of the Lead-
ing Committee, Revolutionary
Communist Party, India with the
CRC, CPI{M-L)}, both of which have
been among the participating par-
ties and organisations oF the RIM.
The following is the press release
of the Second All-India Confer-
ence, along with some excerpts of

conference documents provided by
the CRC, CPI{M-L) — AWTW.

The Second All-India Conference
of the Central Reorganising Com-
mittee, Communist Party of India

" (Marxist-Leninist) (CRC,CPI(ML))

was successfully completed in the
last week of September in Kerala.
Delegates and observers from the
Delhi region, Gujarat, Maharash-
tra, Orissa, Andhra Pradesh, Tamil
Nadu, Kerala and Punjab participa-
ted in the Conference. The Confe-
rence signified the culmination of
the line struggle taking place within
the CRC,CPI(ML) over the past
few years and the political-
organisational consolidation of the
new revolutionary line. This signi-
ficant advance was further broade-
ned and strengthened through the

merger of the Revolutionary Com-

»

Press Statement of the
Central Reorganising Committee,

- Communist Party of India
(Marxist-Leninist)

munist Party, India (a Marxist-
Leninist group working in Punjal:?)
with the CRC,CPI(ML) on the basis
of common political orientations.

The ‘‘Strategic Line for New
Democratic Revolution in India,”
adopted by the Conference, calls
upon the revolutionaries of diffe-
rent nationalities in India to chalk
out programmes for the New
Democratic Revolutions of the res-
pective nationalities in order to
wage national liberation struggle
and complete the New Democratic
Revolution in India as an ensemble
of New Democratic Revolutions of
different nationalities. The docu-
ment points out that, ‘... the con-
crete programme for New
Democratic Revolution in India
must comprise a strategic line which
gives the overall framework and the
programmes for New Democratic
Revolutions of different nationali-
ties.” In keeping with this outlook,
programmes for the New Democra-
tic Revolutions of Maharashtra,
Gujarat, Tamil Nadu and Kerala
were adopted by the respective State
Conferences. The programme for
New Democratic Revolution of
Punjab had been adopted by the
RCP,I earlier itself. The document,
*‘Strategic Line,’’ also put forward
a new perspective on the caste ques-
tion and stressed the necessity to
take up the struggle against the caste
system as a strategic task, integral

to the New Democratic Revolution.
It pointed out that, ‘... specific
forms of organisation and struggle
based on the dalits ...; and including
other progressive forces...”’ should
be built up to shoulder this task
along with conducting struggle
against the caste system through dif-
ferent mass organisations and -the
vanguard party itself.

The Political-Organisational
Report summed up the lessons of
the two-line struggle since the First
Conference held in 1982, concentra-
ting particularly on the develop-
ments since the 1985 Plenum. The
Report self-critically noted the fai-
lure to understand the degeneration
of dogmatism into right opportu-
nism and properly grasp the real
basis for the opportunist alliance
between the upholders of the 1970
line and the revisionists. within the
Party. Analysing the recent trend of
Marxist-Leninist groups upholding
the 1970 programme transforming
themselves into proponents of
“Indian Integrationism’’ in one
form or another, and their inability
to break out of the confines of
armed economism in areas where
militant anti-feudal struggles are
being waged, the Report noted that
political as well as socio-economic
developments have led to the dege-
neration of the dogmatist trend in
the Marxist-Leninist movement into
right opportunism. Failure in reco-
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gnising this led to conceiving the
struggle to develop the new line as
one directed against dogmatism,
whereas it actually was related to
smashing revisionism. As a result,
room was given for the growth of
various revisionist trends in the
organisation.

Based on this realisation, the
Conference was able to draw the
proper lessons from the line strug-
gle which had come up since the
1985 Plenum, correct the error com-
mitted at the Plenum of allowing
the practising of two different lines
and consolidate the revolutionary
orientation of the Party. The disci-
plinary action of expulsion taken
against the leaders of the anti-Party
activities, Vijayakumar, Kumar,
Kadiravan and Rahul, were ratified
by the Conference. It noted that the
Party has strengthened itself
through these steps.

Apart from the above-mentioned
documents, ‘“The World Situation
and Our Tasks,”’ ‘“On Unity Within
the Marxist-Leninist Movement in
India’’ and a new Constitution were
the other documents adopted by the
Conference. Three Resolutions, viz,
(i) hailing the merger of RCP,I and
CRC,CPI(ML), (ii) supporting the
demand for a Jharkhand State as a
first step towards asserting the right
of self-determination of the Jhark-
handi people, and (iii) condemning
the Indian Army of occupation of
Sri Lanka, were also adopted.

The Conference elected a new lea-
ding committee and Com K. Venu
was elected as the Secretary of the
organisation.

The successful conclusion of the
Conference was publicly announced

through-a rally held at Ernakulam -

on October 1. Com K. Venu, Com
M.N. Ravunni (Secretary of the
Kerala State Unit), Com Vilas
Sonavane (Secretary of the Maha-
rashtra State Unit) and Com Mal-
vinder Singh Malli (Secretary of the
Punjab Revolutionary Front)
addressed the rally and explained
the perspective of the new line and
the tasks it puts forward in relation
to the complex political situation in

Punjab and other regions of the

country.
5 October 1987
Secretary, CRC,CPI(ML)

The World Situation
and

Our Tasks

Excerpts from ‘The World Situation
and Our Tasks,’’ document adopt-
ed at the Second All-India Confer-
ence of CRC,CPI{ML), September
1987

The contemporary world situa-
tion is marked by the rising tide of
people’s revolutionary struggles in
the oppressed nations, unrest and
spontaneous mass outbursts in im-
perialist countries, intense conten-
tion and war preparations by the
imperialist blocs led by the U.S. and
Soviet social-imperialists and the
all-around intensification of the
global imperialist crisis.

Despite the heavy setback
suffered due to the revisionist
betrayal in China and Albania and
the weakness of the subjective
forces, the revolutionary struggle of
the oppressed people has continued
to surge forward. The intensifica-
tion of imperialist, social-imperialist
plunder has led to sharper and more
resolute resistance from the op-
pressed peoples in different coun-
tries. In Latin America, Africa and
Asia, mass rebellions have repeat-
edly broken out and in some cases
decades-old dictatorial regimes have

been overthrown. The attempts by
imperialist powers to channelise
these rebellions into legal, reformist
paths and dupe the people with cos-
metic changes are being challenged.
In the van of this revolutionary up-
surge is the People’s War in Peru
led by the Communist Party of
Peru, a shining beacon to all the op-
pressed peoples and revolutionary
masses worldwide. It correctly
manifests the revolutionary poten-
tial existing in the present world, in
particular in the oppressed nations.
It sharply brings out the vital impor-
tance of establishing a clear-cut
Marxist-Leninist leadership for the
full realisation of this revolutionary
potential. It is no wonder that both
the imperialist blocs are actively col-
luding to aid the local reactionaries
in suppressing this mighty revo-
lution.

In the imperialist and -social-
imperialist blocs also, more and
more sections of the masses are tak-
ing to thé path-of struggle. Impor-
tant mass upsurges have broken out
from time to time in these countries
also. Resistance and opposition to
imperialist wat preparations have
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continued to develop as a broad
mass movement. The revolutionary
upsurge in the oppressed nations is
also influencing these deveiopments
and aiding their further growth.

The rising tide of struggles and
rebellions in the oppressed nations
in particular and mass upsurges in
imperialist, social- imperialist coun-
tries clearly indicate the developing
trend of revolution. It clearly shows
that the objective factors behind
this trend have not weakened but
have only intensified. Despite weak-
nesses of subjective forces and the
absence of conscious proletarian
leadership in most of the cases, this
trend of revolution is still checking
the imperialist, social-imperialist
war designs. The imperialist powers
simply cannot ignore this powerful
challenge facing them and repeated-
ly coming up despite their tem-
porary successes in putting them
down or distorting them. Hence,
along with their sharp contention,
collusion directed against the peo-
ple of the world remains an impor-
tant aspect.

... In short, the present day world
situation is characterised by the in-
tensifying contradiction between
imperialism and social-imperialism
on the one hand and the oppressed
peoples and nations on the other.
This principal contradiction deter-
mines the course of development in
the international political situation.
This basic factor makes the trend of
revolution the main trend. But at
the same time, the contradiction be-
tween the imperialist blocs is also in-
tensifying, in relation to the above
contradiction and on its own. Even
though this contention is accompa-
nied by collusion on different occa-
sions, contention is the principal
aspect, preparing the ground for a
world war.

The dominant trend of revolution
at the international level is mainly
represented by the anti-imperialist
struggle of the oppressed nations
and peoples. At present this trend
of revolution is still checking the
trend of war, but as the nature of
these struggles is-long drawn-out,
ang since most of these struggles are
not led by a conscious proletarian
vanguard, it will be unrealistic to ex-
pect that these struggles will prevent

war altogether. So it is dangerous to
assume a complacent position.
Since the preparations for world
war by the imperialist powers are
going on, and due to the subjective
weakness of revolutionary forces,
we cannot rule out the possibility of
a third world war. The revolution-
ary forces have to make all efforts
to heighten the level of revolution-
ary struggles to avert such a possi-
bility turning into reality. The
present world situation clearly
shows the immense objective poten-
tial for the successful implementa-
tion of this task. The main factor
hindering this is the ideological po-
litical crisis in the international com-
munist movement caused by the
setback in China. Hence, an essen-
tial and important condition for
carrying forward this task is that of
rebuilding the unity of the interna-
tional proletariat on a correct ideo-
logical basis. Any advance in this
direction is of great significance in
the present world situation and it re-
mains an important task before the
Marxist-Leninists.

... The qualitative advance
achieved through the Second Con-
ference (the Second International
Conference of Marxist- Leninist
Parties and Organisations, held in
1984 -- CRC) is based, first and
foremost, on its higher level of ideo-
!ogi_cal clarity. This ideological clar-
ity is sharply projected through the
following words of the Declaration,
which reaffirmed that Mao Tsetung
Thought is a new stage in the de-
velopment of Marxism-Leninism:
““Without upholding and building
on Marxism-Leninism-Mao Tsetung
Thgqght, it is not possible to defeat
revisionism, imperialism and reac-
tion in general.”’ It is further elabo-
rated through upholding the
significance of the Communist
Party of China polemics against
Khrushchev revisionism and the
Great Proletarian Cultural Revolu-
tion. With this ideological clarity,
the Declaration has given a strong
refutation to all forces of revi-
sionism and liquidationism. At the
same time it has identified revi-
sionist, dogmatist deviations and
petit-bourgeois tendencies and ex-
posed their. sources and manifesta-
tions. This ideological clarity is a

clear line of demarcation drawn be-
tween genuine Marxist-Leninist
forces and sham, and it is the solid
foundation of the unity within the
Revolutionary Internationalist
Movement. At the same time, it is
the sure guarantee of advancing
along the correct lines of the process
of regrouping all genuine Marxist-
Leninist forces, including those
presently outside the RIM, and
achieving the task of building up an
international organisation of the
proletariat anew.

... The common ideological basis,
clear-cut projection of a revolution-
ary orientation for struggle and the
organisational approach reflected
through the Declaration represents
a correct step forward to resolve the
crisis faced by the international
communist movement due to the
onslaught of revisionism. Yet, in
keeping with the preliminary nature
of the step, the unity reflected
through the Declaration is obvious-
ly of a relative nature. A number of
crucial differences still exist within
the RIM. In our view, the Declara-
tion also contains some erroneous
views and shortcomings along with
the correct aspects mentioned
above. These errors and shortcom-
ings have to be clearly recognised
and identified, in order to pinpoint
the important issues which have to
be thoroughly debated and resolved
in the future. That is, we must crit-
ically identify the errors and limita-
tions in order to contribute more
effectively to raise the level of de-
bate within RIM, and participate
more actively in the process of ad-
vancing its existing level of unity
reflected through the Declaration.
Secondly, this is essential in order
to refute erroneous thinking which
exaggerates the unity achieved
either by characterising it as a
‘‘revolutionary synthesis’’ or by
projecting the Declaration more or
less as a clearly defined political
line. Such''exaggeration blinds the
RIM to serious questions which re-
main to be resolved, creates a sense
of complacency, downplays the vi-
tal role of further developing the
ideological struggle and ultimately
jeopardises the very unity achieved
today. ‘ : O
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The Second National Congress
of the Proletarian Party

of Purba Bangla (PBSP) Held

We received the following com-
munique announcing the conclusion
of the Second Congress of the
Proletarian Party of Purba Bangla
[Bangladesh] (PBSP) — A

It is almost sixteen years after the
First Congress that the Second
National Congress of PBSP took
place, in the third week of Septem-
ber 1987, at a certain spot of rural
Purba Bangla amidst continual
enemy pressure. It was successfully
held with boundless enthusiasm and
fervour and under the vigilance of
and strict security measures taken
by the guerrillas of the ‘“People’s
Liberation Army.”’

Decisions were taken to hold the
Second Congress by the first half of
1975. But due to an unwanted turn
of events, it could not be held on
time. For the same reasons, the very
existence of the Party was itself
seriously threatened. As such, it was
impossible to proceed further
without summing up the experien-
ces of past revolutionary practice
and without rectifying different
mistakes thereby. This Congress
culminated this long process of
inner-party two-line struggles and
summing up through which the
Party could achieve a qualitative
advance on different line questions.

The Congress discussed and
accepted the Report placed by Com-
rade Anwar Kabir, Secretary of the
previous central body of the Party
(the ‘‘Supreme Revolutionary
Council’’ — S.B.P.). The Report
explained the national and interna-
tional situation in which the Con-
gress was held. It analysed the
history of the Party from an excel-
lent dialectical standpoint and line
position and upheld the historical
role played by Siraj Sikdar, foun-
ding Chairman of the Party, in the

development of the Party and the
revolution. It explained the present
situation of the international com-
munist movement and highlighted
the prospects of the Revolutionary
Internationalist Movement and
pointed out the tasks before the
Party. It put forward as the present
central task the urgency of studying
the socio-economic conditions of
Purba Bangla and reviewing the
political line on the basis of that
study and summing up different
lines, especially the ideological line.
At the same time it specified some
basic correct stands of the political
line and upheld them. Other than
this central task the Report identi-
fied three basic tasks in the sphere
of organisation and struggle, viz.
the task of developing regular guer-
rilla units, building a firm working
class base and developing the struc-
ture of strong proletarian leadership
for the Party. The Congress adop-
ted a Constitution for the Party
through necessary amendments of
the previous one. The amendments
were made from the point of view

of giving more stress to internatio- ~

nalism and the proposed review of
political line, and also on the basis
of giving more importance to the
question of professional revolutio-
naries and expansion of party
democracy. The Congress elected
the Second Central Committee of
the Party, including Comrade
Anwar Kabir whom the CC, in its
first session, elected its Secretary.

The Congress adopted eight reso-
lutions on different issues. In the
first resolution it paid glowing tri-
bute to the valiant fighters world-
wide, including Siraj Sikdar and
Charu Mazumdar and those of Peru
and Iran who courageously embra-
ced martyrdom for the cause of
revolution. It paid respect to the
memory of Yilmaz Giiney. In one

resolution, solidarity with the Peo-
ple’s War in Peru was expressed.
The Congress expressed its firm
support for the just struggle of the
people of minority nationalities in
the Chittagong Hill Tracts of Ban-
gladesh for the right of self-
determination, i.e. for the right of
secession against the Bengali big
nation chauvinist and reactionary
government. In another resolution,
the Congress expressed support for
the revolutions and just struggles of
oppressed peoples and nations and
of the working class of the world.

The holding of this Congress
marks a qualitative advance in the
overall development of PBSP. Our
struggling Party, which suffered
splits and setbacks in 1975 and, later
on, almost reached the point of des-
truction, has again, in 1987, reached
the doorstep of nationwide develop-
ment and a new level of develop-
ment of line and struggle. The
split-away opportunists and revisio-
nists from the Party have finally
been identified; a great number of
sincere leaders and activists of the
Party have once again come under
a single centre. The Party has achie-
ved historic unity in the field of line
and organisation. And, as such, this
Congress was a congress of inner-
party democracy, a congress of
excellent ideological and organisa-
tional unity and of great victory
achieved in the very arduous and
complex struggle of rebuilding the
Party. It was held at a time when a
brighter future is going to open wide
before the Party.... PBSP is going
to shoulder greater responsibilities
in days to come — and the Second
National Congress is its vow, its
pledge, its determination to shoul-
der national and international

" duties and obligations.

The Congress paved the way for
the future® O
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Burkina Faso
(Continued from p. 34)

Sankara official state honors on one
of his visits to Tripoli. In addition,
he carried out the first state visit to
the Saharan Arab Democratic
Republic with this aim.

Sankara’s tightest links were in
fact with J.J. Rawlings’ similarly
military-coup-inspired regime in
Ghana. The two formed a mutual
defense treaty as of November 1983
and even carried out joint military
manoeuvres. This alliance seemed to
upset loyal French friends like
Gabon and Ivory Coast and, in
regional terms, the possibility of a

pro-Soviet axis running from Tripoli

to Ouagadougou to Accra was not
a pleasing prospect to French or
Western imperialism as a whole;,

Sankara traveled to Cuba and the
Soviet Union, but said he was not
pitting Moscow against Paris. He
displayed a contradictory attitude
towards the Soviet Union and the
East bloc, and within his circle and
those supporting him the struggle
was often sharp over this question.
The Soviet connection represented a
temptation in hopes of decreasing
dependence on France, but this very
same dependence locked the state
into a certain orbit. ..

Soviet aid was, as is often the case
in Africa, funneled through other
pro-Soviet ‘‘non-aligned’’ regimes.
Cuba, so uniquely qualified in the
non-staples cash crop department,
with many years experience as a
Soviet neocolony, offered to help
Burkina Faso build up its sugar in-
dustry. Ghana and Cuba helped con-
struct an airport runway, Libya gave
some $10 million, and other aid
came from Angola, Mozambique,
Romania and North Korea, which
sent iron and cement to build popu-
lar theatres in Ouagadougou and
Bobo Dioulasso.

On the other hand, Sankara an-
nounced that Soviet troops should
leave Afghanistan and he favoured
maintaining diplomatic ties with
Albania.

China, for its part; donated some
100 wells as part of the campaign to
reduce water shortages. They also
gave several million dollars used to
construct an ‘‘ August 4th Stadium,”’

»

and some hospitals. Despite all this
““friendly aid’? from non- Western
sources, Sankara avoided mixing up
what he called the struggle for in-
dependence from French neo-
colonialism with ‘‘skin reactions.”’
To friends who were surprised at his
rapid dispatch of a contingent to
Jacques Chirac’s side when the
“‘right”’ regained a parliamentary
majority in March 1986 in France,
assuring him_ of Burkina’s inten-
tions, Sankara jokingly remarked,
‘““Even if Jean-Marie Le Pen came to
power one day in Paris we’d send a
delegation and keep our relations
with France’’!'” (Le Pen is the head
of the neofascist National Front in
France.)

Against Apartheid
and Women’s Oppression

Attention was paid, by friends
and by the Sankara government
alike, to building up the capital of
Ouagadougou as an important Afri-
can centre for political, cultural and
sports events. It became a magnet
for artists and intellectuals, a Mec-
ca for social democratic and revi-
sionist leaders around the world,

from Yasser Arafat to Nicaragua’s:

Daniel Ortega. Reggae concerts were
held in the new stadium, and the
Panafrican Film Festival of Ou-
agadougou became the cultural
event of Black Africa, pulling
together artists and a broad public
participation. The regime en-
couraged its reputation as a sort of
anti-apartheid centre, organising a
number of forums and demonstra-
tions. In Sankara’s fight to
popularise women’s “‘liberation,’’ a
women’s rock group was formed,
the “‘Doves of Peace.”

The question of women’s oppres-
sion in itself would be enough to seal
the fate of the Burkina path, partic-
ularly as it had advertised that the
liberation of women and revolution
go together, raising a lot of false
hopes and sharp opposition. For just
as Sankara and Co handled the bas-
ic class contradictions in Burkina
Faso — with a very militant, left-
sounding phraseology which was
very ‘‘right’’ (economist and un-
achievable) in essence and that never
relied on the masses and their strug-

gle — they approached the woman
question in the same revisionist way.
Asone woman put it, ‘‘It seems that
the revolution is for men and wom-
en in the cities, not for us.”’ Their
view of liberation through econom-
ic production recognised the oppres-
sive relations between men and
women (hard to ignore or avoid the
widespread consequences of women
still being traded as a commodity,
worked to an early death, voiceless
in arranged marriages and political
affairs, sexually mutilated to ensure
male domination) but, because their
approach to the rural revolution did
not aim at dissolving all the old re-
lations of production, they were un-
able to surmount the inevitable
challenges actually posed in order to
unleash the masses of women, and
were stymied by such phenomena as
women who defended polygamy be-
cause it was a way to share the ex-
cruciatingly heavy work load, to
allow them to space out eternal preg-
nancies ‘‘for the lineage’* and to get
a little rest. Since the regime was in-
capable of carrying out a proletari-
an policy of resolving the woman
question as part of unleashing wom-
en (and men) to uproot the old reac-
tionary relations between people,
they were reduced to making decrees
proclaiming women’s rights (which
in the absence of real transforma-
tions could only remain as empty as
India’s ““outlawing’’ of the caste sys-
tem) and combine them with a
‘‘practical programme’’ which
amounted to making the liberation
of women dependent on first in-
creasing the number of ploughs and
wells, for example. In fact, this view
is another version of the ‘‘theory of
the productive forces’’ common to
revisionists of different stripes who
see the increase in the productive
forces, and not the revolutionary
struggle of the masses, as the key to
advancing society.

Sankara’s Overthrow

The urban sectors which had sup-

- ported Sankara’s efforts began to

grow increasingly disillusioned with
his programme. In particular, they
were less and less willing to tolerate
his reform measures that cut into

(Continued to p. 80)
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Armed Economism

By Sunil

Report from the Flaming
Fields of Bihar

A CPI{ML) Document Published
by: Prabodh Bhattacharya 10B,
Rodha Madhab Dutta Garden
Lane Calcutta 700 010

Bihar has long occupied an
important place in the peasant
movements of India. In the
pre-1947 period, it was a centre of
militant peasant struggles led by the
Kisan Sabha (peasant organisation)
— one of the most important con-
tingents of the All-India Kisan
Sabha itself. Later on the total dege-

neration of the Communist Party

India (CPI) into revisionism took its

toll in Bihar also. The momentum -
of social change built up by the -

movement was dissipated in the par-

Reprinted from Mass Line

liamentary pigsty. Casteism in the

worst form once again reared up its
ugly head. Landlordism ran ram-
pant under the blessings of all par-
liamentary parties. The CPI-CPM
(Communist Party -of India,
Marxist, a centrist split-off from the
CPI formed in the early sixties) revi-
sionists have always fixed the blame
for this degeneration on the ‘‘cul-
tural backwardness of the caste-
ridden Hindi belt.”’ Socio-cultural
backwardness is no doubt a reality
in Bhojpur. But that is only one side
of the picture. The other side is that
the victims, the oppressed pea-
santry, are a potent powder-keg
which can be ignited with revolutio-
nary polmcs Naxalbari and its poli-
tics of seizing power thrqugh armed
struggle was such a spark. Within
a short time “‘backward’’ Bihar was
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catapulted into an advanced centre
of struggle, symbolised by Bhojpur.
Ever since then Bihar has remained
a centre of militant peasant
struggle.

‘“Report from the flaming fields
of Bihar’’ claims to give us a picture
of this struggle, particularly centred
in South Bihar. The fact that the
area covered was the centre of the
earlier Bhojpur movement makes it
even more important. But this book
is not the ordinary journalistic
record or sociological study one
comes across. In the words of the
authors, it is 2 ‘“‘document,’’ a poli-
tical summation of its work carried
out by the CPI(ML) (Liberation) led
by Vinod Misra. As such the repor-
tage only serves to substantiate cer-
tain political positions upheld by
this group. Evidently, to do justice

to the book, a review must assess

this politics and draw appropriate
lessons. Yet this is precisely where
a notable drawback of the book
stands out. Despite an impressive
list of documents given as Appen-
dices, the reader is never informed
of the basic political line guiding the
group’s practice.

Since some reviewers have enthu-
siastically welcomed this very style
of the book as a model to be follo-
wed by all, it is necessary to go into
this aspect a bit more deeply. The
main propaganda statement of the
book (incidently, the publisher is
the central propaganda team of the
VM group itself) is summarised in
its last chapter. In brief, it claims
that, ‘“The ongoing peasant strug-
gle in Bihar represents a new phase
in the development of the Naxalbari
movement’’ (p. 169). Before going
into the numerous salient features
of this “‘new phase’’ listed in the
chapter, let us try to examine this
very claim itself. How can a critical
reader assess it independently?
Obviously a clear grasp of the aims
and politics of Naxalbari and the
CPI(ML) could be a good basis for
this task. Yet in this case that itself
is insufficient. The VM group has
abandoned a number of positions
upheld by the CPI(ML) earlier,
including positions on the crucial
strategy of seizing power. In fact,
this was the prominent aspect of the
“Rectification’’ of 1979 and the
“3rd Congress’’ of 1982 carried out

by the VM group: One comes across
numerous references to those events
throughout the:book. One is also
informed that they played a crucial
role in initiating the “new phase.”’
But any enquiry about the new poli-
tical positions advanced by them
runs into a stonefaced silence.
Given the strident nature of politi-
cal claims, an honest propaganda
effort surely calls for providing such
vital information also.

Let us take a specific example.
According to the ‘‘Report,’’ one
salient feature of this ‘‘new phase’’
is that of ‘... sustaining guerrilla
struggle, though still at a primary
stage, for a long period in the
plains’’ (p. 174). This is contrasted
to the ‘‘fear’’ of other ML groups
who wish to avoid the complex
agrarian scene of the plains of
South Bihar and shift to areas of
“‘classical feudalism’’ and favoura-
ble topography for armed struggle.
No doubt this sounds very innova-
tive. But how does one link up this
attempt to the latest strategy of for-
ming provisional governments and
carrying out insurrection from
above (whatever it is!) — the stra-
tegy proclaimed by the 1982 Con-
gress of the VM group? Liberation,
organ of the VM group, envisages
a rather complicated scenario for
seizing power — ‘‘revolutionaries’’
coming to ‘‘power’’ through elec-
tions in one or two States, this
government (or governments) con-
fronting the centre and getting dis-
missed in the process, this dismissal
leading to mass uprisings, etc.
Moreover, it insists that this convo-
luted process ‘“finally leads you to
the basic path and ultimate form of
struggle’’ (October 1984). Since the
VM group has not yet been “‘for-
9e_d” to form a government (though
it is desperately trying its best), and
heqce has still a long way to go to
arrive at the “‘basic path and ulti-
mate form of struggle,’” what
exactly is the purpose and content
of its sustained guerrilla activities?
Or, what does it have in common
with the politics of seizing power
through People’s War put forward
by the CPI(ML)? We hope this
example gives a good illustration of
the problem we had mentioned ear-
lier. To-be meaningful, the critique
has to go beyond the bounds set up

by the authors. In other words, the
‘““disinformation’’ campaign pushed
by the VM group has to be cons-
ciously identified if one is to get to
the heart of the matter.

Political criticism of the VM
group’s strategy has already been
published by Mass Line (Vol. 9, No.
7). We will not repeat it here.
Rather, we will try to pinpoint the
acute manifestations of this revisio-
nist strategy as seen in -the
‘‘Report;”’ particularly, we will take
up the questions of armed struggle,
the caste question, and uniting the
middle peasantry, since they are
crucial aspects as yet unresolved by
the revolutionary movement in
India. We will also examiné how the
basic flaws in the VM group’s theo-
risation of the transformations in
Indian agriculture leads it to swing
from right opportunism in ‘‘left>
form to openly barefaced revisio-
nism. The task is not an easy one
since we have to sift out the truth
from a maze of disinformation at
each step. Yet it is fruitful since it
helps us to deepen our grasp of
what revisionism means today.

As we noted earlier, militant pea- .
sant struggles have long been a regu-
lar feature in Bihar. Yet the struggle
initiated in the early 1970s in Bhoj-
pur stands out among them. It was
not just a militant peasant struggle,
but part of an armed revolution for
the seizure of political power. Apart
from its contributions to developing
tactics for carrying out armed strug-
gle in the plains, this was the most
important qualitative distinction
setting it apart from other peasant
struggles. And this distinction has
been the most important factor in
enthusing the oppressed peasantry
throughout Bihar and creating
favourable grounds for building up
a broad peasant movement. Not
surprisingly, this heroic struggle for
power which provided the direct
background . for all contemporary
developments in Bihar is dismissed
with a few terse paragraphs in the
long ‘‘Report.”’ But these short
paragraphs are sufficiently
revealing.

In the wotds of the ‘“Report,”’
the intervention of Marxist-
Leninists inspired by Naxalbari had
only led “...to usher in a new phase
of militant peasant movement.’’ Or,



Bhojpur ‘... created a niche for
itself...”” due to ‘... the militant,
mass character...”’ of the movement
(p. 25, emphasis added). Armed
struggle and the formation of revo-
lutionary committees were nothing
more than factors which gave rise
to this “‘militant, mass character.”’
Such is the summation of the VM
group. These pages also inform us
that the movement lost much of its
‘““momentum’’ and ‘‘suffered
serious setbacks’® by the end of
1976. Though the ‘‘Report’’ is silent
about the reasons which led to this
setback, Vinod Misra deals with it
in an illuminating paragraph of his
introduction: ‘“The independent
course of the peasant struggle and
the Party’s attempt to import cons-
ciousness to it went through a pecu-
liar phase of unity and struggle. The
Party worked hard to develop com-
munistic elements from among the
peasant vanguards, always trying to
check the spontaneous negative ten-
dencies of the movement and give
it an organised shape. There were,
however, also strong attempts on
the part of the Party to superimpose
its set of dogmatic ideas regarding
forms of struggle and organisation
on the movement and, to be sure,
these attempts proved counterpro-
ductive.” (p. xxii) ‘“The balance
~ was restored’’ by “‘rectifying’’ these
errors and ushering in the ‘‘new
phase.”
In order to understand this ques-
tion of ‘‘dogmatism’’ and the real
content of rectification, we must
first note the aims attributed to the
Party’s ‘“‘conscious’’ intervention —
«¢developing communistic ele-
ments’’ and giving the movement an
s‘organised shape.’’ Truly, no trade
union boss, not even Dange, could
have expressed this better! This
trade unionist rendering of the
struggle for political power in Bhoj-
pur is not at all incidental. It is a
necessary premise for the claim of
having rectified ‘‘dogmatist’’
errors. Naxalbari, led by comrade
Charu Mazumdar, was born out of
a revolt against the notorious revi-
sionist assessment that the peasants
of Telengana should not have strug-
gled for power but should have only
struggled for land. Given this his-
tory, any open criticism of the poli-
tics of seizing power invites an
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immediate exposure. VM tries to
avoid this by strictly stipulating that
the dogmatist errors of the
CPI(ML) related to ‘‘forms of
struggle and organisation’’ and that
the “‘balance was restored’’ by rec-
tifying such errors only. His trade
unionist rendering is a ruse to cover
up the fact that the ‘‘Rectification
campaign”’ of 1979 directly went far
beyond such questions of form and
dealt with throwing out the very
content, the politics of seizing
power through armed struggle
itself. If the Party’s task all along
was no more than giving the move-
ment an ‘‘organised shape,’’ why
bother with problems of line and
strategy? VM has certainly learned
some lessons. In the past, the revi-
sionists could be more forthright.
But now the times have changed
and deception has to be more
sophisticated.

The armed struggle in Bhojpur up
to the mid-1970s was a vindication

of Charu Mazumdar’s assertion

that armed guerrilla struggle can be
carried out in the plains. But, at the
same time, it also brought out the
flaws in the Party’s military line,
particularly in relation to the task
of sustaining and developing armed
struggle. The influence of dogma-
tic thinking was reflected in the
absence of any thorough analysis of
the centralised state structure in
order to identify its weaknesses. Ins-
tead of trying to develop a military
line suited to the specific conditions
created by the presence of this cen-
tralised state structure, an absolu-
tist emphasis was put on sticking to
a small area of operation and figh-
ting battles against overwhelming
odds. Hence, despite its significant
contributions, the struggle in Bhoj-
pur. failed to develop beyond the
initial stage due to such dogmatist
errors in military line, apart from
other factors. As we have seen, the
VM group claims to have overcome
this and speaks of carrying out sus-
tained guerrilla activities today.
Apparently this claim is substantia-
ted by the “‘Report.”’ A number of
armed units operate under the con-
trol of the group and they engage
in combat with landlord gangs and
state forces. But what is the line gui-
ding these activities? The policy sta-
tement on armed units clearly

stipulate that their task is to act ““in
the interest of the mass move-
ments....”” (p. A-8) An account of
ideological remoulding tells us of
how a poor peasant fighter was-
cured of his ““illness’’ of rendering
‘‘armed struggle... (as) ... the prin-
cipal form of struggle.”” (p. 168) A
section of ongoing efforts to over-
come ‘‘weakness’’ of the movement
tells us that one such measure con-
sists of ensuring that, ‘‘Armed
actions should be taken in direct
and immediate relation to mass
movements.’’ (p. 123) All told, the
armed activity of the VM group is
strictly limited to serve its plans for
building up mass economic strug-
gles and movements. Its military
tactics of operating over large areas
and so forth serves this political
aim. In the presence of rabid coun-
terrevolutionary violence of the
landlords and the state, even econo-
mic struggle has to take an armed
form. But the state’s attitude to
armed actions meant to back up
economic demands is radically dif-
ferent from its attitude towards
armed struggle aimed at its destruc-
tion. In the former case, armed
repression is only one option since
reforms or granting of demands can
also serve the purpose. While the
necessity to continue some form of
armed activity is given by the openly
violent nature of present-day Bihar,
its “‘sustenance’’ is based on the
abandoning of the struggle for
power. All the-talk in the ‘‘Report”’
of efforts to build base areas taking
up ‘‘hill, forest and plain areas as
a single zone”’ is just that — loud
talk without any content. Armed
economism does not lead to base
areas. Besides the strategy of
“‘insurrection from above’’ does not
call for such bases either.

The intervention of Marxist-
Leninists led by comrade Jouhar in
the mass movement led by Jagdish
Mahto and others in Bhojpur had
elevated it to a struggle for power.
Errors in the Party line were an obs-
tacle for further development. The
rectification of the VM group was
not an attempt to surmount this
obstacle but a swing to right oppor-
tunism with ‘““left’’ form in some
aspects. ‘Despite its attempts to
¢over up, the review of the
“Report’’ shows up the inevitable
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fruits of this rightist swing. Accor-
ding to the ‘“‘Report,’’ militant land
struggles have given rise to some
‘‘problems.’’ For example, despite
the growth of the peasant organisa-
tion and struggle, a great majority
of disputes have ... found their
way...”” (1) to the courts and legal
illusions remain widespread. Or,
after successful seizure of land and
its - -distribution ‘‘... many reci-
pients... often become the least inte-
rested in struggle ... (and) ...
concentrate on securing government
parchas... to legalise their hold....”’
(p- 116-117) (To the veteran CPI-
CPM activist this lament will sound
very familiar. After all, this inevi-
table outcome of economism has
been repeatedly experienced in their
movements. and has found a regu-
lar mention in their reports.) For the
VM group all this has nothing to do
with economism. It only calls for
more ““Rectification’’ with a bigger
dose of rightism. Thus, according to
the ‘““Report,”” ‘‘... this problem
reflects a serious gap in the thinking
of many cadres in the Party....
Basing themselves on an witra-left
premise, they negate the importance
of taking up economic work in real
earnest, for they consider ittobea
waste of time ... in the period of
sharp class war when guns are roa-
ring all around.”’. (p. 117) (empha-
sis added) Not to elevate but to stifle
the revolutionary urges of the mas-
ses — that is the essence of econo-
mism, armed or otherwise.

Perpetuation of
Caste Domination

Let us now pass to the caste ques-
tion. The failure to overcome caste
structure was an important factor
behind the setback in Bhojpur.
Though not as acute as in Bihar,
this problem is commonly faced by
movements led by revolutionaries in
different regions of India. Generally

‘speaking, caste and class stratifica-

tion are no longer strictly identical.
Yet a predominant section of the
agricultural labourers and landless

. peasants come from the Dalit cas-

tes. On the opposite end, the major
chunk of the landlords or upper
stratum of the rural exploiters come
from the upper castes. The partial
transformations in caste and class

relations ‘have created new com-
plexities, ¢ven while they have crea-
ted new Opportunities. As a result
of such transformations, a not so
small section of the agricultural
labourers and poor peasants come
from the intermediate and even
upper castes. In this situation, com-
mon -class interests provide a good
basis to forge unity and transcend
casteism. Yet the presence of diffe-
rent castes within the same classes
also present an opportunity for the

‘exploiters to split up the ranks of

the exploited along caste lines. The
successful resolution of this com-
plex interpenetration of caste and
class remains a pressing task before
the revolutionaries in India. In the
past, the communist movement had
adopted a mechanical approach. It
argued that the development of
class struggle would more or less
automatically lead to overcoming
casteism. Today a number of ML
groups and other progressive forces
have abandoned this erroneous
view. Some of them have even gone
to the opposite extreme of viewing
the caste struggle as more or less
identical to class struggle and theo-
rising the isolation of the movement
among the most oppressed castes as
a virtue. How does the VM group
tackle this problem?

One of the salient features men-
tioned by the ‘“‘Report’’ to substan-
tiate its claims of a “‘new phase’’ is
that caste struggles have been trans-
formed into class struggle. Accor-
ding to it, the approach which led
to such results are as follows: ...
more denunciation of casteism ... is
going to make absolutely no diffe-
rence.... While sharpening of eco-
nomic struggles would accelerate
inter-caste class polarisation, simul-
taneously we have also got to work
within various caste organisations
SO as to provide them with a pro-
gressive orientation and... we have
to assert ourselves as a force capa-
ble of guaranteeing security to the
weaker castes.’”’ (p. 106) Recogni-
sing the specific problems raised
by caste and evolving policies to
deal with it is no doubt necessary
and correct. Some of the methods
mentioned by the ‘‘Report,”” such
as paying attention to the caste com-
position in an area of work and
establishing links with progressive

elements of intermediate and upper
castes, addressing calls to specific
castes in situations of caste conflict
and working within caste organisa-
tion to promote progressive ele-
ments, are notable. But all policy
and tactics should serve the basic
line of uprooting casteism and anni-
hilating caste. Is this true in the case
of the VM group?

A good example to analyse this is
the ‘“Call to the Kurmi peasants’’
given in the Appendix of the
“Report.”” (p. A 20-21) The context
of issuing such a call was the strug-
gle to win over the Kurmi peasants
away from the influence of the
counterrevolutionary Bhoomi Sena.
Since this reactionary Sena was uti-
lising caste feelings to turn the mas-
ses from the Kurmi caste against the
agrarian movement, a call specifi-
cally addressed to them is no doubt
justified. The problem is the content
of the call. Its whole thrust is not
on winning over the Kurmi peasants
by weakening their casteist feeling.
On the contrary, it is precisely that
of trying to win them over by reas-
suring their casteist sentiment itself.
Thus the call starts with, ‘“The
Kurmi caste is well know as an
honest, hardworking and brave
caste’’ and, ‘‘Altogether your caste
is held in high esteem in the whole
society.”” With the acknowledgment
the call demands of the Kurmis,
‘““Do you want to preserve the res-
Dpect the people have always shown
towards your caste?, and states, if
so you should “... isolate and smash
this... gang.’’ (all emphasis added)
In other words, the Kurmi peasant
is asked to turn against the Bhoomi
Sena on the basis of the Party’s ack-
nowledgment of his caste position
and its guarantee of preserving this
position. The message, crudely put,
is this — abandon the Bhoomi Sen4d
and support us. We are reliable and
capable of preserving your caste
interests. Our struggle will not hurt
your interests. Such tactics might
help in isolating the Bhoomi Sena.
But they certainly do so only on an
ideological basis identical to that of
the Bhoomi Sena — casteism
remains untouched.

The policy statement ‘‘On Cas-
tes’’ given in the Appendix (p. A
18-19) speaks of mobilising peasant
masses belonging to all castes,



giving priority to the most oppres-
sed lower castes, middle castes and
upper castes in that order. But signi-
ficantly enough there is no mention
at all of the central task of overth-
rowing casteism or tactics related to
this task. Rather, ¢‘... utilising the
contradictions of other castes with
that caste (i.e. the particular caste
of the landlords...”’ and developing

caste organisations of lower castes.

stand out as the main features of
this policy. Again in the measures
listed out to overcome ‘‘problems’’
faced by the movement we come
across such decisions as, ““The
Kisan Sabha should make it a point
not to concentrate tog much on
questions of social oppression....”
(p. 123)

Earlier we had noted the mechan-
ical approach of the old CP on the
caste question. Assuming that the
development of class struggle
would more or less automatically
lead to the overcoming of the caste
question apparently indicates a dog-
‘matist attitude of closing one’s eyes
to social reality since it does not cor-
respond to the textbook. But this
dogmatism is in essence really a
reflection of right opportunism. In
our society, class does not exist as
a pure category, it interpenetrates
with caste. Class aspirations are
both bolstered and hindered by
caste aspirations. While the class
position directly determines the re-
lation to political power, caste plays
a determining role in fixing social
status. The overwhelming-preseénce
" of upper castes in the bureaucracy
and other sections of the ruling
classes clearly shows the links of
caste with political power. This link
is also manifested in an indirect
form. The Brahmin, Rajput, Red-
dy or Nair coming from exploited
classes can still enjoy some measure
of social status and at times even the
patronage of power due to his caste
position. But this is a possibility to-
tally denied to the Dalit (Untouch-
able) coming from the exploited
classes, precisely due to his caste po-
sition. Particularly in the more
backward regions where semi-
feudal relations still dominate, so-
cial position and thereby indirect
linkages to political power in some
measure is often more sharply ex-
pressed in caste terms rather than in

)
-

class terms. So long as the exploit-
ed classes are organised purely on
the basis of their partial, economic
interests, leaving out the question of
establishing their power, the caste
question can be more or less ig-
nored. At best it will only come up
as a hindrance to the task of unit-
ing the class around the economic,
partial demands. But the moment
one breaks with economism and
poses the question of mobilising the
masses to seize power the whole
scene will necessarily change. Estab-
lishing the power of the oppressed
and exploited will call for nothing
less than a total upheaval of all so-
cial relations. In India, this can
never be achieved without a rupture
with casteism. Willingly accepting
the power exercised through a Dalit
is a totally different proposition
even for the landless peasant of an
oppressor caste than struggling for
partial, economic interests. It calls
for a conscious break with casteism.

It is true that the partial economic
struggle provides a good basis to
eliminate casteism. But it is equally
true that the masses can unite in
such struggle without a basic rup-
ture in caste outlook. Interpreting
this as the “‘transformation of caste
struggle into class struggle’’ actually
serves to cover up the reality of con-
tinuing caste consciousness which
might be temporarily suppressed
and lie latent while the pressing cir-
cumstances of the struggle for eco-
nomic interests remain. The
revisionism of the old CP which
limited its sights to economism was
the real basis for its seemingly dog-
matist approach of ignoring the
caste question. The CPI(ML) did
not achieve a conscious break from
this outlook on the caste question.
Yet its revolutionary theory and
practice stressing armed struggle to
seize power and insisting on estab-
lishing the leadership of the landless
and poor peasants indirectly set it
on a different course. Its radical re-
jection of all collaborationism, de-
termination in the antifeudal
struggle and revolutionary class line
immediately found the greatest
response from the exploited of
the oppressed castes. Its politics of
seizing power brought them to the
forefront and gave a tremendous
boost to their social status. This

positive contribution also had its
impact on Dalit organisations by
bringing forth a new radical orien-
tation within them. The task of the
Marxist-Leninists is to build on the

* heritage with a conscious grasp of

the caste question and its implica-
tions for the New Democratic Revo-
Jution in India. Only then can the
indirect gain be consolidated and
developed in opposition to revi-
sionist theory and practice on the
caste question. In the case of the
VM group its orientation is al-
together different. The same ap-
proach of the old CP with its
economist content is reestablished,
though in a different form. The es-
sence of its policies and tactics con-
sists of a conscious effort to
mitigate caste contradictions which
hinder its work of mobilising the
peasantry for partial economic in-
terests. Its recognition of the caste
question means reassuring the op-
pressor castes that these class in-
terests will not be hurt. Beyond that
it consciously ignores the caste ques-
tion. Once again, the times have
changed. The old Kisan Sabha ex-
perience of the CPI cannot simply
be repeated in contemporary Bihar.
Revisionism ‘must stocop to even
more degenerate forms to secure its
aims.

Class Line Dropped To Win
Middle Peasant

Any attempt to build up broad
peasant unity for the New
Democratic Revolution in India has
to resolve the complicated question
of uniting the middle"peasant and
neutralising the rich peasant or
capitalist farmer on the basis of
resolutely implementing the class
line of relying on the landless poor
peasants and agricultural labourers.
The complexity of this question has
some specific features in India.
They arise due to the caste question
and also due to the fact that in
regions where semi-feudalism
dominates, the rich peasantry and
upper strata of the middle peasan-
try also carry out feudal forms of
exploitation and domination. In
regions where neocolonial transfor-
mations have taken place this
problem comes up in a different
form and with different content.
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Here the agricultural labourer or
poor peasant who sells his labour
has to immediately confront even
the lower strata '6f the middle
peasantry to fulfill his just demands
of wage rise. In the past the
CPI(ML) under comrade Charu
Mazumdar’s leadership had refut-
ed the revisionist theory of S. N.
Singh who advocated unity with
rich peasants at any cost. But its
““left”’ errors prevented it from de-
veloping a correct policy on build-
ing up broad peasant unity. Later
attempts at rectification by Charu
Mazumdar himself didn’t make
much headway since the source of
such errors was not identified. The
VM group claims that the move-
ment in Bhojpur developed in op-
position to the revisionist line of
SNS. This is certainly true of the
earlier phase of the Bhojpur move-
ment led by comrade Jouhar. But
according to the ‘‘Report,”’ the
limitations of the earlier phase on
the specific question of uniting the
middle peasantry still remains un-
resolved. As usual, the reasons are
left out. But some of the policies in-
tended to “‘rectify’’ this situation
give us a clear indication of the
trend of thinking and the future
prospects of the opposition to S. N.
Singh’s line.

Some of the outstanding policies
are as follows:- *... guaranteeing
that their (i.e. middle peasant) in-
terests will not be hurt by any
means,”’ and “...taking care of their
caste sentiments...”’ (p. 122, empha-
sis added). Along with these guaran-
tees the main effort to mobilise
them consists of ““... raising with all
seriousness certain burning issues
concerning them directly and to
pursue these issues till some success
is achieved.’”’ (p. 122) On the one
hand a radical declaration of taking
work among the agrarian labourers,
poor peasants and lower strata of
middle peasants as the key link, a
defence of this stand against critics
who charge that they are splitting
the broad peasant unity. On the
other hand an openly rightist at-

. tempt at conciliation. What holds

these contradictory views together?
The class line of relying on the
agrarian labourers, landless or poor

peasants and establishing their

leadership is directly related to the

-struggl

e for power and beyond that
of continuing the revolution in the
new society. Leadership here means
political hegemony reflecting the es-
sence of the new political power. If
this is left out and these classes are
organised purely on the basis of
partial, economic demands their
struggle will only be a sectarian
struggle — justified no doubt by
their misery, but even then sectari-
an, since they do not take up the
leading role in transforming socie-
ty. For the middle peasant, such a
struggle will only appear as unrelat-
ed to the class oppression he suffers.
At the same time it will also appear
as an added threat to his narrow
economic interests and he will be
alienated to the side of the exploi-
ter. Once the “‘left’’ form of econo-
mism, of pushing only partial
struggles of the rural exploited,
reaches a blind end, it invariably
turns into its opposite. The “‘error’’
is sought to be ‘‘rectified’’ by
placating now the narrow class eco-
nomic interests (in our case caste in-
terests also) of the middle peasants
and putting a brake on the struggle
of the rural exploited. The middle
peasant is sought to be won over on
the sole basis of his economic in-
terests, and the question of his ac-
cepting the hegemony of the
working class, exercised through the
rural poor, does not arise at all.
Other interests and compulsions
such as electoral prospects might
hold off such a turn for some time.
But the basic thrust of economism
will inevitably make itself felt. This
shift from the “‘radical’’ stand of
mobilising economic struggles of
the rural poor to that of openly
placating the other classes is noth-
ing new in India. It has already been
demonstrated by the CPM practice
in Kerala during the early 1970s.
In the case of the VM group, the
conditions faced by it are basically
different from those faced by the
CPM in Kerala. In Kerala, neo-
colonial transformation meant
(and still means) that any raising of
wage demands of the rural poor
would inevitably hit the interests of
the middle peasantry also. In Bihar,
with all its complexities, the
predominant presence of feudal
landlords also means that broad
sections of the peasantry can be

united against the direct oppressors
since large sections of the middle
peasants are also oppressed by them
— i.e., if this unity is built up on
the basis of the politics of destroy-
ing the landlords’ political power.
The economist outlook of the VM
group evidently blocks this line of
development. But that is only one
aspect. A correct line on tackling
the task of winning over the middle
peasant has also got to take into ac-
count the specific features of the
contradictions it has with ruling
classes; contradictions introduced
by imperialist penetration.

How Not to Look at Concrete
Reality

The VM group is one among the
ML groups which accepts that
transformations have taken place in
class relations. Its 1982 Congress
even came out with an elaborate
‘‘Agrarian Programme’’ taking this
into account. Yet the essence of its
viewpoint is nothing more than a
mechanical superimposition of
some categories like ‘‘junker-type
capitalist landlord’’ and ‘‘kulak rich
peasant’’ borrowed from Lenin on
the same old framework of semi-
colonial, semi-feudal society. (Re-
cently it has also started speculating
on whether the big bourgeoisie can
really be called ‘‘comprador’’ and
if so to what extent, etc.) Lenin’s
categories of junker capitalist de-
velopment were developed by
analysing conditions in countries
undergoing an independent
capitalist development, however
backward they have been. The
junker path of development in Ger-
many finally led it to the stage of
imperialism. The reactionary es-
sence of the transformation which
has taken place in India consists in
the fact that it blocks independent
capitalist development. This block-
ing is not given by extraneous ele-
ments like caste and so on. It is
given by the very nature of neo-
colonial transformation. It means
transformation and development
carried out in the interests of im-
perialism and its local agents and
implemented in accordance to its
overall plans of role allocation for
different regions. Even in the
predominating semi-feudal condi-



tions of Bihar, particularly South
Bihar, neocolonial penetration has
started to make its presence felt.
The increasing dependency of the
peasantry on the market and the
state for agricultural inputs and
credit, growing production for the
market, and transformation of erst-
while tenants (mainly middle and
rich peasants of intermediate castes)
into land owners are some
manifestations of this process. The
significantly slow momentum of neo-
colonial penetration in Bihar has
led to a very complex agrarian
- structure. But the key to understand
both the slow momentum and the
agrarian structure is that of grasp-
ing the essence of the neocolonial
pattern of development and control
and the role allocation that has
prevailed till now. The enforced
backwardness of Bihar as compared
to other relatively developed regions
of India is mainly explained by this.
Unless this is understood, the
specific contradictions of the mid-
dle and rich peasantry can never be
politically identified and an impor-
tant basis for winning over the mid-
dle peasantry and neutralising the
rich peasantry in favour of New
Democracy can never be utilised.
The enforced neocolonial back-
wardness of Bihar and its inter-
penetration with specific internal
features of Bihar society have to be
analysed thoroughly to really iden-
tify these contradictions. Yet it is
clear that this enforced backward-
ness has cut short the upward mo-
bility of the rich peasants and
middle peasants. Unable and un-
willing to take up the risks of strug-

gling against this barrier, these

classes perceive struggle of the
classes below them as a threat to
whatever advance they have made.
They see the main possibility for in-
creasing surplus and even retaining
their economic positions in the
more ruthless exploitation of . the
rural poor. This is what underlies
the phenomenon of the erstwhile
backbone of the Kisan Sabha now
playing the same role for the reac-
tionary Sena after having been
transformed into land owners. For
-these changes the most important
barrier is no more that of semi-
feudal domination, though they too
might suffer from it. In present con-
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ditions, the basis of uniting the mid-
dle peasantry and neutralising the
rich peasantry in such areas has to
be mainly sought in the anti-
imperialist struggle (which takes the
form of antistate struggle in neo-
colonial conditions) rather than in
the antifeudal struggle. Raising
‘“burning issues’’ concerning these
classes will be productive for build-
ing up broad, revolutionary unity of
the peasantry, only if such “‘rais-
ing’’ serves the central task of the
political struggle to smash the ten-

‘tacles of imperialism, and the broad

peasantry is made conscious of this
task. Unless the two levels of polit-
ical struggle — the main and im-
mediate anti-feudal struggle given
by the predominant semi-féudal
structure and the anti-imperialist
struggle related to the more basic
factor which enforces backwardness
are grasped and taken up, the task
of building up broad peasant unity
either will be sacrificed to ‘‘left”’
sectarianism or will be carried out
on the rightist basis of placating the
rich and middle peasants. The VM
group’s mechanical superimposition
of borrowed categories neither helps
it in political analysis nor does it
help it in the task of building broad
peasant unity.

This bankruptcy of theory and
the dead-end reached by armed
economism stands out in sharp con-
trast to Vinod Misra’s boastful con-
tentions in his Introduction. In his
view the movement led by the group
represents an East Wind, as op-
posed to the West Wind of Sharad
Joshi. We have already seen the real
nature of the wind raised by the VM
group in some of its salient aspects.
VM only underscores them by rev-
ealing his total blindness to the real-
ity of India. Nothing other than this
can explain the claim that the agrar-
ian structure of India is typical of
India or his ignoring the sharp and
striking differences between rural
Bihar and rural Maharashtra —
differences ‘which set the form of
the movements which have come up
in these two States. One under-
stands reality to change it. But
where there is no desire to change
it, but only aspirations of finding a
slot to accommodate oneself, such
blindness is inevitable.

Today the agrarian revolution in

Bihar is at a critical juncture. The
state has already declared its inten-
tions to drop all pretence of neutral-
ity and enforce landlord
domination through the Arwal mas-

- sacre and the banning of the MKSS.

The success of the peasant move-
ment in facing this attack and
spreading as a People’s War calls
for greater heights of revolutionary
determination and sacrifice. The
oppressed peasantry of Bihar have
already demonstrated that they are
capable of this. But success in
resistance is not the whole answer
to tasks faced by the movement in
Bihar. Along with this the vanguard
has to break out of dogmatist the-
oretical fetters. These fetters ob-
struct the thorough analysis of the
complex class-caste structure of Bi-
har. It prevents the movement from
successfully integrating the anti-
imperialist and antifeudal tasks of
the struggle in order to broaden the
scope of the struggle and isolate the
enemies. It also prevents the move-
ment from successfully tapping the
national contradictions-which exist
due to the artificial integration of
different societies into a composite
State. At this juncture the
““Report’’ from the VM group is a
good teacher by way of negative ex-
ample. It shows us the other possi-
bility, the path of toning down the
struggle and shifting the main focus
to the parliamentary arena. After
thoroughly pleading its case for
right opportunism, the ‘“‘Report’’
aptly concludes thus: “forging_ a
strong unity among communist
revolutionaries, winning over the
middle strata of the peasantry and
the democratic ranks of parties like
the CPI and Lok Dal, skillfully
utilising the contradictions among
different political parties and fac-
tions so as to isolate the principal
adversary, the ruling Congress...
the survival of the movement de-
pends much on a proper handling
of these aspects of practical polit-
ics.”’ (p. 176, emphasis added) The
West Wind is puffing and b}owing.
But the fighting peasantry will never
let it beat down the flames of th.e
fires they have lit in the plains of Bi-
har — the sparks have come from
Naxalbari. (W]
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"Gorbachev:

Soul of Capital Personified

Perestroika — New Think-
ing for our Country and
the World

Mikhail Gorbachev

Collins, London, 1987

By S.W. "

The importance of this book is
that, to some extent, we can take
Gorbachev at his word. He is deal-
ing with drastic problems and dras-
tic measures, which require him to
reveal something of just what the
Soviet ruling class is up to and why.
They are serious about perestroika
(restructuring) and they are telling
the truth when they say it will re-
quire an unprecedented level of
glasnost (openness) — that is, un-
precedented since socialism was
overthrown in the USSR thirty years
ago. There is still the ‘‘socialist>
mask, which is to say that there is
still the problem of the contradic-
tion between what they say and
what they do. In the long runm,
however, there must be concurrence
as well as deception. So we should
analyse what Gorbachev says he is
trying to accomplish and to whom
— and on what basis — he is ap-
pealing for support.

People will always be the victims
of foolish prejudices and decep-
tions, Lenin once wrote, until they
learn to search out the interests of
classes in every event in political
life. Since in his new book Mikhail
Gorbacheyv calls for a return to the

o ““methods’’ (although not the con-

tent) of Leninism, and hails Lenin
as a Russian leader whose stature is
comparable only to his own, it

seems fair to apply this Leninist ap- .

proach to him.

First, what audience, what class-
es, is Gorbachev addressing? Se-
cond, what is the problem, as he
sees it? Third, towards what goal is
all this directed, in whose interests?

I FOR WHOM?

This book, Gorbachev tells us in
the first sentence, is meant ‘‘to ad-
dress directly the peoples of the
USSR, the United States, indeed,
every country.”’ In the West first
edition print runs have been some-
where around 100,000 copies for the

various national editions, meaning”

that the book is expected to be a
moderate best seller. In the USSR
300,000 copies were printed for the
first edition, though this book has
a slightly more Western flavour
than Gorbachev’s party speeches,
for instance. It is fitting that it ap-
peared on the eve of the Reagan-
Gorbachev summit, because it
seems specifically aimed at Ameri-
cans and people in other countries
who want to know what Gorbachev
has got to say in what is implicitly
presented as a debate with the U.S.
But there is a certain unity to the in-
tended audience on all sides.

The book’s style itself reveals
something about those for whom it
was written. Despite the encum-
brances of an ungainly, inconsistent
and rushed translation, it faithful-
ly follows the style of that most
transnational of magazines, Read-
er’s Digest, the house organ of the
philistine international — the smug,
trite, narrow-minded and above all
comfortably propertied (at least in
aspirations). Its tone is, above all,
reassuring.

In the press reports of the
“Gorby-mania’’ that broke out dur-

ing Gorbachev’s visit to America,
some of the most glowing tributes
to the *“‘evil empire’s’’ emissary
seem to have “ome from among
strata that have been 'the most
strongly pro-Reagan. A Midwestern
grain broker was pleased to discover
that Gorbachev “‘is no radical’’ and
that in fact he most resembles the
man’s boss. Looking at it from the
other side, can it be dismissed as an
excess of vulgar pandering that led
one of the USSR’s most senior jour-
nalists to ‘‘confide’’ to reporters
that after Gorbachev, his favorite
political figure is Ronald Reagan?
Can it be that Gorbachev is pitch-
ing his perestroika, East and West,
to some of the same kinds of strata
that have supported ‘‘Reaganism,’’
“Thatcherism,”’ etc. in their respec-
tive countries? ~

Gorbachev says that this book is
intended to appeal, in the West, to
the ‘“‘common sense’’ of “‘politi-
cians and businessmen, scholars and
journalists, teachers and physicians,
clergymen, writers and students,
workers and farmers.”’ (Certainly
the rich West has no lack of ‘‘wor-
kers and farmers®’ afflicted with the
‘‘common sense’’ of businessmen,
etc.) In reading the book, the read-
er finds that it is basically the same
strata in the USSR itself that Gor-
bachev is addressing.

He doesn’t expect Soviet
proletarians to be very enthusiastic.
He uses a letter sent him from
Lithuania to make the point:
““There is no deep understanding of
your policy among them [the
proletarians] and there is still little
trust in it.”’ A few pages later he
reports, ‘‘the intelligentsia has en-
thusiastically supported the restruc-
turing.’’ This requires more
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friendship with the USSR is the best
way to ensure more of the same. He
even extends this appeal- to certain
strata in the oppressed countries
who have never dared cut their ties
to imperialism.

I “A DRUG-INDUCED
SLEEP”’ AND “INNER
STIMULI”

All accounts of life in the USSR
today (including Gorbachev’s) are
heavily laden with words like per-
vasive stagnation, suffocating
lethargy, inertia, suffocation. Gor-
bachev himself describes it as
‘“‘drug-induced sleep.’’ Is it, as cer-
tain stupid Westerners claim, be-
cause people in the USSR don’t
have enough happy commodities?
There are many countries far poor-
er than the USSR but few so stulti-
fied. Some people wait in line
endlessly for vodka, a Christmas
goose, a nice apartment ... instead
of working or doing something use-
ful. They often get it, too, or they
wouldn’t bother. Life seems, for
many people, an endless chase for
material comfort (not survival), and
if the rewards are not always as
plush as in some Western countries,
that may be a reason to defect to the
West but not a basic difference be-
tween societies. The East bloc can
easily match the West for
philistinism.

What is unique about Gorbachev,

among recent Soviet leaders, is that
in this lethargy that is part of the
grease and glue of Soviet society he
sees the danger of its imminent
demise. He sounds the alarm: if
things don’t get moving in the
USSR, if they don’t do a better job
of ‘‘combining enthusiasm with
material interests,’’ then the Soviet
Union is going to go under. Why?
A huge “‘braking mechanism’’ had
begun to clutch at the heart of
Soviet production.
- Qorbachev spares no drastic
words. He says, ‘“This society is ripe
for change. It has long been yearn-
ing for it. Any delay in beginning
pérestroika could have led to an ex-
acerbated internal situation in the
near future, which, to put it blunt-
ly, would have been fraught with
serious social, economic and politi-
cal crisis...

““At some stage — this became
particularly clear in the latter half
of the seventies — something began
to happen that was at first sight in-
explicable. The country began to
lose momentum... In the last fifteen
years the national incomes growth
rates had declined by more than a
half and by the beginning of the
eighties had fallen to a level close to
economic stagnation. A country
that was once quickly closing in on
the world’s advanced nations began
to lose one position after another...
The country was verging on crisis.”’

Maoists analyse this problem in
its political dimension: after 40
years of socialism and the greatest
economic growth the world had
ever seen, a new bourgeois ruling
class emerged from within the
Soviet party and seized power,
restoring capitalism and thereby en-
suring that the same economic con-
tradictions gripping the Western
economies would eventually capture
the USSR. Remarkably, most of
Gorbachev’s description could be

equally applied to the West. But-

even more remarkably, Gorbachev
all but openly identifies the problem
— the reason for economic stagna-
tion — as being a lack of sufficient
profitablity, and to him the whole
notion of increasing economic
growth rates is inextricably tied up
with restoring the profitability of
production. This is the ‘“‘common
sense”’ he shares with Western
““politicians and businessmen,”’
etc.; not only does he speak their
language but he shares their most
basic assumptions.

““‘Our country’s wealth in terms
of natural and manpower resources
has spoilt, one may even say cor-
rupted, us. That, in fact, is chiefly
the reason why it was possible for
our economy to develop extensive-
ly for decades... As time went on,
material resources became harder to
get and more expensive. On the
other hand, the extensive methods
of fixed capital expansion resulted
in an artificial shortage of manpow-
er. In an attempt to rectify this sit-
uation somehow, large, unjustified,
i.e. in fact unearned, bonuses began
to be paid and all kinds of un-
deserved incentives introduced un-
der the pressure of this shortage,
and that led, at a later stage, to the

practice of padding reports merely
for gain. Parasitical attitudes were
on the rise, the prestige of conscien-
tious and high-quality labour began
to diminish and a ‘wage-leveling’
mentality was - becoming
widespread. The imbalance between
the measure of work and the meas-
ure of consumption, which had be-
come something like the linchpin of
the braking mechanism, not only
obstructed the growth of labour
productivity, but led to the distor-
tion of the principle of social
justice... A gradual erosion of the
ideological and moral values of our
people began.” )

How do you restore ideological
and moral values, fémove the brake
on productivity and ensure social
justice? No shameless bourgeois
could put it more bluntly than Gor-
bachev: give full play to the role of
profit. In fact, for Gorbacheyv, just
like any open worshipper of
capitalist relations, profit is not only
the mechanism but the very essence
of social justice.

There are two aspects to Gor-
bachev’s economic programme.
““The initial task of restructuring —
an indispensable condition, neces-
sary if it is to be successful — is to
‘wake up’ those people who have
fallen asleep.”’ This is to be done by
administering rude shocks to some
and sweet promises of success to
others. Here Gorbachev’s idea of
“‘social justice’’ has been well cap-
tured by the Labour-minded Guar-
dian in which Martin Walker
labeled it ‘‘the almost Thatcherite
strategy of squeezing wages and
raising prices and job mobility.”’
Perestroika, Gorbachev explains,
means °‘‘working an extra bit
harder.”’

But that is only the first part. The
other aspect, Gorbachev says, is
“the management system.’”’ ‘‘The
management system which took
shape in the thirties and forties be-
gan gradually to contradict the de-
mands and conditions of economic
progress. Its positive potential was
exhausted. It became more and
more of a hindrance, and gave rise
to the braking mechanism which did
us so much harm later...

“It was in these conditions that
a prejudiced attitude to the role of
commeodity-money relations and the



law of value under socialism deve-
loped, and the claim was often
made that they were opposite and
alien to socialism. All this was com-
bined with an underestimation of
profit-and-loss accounting, and
produced disarray in pricing, and a
disregard for the circulation of
money.

““In the new conditions the nar-
row democratic basis of the estab-
lished system of management began
to have a highly negative effect. Lit-
tle room was left for Lenin’s idea
of the working people’s self-
management. Public property was
gradually fenced off from its true
owner — the working man. This
property frequently suffered from
departmentalism and localism, be-
coming a no man’s land and free,
deprived of a real owner.”

By ‘‘commodity-money rela-
tions,’”’ Gorbachev is referring to
the exchange of commodities
(things produced to be sold rather
than for direct use), including
labour power, according to the
amount of socially necessary labour
time it takes to produce them. True,
this is a Marxist concept or
category; but Gorbachev’s reference
to it is like a thief justifying himself
with a quote from his indictment.
Marx considered commodity ex-
change the germ of all capitalist re-
Jations. When the USSR was
socialist, until Stalin’s death, a
“‘prejudiced attitude towards the
role of commodity-money rela-
tions’’ prevailed because the
supremacy of commodity-money
relations means the supremacy of
the bourgeoisie and all that the
Soviet masses fought to overthrow
and keep overthrown.

First of all, labour power ceased
to be a commodity. No longer was
it the case that proletarians could
eat only so long as they could sell
their labour power to enrich some
capitalist. Second, it is true that in
determining how other commodities
are to be exchanged, the victorious
proletariat can not simply abolish
the law of value that regulates
capitalism; but it must restrict it and
work to eliminate the basis for its
existence. The line and policies car-
ried out by the party — and the role
of the masses in the class struggle
around that line and policies — de-
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termine whether the results of the
proletariat’s labour are used against
the producers, to build up forces
and classes that stand against them,

or to build up the basis for eliminat- _

ing all class distinctions and every-
thing that corresponds to them, in
other words, to revolutionise socie-
ty and the world.

Because the proletariat cannot
simply abolish commodity- money
relations all at once, and because
the differences between classes and
other inequalities are so deeply
embedded that they require a whole
historical period to uproot, there is
the possibility of capitalism coming
back to life and turning socialism
into a hollow shell. No matter who
owns the means of production ju-
ridically (in name), the question re-
mains: whom, what class, does
production serve? The law of value
is not neutral. When it has the up-
per hand, wage labour (work for
wages) is wage slavery.

Capitalism is a ‘‘no man’s land”’
in a certain sense, in that the driv-
ing and determining force is not
anyone’s will, but rather capital’s
own ceaseless expansion. Men and
women can work and things can be
made only as long as that produces
a profit, while the results of their
labour enslave them, their class
brothers and sisters and whole na-
tions, producing misery, horror and
destruction. Capital, dead labour,
rules over the living. If the Soviet
leadership under Stalin hadn’t had
a “prejudiced attitude’ towards
‘‘profit-and-loss accounting,’’ what
would have been the difference be-
tween the USSR and its enemies?

" One can read a good bit of this
book before Gorbachev’s frequent
references to a ‘‘braking mechan-
ism’’ become clear. In the first
reference cited above, it seems to
refer to the attitude of workers
towards work; in the second refer-
ence it refers to the ‘““no man’s
land’’ created by “‘prejudiced atti-
tudes to the role of commodity-
money relations.’’ It turns out that
these are two sides of the same coin,
so to speak, because what Gor-
bachev proposes is to sharpen the
operation of the law of value in the
Soviet economy overall and -at the
same time to drive it in more dee-
ply in particular in relation to the

individual workers — resolving “‘so-
cial injustice’’ by fighting ‘‘wage
leveling’’ and “‘sponging’’ and ‘‘un-
earned bonuses’’ and “‘undeserved
incentives” ...in other words, by
unleveling wages (increasing polar-
isation) and forcing Soviet masses

to bow harder and lower to the

almighty rouble, both at work and
in the way decisions are made and

‘everything is organised at every

level.

This is what he means when he
says ‘‘Perestroika is the all- around
intensification of the Soviet
economy.’’

Gorbachev explains the new law
on state enterprises taking effect 1
January 1988: ‘‘the emphasis will be
shifted from primarily administra-
tive to primarily economic manage-
ment methods at every level, and
calls for extensive democratisation
of management, and the overall ac-
tivation of the human factor.

‘“The reform is based on dramat-
ically increased independence of en-
terprises and associations, their
transition to full self- accounting
and self-financing, and granting all
appropriate rights to work collec-
tives. They will now be fully respon-
sible for effective management and
end results. A collective’s profits
will be directly proportional to its
efficiency.”

‘“Self-accounting and self-
financing’’ and “‘independence’’
means that enterprises will expand
or go under according to their
profitability, which will play a more
open role than ever in determining
what gets made, where and how. (A
major Moscow consfruction com-

pany was reported to be the first

Soviet firm to go bankrupt under
these new measures. According to
Western estimates, a great many
more are in danger.) ‘‘Appropriate
rights’’ means more authority to en-
terprise managers, including in-
creased authority to hire and fire.
(Gorbachev calls this *‘the regroup-
ment of labour.’’) *“The overall ac-
tivation of the human factor’
means more rewards for manage-
ment at various- levels if they
“produce”’ a profit and wages for
producers more directly tied to the
profitability of the company they
work for and how much they
produce — although, of course,
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profitability means keeping down
the wage bill.. .

Along with these measures,
others include pricing reforms (be-
ginning under Stalin and still to
some extent today, some basic con-
sumption items are sold at less than
their cost); an increased role for
small businesses and individual
tradesmen; and steps to attract for-
eign investment.

‘““What is the main shortcoming
of the old economic machinery?”’
Gorbachev asks, and then he an-
swers, ‘It is above all the lack of in-
ner stimuli for self-development.”’
That ““inner stimulus’’ he proposes
is the same one so well known and
hated in the West: the ‘‘cash nexus”
standing at the heart of every social
relation and the all-around rule of
capital in every sphere of society.

It would be wrong to consider
that this reform is making the USSR’

more capitalist, Gorbachev tell us.
Once again there is some truth to
what he says. Even the most bla-
tantly ‘‘capitalist’> measure in the
reform laws coming into effect at
the beginning of 1988, the decision
to openly treat a large portion of the
means of production themselves as
commodities (so that capital is con-
centrated — including by one enter-
prise gobbling up another — more
strictly according to profitability) is
not, in itself, a decisive step, a
change between social systems. The
motive force behind planning, its
basic criterion, since Stalin’s death
and Khrushchev’s seizure of power,
has been the accumulation of capi-
tal, including its concentration in
the most profitable branches of
production and so on, despite the
evolving role of market forces since
that time. That concentration is
never, in any imperialist society,
purely determined by immediate
profit factors, but also by overall
considerations of monopoly and
empire. :

Perhaps it is analogous to com-
pare the USSR’s 1 January 1988
economic reform with the ‘‘privati-
sation’’ of British Telecom and
other UK industries, the sell-off of
state énterprises in France, the dis-
mantling of ATT and airline
deregulation and all that’s been as-
sociated with ‘“Reaganism’’ in the
U.S. This is no change of systems

but a matter of reorganising capi-
tal in the search for the fastest and
greatest profit in certain fields — in
the face of an overall deteriorating
economic situation imrall the imperi-
alist countries, and in a context
where the drive for the most rapid
technological advances cannot be
separated from preparations for
fighting and winning a nuclear war.

Does the Soviet ruling class real-
ly think it can solve its most basic
problems by adopting certain eco-
nomic reforms already current in
the West? Has the tremendous
fluidity of capital achieved by
Western finance resolved the
Western imperialists’ problems?
Apparently the solution to imperi-
alism’s economic problems does not
lie in the marketplace, even in the
marketplace for capital itself, or at
least in the world marketplace as it’s
presently divided. This cannot but
lead one to ask if the “‘solution,”’
East and West, might not lie in the
political and military sphere to
which various economic measures
are subservient?

It is not the case that nothing was
happening in the USSR in the seven-
ties and early eighties, Gorbachev
says: ‘““Not that that period should
be painted solely in dark colours...
Science, the economy and culture
continued to develop.”’ The coun-
try was, in fact, undergoing an
enormous military buildup, achiev-
ing strategic parity with the U.S.
and its bloc in that field, despite the
USSR’s much smaller economic
base. Its ability to continue that
buildup is inseparably linked with
perestroika.

II ‘“PERESTROIKA IS
A REVOLUTION”’

Gorbachev says that “‘perestroi-
ka is a revolution.” In fact, Gor-
bachev’s “‘revolution’’ is a
revolution upside-down.

For instance, even many cynical
defenders of the USSR consider its
gross class inequality embarrassing,
but Gorbachev is of the opposite
opinion: ““The widespread practice
of equalising has been one of the
prime deformities in the past few
decades.’’ Then he goes on to say,
““Only work -determines a citizen’s
real place in society, his social sta-
tus... What we value most is a

citizen’s contribution to the affairs
of the country.”’ This stand cannot
be allowed to pass as ““the princi-
ple of socialism’’ (*’from each ac-
cording to his ability, to each
according to his work’’) “‘firmly
translated into life.”” He is not refer-
ring to workers receiving pay in re-
lation to how much work they do.
He is talking about determining so-
ciafstatus and privilege according to
one’s place in relation to the
production process.

The bourgeoisie of any country
will always claim that those who
work more, get more and that this
is their guiding principle; often they
say this is what makes capitalism
truly just. In fact, what they all con-
ceal, including Gorbachev, is that
whether pay be determined by
wages or piece rate (or the “‘rate
plus bonus’’ system Gorbacheyv is so
proud of introducing), the deter-
mining factor in distribution is to be
found in ownership and other rela-
tions of production. After all, Gor-
bachev does not propose that those
“‘citizens’> who bend and lift all day
be paid more than those *‘citizens’’
who sit all day and plan other peo-
ple’s bending and lifting. Most im-
portantly, he is against any such
changes in how production is or-
ganised. He sees the division of
labour inherent in capitalist produc-
tion relations as part of the solu-
tion, not the problem.

At one point Gorbachev plays
what he must think is his ace in
East-West comparisons. ‘‘We will
believe in the democratic nature of
Western societies when their wor-
kers and office employees start
electing the owners of factories and
plants, bank presidents, etc., when
their media put corporations, banks
and their bosses under a barrage of
regular  criticism and start
discussing...””

Gorbachev is exaggerating. What
he’s talking about electing is some-
thing more like foreman and
managers, and not the real bosses,
the owners, the bourgeoisie at the
top of the Soviet party and state
who decide everything of impor-
tance. But éven so, even if workers
could elect their own bosses, boss-
es would be bosses and workers
would be workers and the ‘“‘inner
stimuli”’ of profit, the logic of .
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cial programmes. Once again under
the rubric of ‘‘democracy’’ what we
get is proof that the USSR has at-
tained world standards in ieander-
thalism. =

Gorbachev’s chapter on the ques-
tion of the minority nationalities in
the USSR is equally rabid. The na-
tionalities first freed by the October
Revolution and lately oppressed by
Russian domination have given rise
to much of the resistance to the
Soviet ruling class recently. (A
Western Sovietologist tells us that
glasnost -means that Moscow in-
tellectuals can sleep peacefully at
night, knowing that now the ranks
of political prisoners are being
swollen ‘‘mainly in distant Asian
republics’’ of the USSR.) Gor-
bachev demands that the minority
nationalities get off their ‘‘nation-
alist arrogance’’ and recognise that
‘‘the Russian nation played an out-
standing role in the solution of the
national question.”” He even cites
the United States as a positive ex-
ample of how relations between
different nationalities should be
solved, since in the U.S. today, peo-
ple are just ‘‘naturally’’ required to
speak English. Perhaps the Afro-
American, Mexican, Puerto Rican,
Chicano, Indian and other peoples
held in bondage in the U.S. could
erect a monument to the ““outstand-
ing role’’ played by white Anglos in
the “‘solution’’ of national op-
pression!

What this new Tsar’s concept of
“‘revolution’’ most resembles is the
old Tsars’ attempts to unleash reac-
tion among certain strata and ter-
ror among others — or the ‘““Reagan
revolution’’ or any one of a long
and terrible number of reactionary
offensives against the oppressed and
exploited.

IV “WE ARE A
SUPERPOWER”’

Gorbachev’s brief history of the
USSR seeks to make its revolution-
ary past serve its reactionary
present. What is good about Soviet
history is that it ‘‘brought formerly
backward Russia to the ‘right
place — the place the Soviet Un-
ion now occupies in human
progress.”” What place is that? “To-
day they say, some with admiration

and others w1th open hostility, that
we are a superpower"’

This is the point of view from
which he divides Soviet history into
‘‘great achievements, dramatic mis-
takes and tragic events.”’ His criter-
ia are worth analysing.

First there was the ‘‘October
revolution, an event that was a turn-
ing point in the thousand year his-
tory of our state.”’ So much for the
idea that the October revolution
smashed that thousand- year-old
state. So much for any mention of
exploiters, Oppressors, or imperi-
alists the naive reader might have
thought the October Revolution was
directed against. Gorbachev’s histo-
ry emphasises continuity, not over-
throw. (He also mentions the
‘‘thousand-year anniversary’’ of the
Russian Orthodox Church to be
marked by a grand state celebration
in 1988. These revisionists apparent-
ly need God’s help to bolster the
rule of Mammon.)

What was wrong with old Tsarist
Russia, you see, was that ‘‘industri-
alisation and the collectivisation of
agriculture was indispensable.’’ The
problem is viewed with bourgeois
eyes. Gorbachev calls the collectivi-
sation of agriculture ‘‘a great histor-
ic act,.the most important social
change since 1917, because it
provided “‘the social bases for up-
dating the agricultural sector of the
economy and made it possible to in-
troduce modern farming methods.”’
For Lenin and Stalin, collectivisa-
tion of agriculture was above all the
means by which a backward coun-
try with a predominantly peasant
economy could become socialist.

Gorbachev’s hatred for Stalin is
so complete that in this book he
never even mentions Stalin’s name
in dlscussmg the USSR during the
half of its history when Stalin was
its leader. Not even in the relatively
long section on the USSR’s defense
in World War 2 is Stalin allowed to
appear on Gorbachev’s stage. His
name comes up only twice: both
times praising Khrushchev for at-
tacking ‘‘the Stalin personality
cult.”

It seems possible that Gorbachev
makes so little mention of Stalin in
Perestroika because as yet there is
no consensus among the Soviet rul-
ing class about just how far (and far

back) to go in openly attacking Sta-
lin. Accounts of reactionary histor-
ical debates thriving in the USSR
under glasnost seem to indicate
differences as to whether Stalin

should be considered mainly

negative as of the mid-1930s, or the
later 1920s. But there can be no
doubt as to Gorbachev’s stand in
general. In his speech to the 2
November 1987 meeting of the
CPSU’s Central Committee, where
he is more explicit in settling ac-
counts with the party’s socialist
past, Gorbachev declared that the
““guilt of Stalin and his immediate
entourage’’ is ‘“‘enormous and un-
forgivable.”

What does Gorbachev cons1der
Stalin guilty of? His criticisms of
Stalin in the realm of theory could
not be more telling: in that speech,
Gorbachev attacks what he terms
Stalin’s ‘‘erroneous ‘theory’ of an
aggravation of the class struggle in
the course of socialist construc-
tion.”’ Gorbachev considers the
struggle against the bourgeoisie un-
der socialism impermissible; his is
the complete opposite of criticisms
Mae formulated of Stalin because
he did not ‘‘aggravate’ the class
struggle enough.

Khrushchev’s ‘‘Great Contribu-
tions’’ and Lenin’s ‘“Method”’

For Gorbachev the best thing
since the October Revolution was its
undoing. He labels the 1956 20th
Congress of the CPSU ‘‘a major
landmark in our history’’ which
“made a great contribution to the
theory and practice of socialist con-
struction.”” To the destruction of
socialism would be more accurate.

That party congress consolidated
Khrushchev’s pre-eminence as the
leader of the new bourgeoisie and
marked the beginning of the split in
the international communist move-
ment between emerging Soviet revi-
sionism and the Marxist-Leninists
led by Mao Tsetung. Khrushchev
announced that the dictatorship of
the proletariat in the Soviet Union
was finished, to be replaced by “‘the
state of the whole people.”” The
party of the proletariat, purged of
most of its proletarian leaders and
many menibers, was to be trans-
formed into “‘the party of the whole



people.’’ These ‘theoretical’’ con-
tributions and the practical meas-
ures to dismantle the socialist
organisation of Soviet society con-
secrated by the 20th Congress would
not have been possible without that
Congress’s most infamous feature,
Khrushchev’s denunciation of Sta-
lin and complete renunciation of his
heritage.

Gorbachev has a few criticisms to

make of Khrushchev’s “‘subjectivist
methods” and ‘‘improvisation’’ in
economic management. We’re told
that Khrushchev’s removal from
office and the 1965 economic re-
form which “‘aimed at improving
the mechanism of economic activi-
ty in industry and construction with
emphasis on profit’’ represented ‘‘a
new stage”’ in the process, despite
the fact that ‘‘the substantial
though temporary effect’’ of its
measures ‘‘petered out,”’ giving rise
“to stagnation and retardation in
the country.”’ The revisionist bour-
geoisie’s search for new forms
through which to satisfy its interests
has been a long one. But it is ap-
propriate that Gorbachev recognises
and praises the turning point that
Khrushchev represented, and that
he sees himself as Khrushchev’s suc-
cessor, not Stalin’s. Stalin was a
Leninist; Gorbachev is an imposter.
Given all this, the reasons behind
Gorbachev’s call for a return to
“Lenin’s heritage and methods’’ re-
quire some analysis, and all the
more because this call stands in ap-
parent contrast with Gorbachev’s
style of barely pretending to be a
Marxist and preferring to clothe
himself in Western-style rhetoric.
Lenin is portrayed as flexible,
realistic, unbound by formulas or
dogma. (This is especially the case
in Gorbachev’s speech on party his-
tory, which focuses on Lenin’s abil-
ity to lead the party through abrupt
changes in the situation and in line.)
All this is true, but rather one-sided.
Lenin’s realism and flexibility was
in the single-minded service of the
interests of the world proletariat; his
application and development of
Marxist principles went hand in
hand with his struggle to demarcate
between Marxism and revisionism.
If the man is presented as flexible
and creative without regard to the
question of flexible and creative for
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what, then all we get is a portrait of
a modern and successful business
executive who happened to be Rus-
sian. Since the old Russian bour-
geoisie never really emerged from
the Tsar’s shadow and the new
bourgeoisie has had so little to brag
about, it should not be surprising
that they have had to try to recast
Lenin as the father of modern
Russia.

Gorbachev insists that he has
been helped by “‘Lenin’s works, es-
pecially his last.” It seems he
doesn’t consider Lenin’s analyses of
imperialism, the state, the party, the
tasks of revolution, revisionism or
philosophy to- be relevant. What
Gorbachev singles out is ‘“‘Lenin’s
valuable ideas on management and
self-management, profit-and-loss
accounting, and the linking of pub-
lic and personal interests,”” — ideas
which he accuses Lenin’s successors
of having ‘‘failed to apply and de-
velop properly.”’ Even in this most
limited sense he is not trying to bor-
row Lenin’s ideas but only his- man-
tle in order to have something to
cover up naked social-imperialism.

During the early 1920s, after a
revolution and three years of civil
war and battles against 14 invading
powers, at a time when large-scale
industry in the USSR had ceased to
exist, when peasants couldn’t be
persuaded to sell their crops because
there was nothing for them to spend
the money on, at a time when the
only way of keeping everyone from
starving was for the Red Army to
go to the countryside and haul away
the peasants’ surplus grain whether
they liked it or not, Lenin deter-
mined that ‘‘a strategic retreat,”’ a
‘‘reverting to capitalism to a certain
extent’’ was the only choice facing
the ruling proletariat, if it wanted
to preserve its political rule. It had
to hire some former bourgeois fac-
tory owners and experts and func-
tionaries because the proletariat had

not yet had the slightest training in -

any of these fields. In fact, the few
industries still going were filled with
bourgeois and petit bourgeois riff-
raff seeking an excuse to avoid go-
ing to the fronts where the political-
ly advanced workers were offering
their lives for the world revolution.

Lenin had the highest hopes in
the advance of the world revolution

throughout Europe; he had been
willing to risk the Russian;revolu-
tion in its cause. But when the
revolutionary tide temporarily
receded and broader advance
proved temporarily impossible, Le-
nin was determined to consolidate
the proletarian revolution in Russia,
for the sake of the world revolution,
even if the economic conditions for
socialism did not yet exist there. The
proletariat could first seize power
and then create such conditions, he
said. Further, Lenin was extremely
specific and careful not to label
these economic measures as so-
cialist. As he said, the name ‘“Un-
ion of Soviet Socialist Republics”’
was to be taken as a declaration of
intent and not as a description of
the then prevailing economic
system. -

All this flexibility, creativity, etc.,
came from a fanatical devotion to
the cause of the world proletariat.
What Gorbachev would take from
Lenin is not that, of course, but just
a few superficial quotes turned in-
side out. He doesn’t even really ex-
amine Lenin’s writings on this
subject nor his specific policies,
since after dll Lenin’s whole pur-
pose was to develop state capitalism
in such a way as to permit a transi-
tion to a socialist economy, and that
was reflected in all Lenin’s thinking
and measures.

“From Each According
_ to His Ability”’

Material incentives will still exist
under socialism to varying degrees
in various periods; in f4ct, during
the whole historical period of social-
ism the principle ‘‘to each accord-
ing to his work’ (known as
bourgeois right) can be restricted,
but not yet eliminated. It must be
restricted, as Mao summarised in
his analysis of the historical ex-
perience of building socialism, be-
cause the inequalities and vestiges of
the social divisions of the old socie-
ty are the ground on which new
polarisations and new potential ex-
ploiters will constantly and cease-
lessly appear. You could say, using
Gorbachev’s terminology, that Mao
leaned towards ‘‘wage-leveling’’; a
more profound point is that instead
of portraying pay according to work
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as the supreme justice, as though
universal piece-rate were mankind’s
highest goal, he saw the importance
of tearing up a// the inequalities left
over from the old class society.

The same is true of commodity
relations in general, which, Mao
said, persisted but had to be subor-
dinated to ““politics in command.”’
This is why Mao gave so much im-
portance to worker and peasant
involvement in ‘‘affairs of state’’
and to the party and its line and
policies as the key arena of struggle
between the proletariat and the
bourgeoisie, as well as to the revolu-
tionisation of the relations of
production, including the relations
between people in production.

What Mao learned from Lenin,
and further developed, was the un-
derstanding that the enthusiasm of
the producers was the most impor-
tant factor in increasing production,
even though material incentives
(specifically paying more for more
work) in various forms and to vari-
ous degrees would be necessary for
a long time. That’s why Mao point-
edly recalled that in Marx’s concep-
tion of ‘‘from each according to his
ability, to each according to his
work,”’ the first thing was the en-
thusiasm of the workers. As Mao
said, if everyone needs material in-
centives, then who paid Lenin to
lead the revolution?

Different things make different
classes enthusiastic. Even the bour-
geoisie combines the sticks and car-
rots of wage slavery with
occasionally successful efforts to
stif the enthusiasm of its workers
without any direct promise of im-
mediate material gain (for example,
during war). Socialism’s ability to
do so on an incomparably more
profound level and vast scale is due
to its liberation of the means of
production, including, above all,
the producers themselves, from the
chains that bind them. This means
not only from bourgeois rule and
bourgéois property relations, but
also their step by step liberation
from all bourgeois relations, ideas,
customs and culture.

As Mao wrote, in criticizing a
Soviet economics textbook that ap-
peared after Stalin’s death,
find a discussion of the rights
labour enjoys but no discussion of
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its right to run the state, the vari-
ous enterprises, education and cul-
ture. Actually, this is labour’s
greatest right under socialism, the
most fundamental right, without
which there is no right to work, for
an education, to vacations, etc. The
paramount issue for socialist
democracy is: does labour have the
right to subdue the various an-
tagonistic forces and their in-
fluence? For example, who controls
things like newspapers, journals,
broadcast stations, the cinema?
Who criticises?”’ (A Critique of
Soviet Economics, Monthly Review

‘we - Press, New York and London,

1977.)
This is a question that could be

i/

posed to glasnost Gorbachev. He
has not invented anything very new,
and Mao’s contributions continue
to expose him. Gorbachev’s USSR
can only dream of achieving the
economic growth rates produced in
revolutionary China by the ap-
proach Mao called “‘grasp revolu-
tion, promote production,’”’ or
those of the USSR itself under the
leadership of Stalin. The ‘‘inner
stimulus”’ of profit is not so power-
ful after all.

In reading Gorbachev’s com-
ments on Lenin, one is reminded of
another work of Lenin’s, one of
many that the Gorbachevs of this
world never refer to because they
and theirsilk are the target. Lenin
described “‘an international striving
on the part of the bourgeois theore-
ticians to kill Marxism with ‘‘kind-
ness,’ to crush it in their embraces,
kill it with a feigned acceptance of
‘all’ the ‘truly scientific’ aspects of
Marxism except its ‘agitational,’
¢ demagogic,” ‘Blanquist-utopian’
aspect. In other words, they take
from Marxism all that is acceptable
to the liberal bourgeoisie, including
the struggle for reforms, the class
struggle (without the proletarian
dictatorship), the “general recogni-
tion’ of ‘socialist ideals’ and the
substitution of a ‘‘new order’ for
capitalism; they cast aside ‘only’
the living soul of Marxism, ‘only’
its revolutionary content.’’ (‘‘The
Collapse of the Second Interna-
tional ’)

V IS PERESTROIKA WHAT
THE WORLD NEEDS?

What is perestroika for? In fact, -
what is the USSR for — what cause,
exactly, is Gorbachev trying to ac-
complish and rally others around?

Determined to enlighten the
credulous, Gorbachev sternly ex-
plains, ‘“We will proceed towards
better socialism rather than away
from it. We are saying this honest-
ly, without trying to fool our own
people or the world. Any hopes that
we will begin to build a different,
non-socialist society and go over to
the other camp are unrealistic and
futile. Those in the West who expect
us to give up socialism will be dis-
appointed. It is high time they un-
derstood this, and, even more



importantly, proceeded from that
understanding in practical relations
with the Soviet Union.”’ (Emphasis
added — AWTW.)

Part of Gorbachev’s argument
here is circular, and part isn’t. Both
parts are imperialist.

The circular part is Gorbachev’s
definition of socialism: ‘“More so-
cialism means a more dynamic pace
and creative endeavour, more or-
ganisation, law and order, more
scientific methods and initiative in
economic management, efficiency
in administration, and a better and
richer material life for the people.”’
What’s the difference between his
definition of ‘‘socialism’’ and most
capitalists’ definition of capitalism?
Gorbachev’s basic premise is that
socialism is whatever the USSR
does, or, to put it another way, that
his camp is the good one. But his
description of ‘‘more socialism’’ is
a description of imperialism, which
long ago organised production on
an extensive scale and subordinat-
ed science and technology to
capital.

The part about never ‘‘going over
to the other camp’’ is not tautalog-
ical. It is the essence of Gorbachev’s
argument. Whatever changes in
Soviet society Gorbachev may pro-
pose, he cannot emphasise enough
that the USSR will still be the
USSR: a great power, one of two
superpowers, and a contender for
world hegemony.

His appeal on the home front is
blunt: ‘“The Soviet people are con-
vinced,”’ Gorbachev says, ‘‘that as
a result of perestroika and
democratisation the country will be-
come richer and stronger.”’ -

Glasnost is a political measure to
serve that end. In a word, Gor-
bachev says, it means ‘‘more social-
ism,”’ and ‘‘more socialism means
more patriotism and aspiration to
noble ideas, more active civic con-
cern about the country’s internal af-
fairs and about their positive
influence on international affairs.”

Glasnost means patriotism; ‘‘no-
ble ideas’ mean ‘‘civic concern’’
for profit and Soviet “‘internation-
al influence.”’ Let us translate here,
now that we’ve found the Rosetta
stone for Gorbachev’s language:
more glasnost means more imperi-
alism. As Lenin said, in modern
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times, nothing, absolutely nothing,
can be done without the masses —
and he was referring to imperialism
and its mobilisation of part of the
masses for war. That’s what glas-
nost is for. .

““The Last Thing
We Want to Do”’

What is this ‘“influence on inter-
national affairs’’? Gorbachev de-
votes half his book to it and ends
it by declaring that the whole world
needs restructuring. What he finds
to be wrong with it is worth examin-
ing in detail.

The first thing to point out is
that the division of the world into
oppressed and oppressor nations is
not what Gorbachev finds objec-
tionable.

Gorbachev says, ‘“While we do
not approve the character of the
current relations between the West
and the developing countries, we do
not urge that they be disrupted.”
““We do not pursue goals inimical
to Western interests.”” He declares
that the USSR recognises how im-
portant ‘‘the Middle East, Asia, La-
tin America, other Third World
regions and also South Africa are
for American and Western Europe-
an economies, in particular as raw
material sources. To cut those links
is the last thing we want to do, and
we have no desire to provoke rup-
tures in historically formed, mutu-
al economic interests.’’

Of course, no one can claim that
those relations are equally ‘‘mutu-
al.”’” Gorbachev himself recognises
that the “‘gap is widening rather
than narrowing.”” So he mentions
the idea of a ‘‘new world economic
order’’ that he says came out of a
conversation with French President
Mitterand: ‘‘if the enterprise is to
function effectively,’’ he argues, it
is imperative that employees’ in-
comes are guaranteed, and, despite
their low level, are sufficient. The
capitalist is forced to do this, realis-
ing that in doing so he is ensuring
himself profit today and tomorrow.
But capitalism taken as a whole,
represented by the Western coun-
tries, does not want to understand
even this simple truth in its relations
with its former colonies.’’

This analogy is truly amazing. It

is capitalism’s own argument that
self-interest obliges the capitalists to
provide for their workers; it is
Adam Smith, not Karl Marx speak-
ing. It is an argument for wage slav-
ery, not its overtlirow. It is a lie that
becomes a thousand times more evil
when applied to the countries in the
grip of foreign monopoly capital,
for imperialism’s superprofits in
these countries are obtained precise-

ly because of the supermisersy of .

the masses, and if there has been
some improvement in the living
standards of some workers in the
imperialist countries, it is on the ba-
sis of these superprofits. ‘

But this topic — the immiseration
of three-quarters of humanity — is
only of passing interest to Gor-
bachev. He spends about as much
time on it as it would take to sign
a condolence card. He spends a bit
more time offering some specific
deals to °“‘stablise’’ the present
world set-up. ‘

Latin America is for the U.S., as
long as it allows the Soviets to have
some internal influence within cer-
tain regimes (Nicaragua) and exter-
nal -with others (Mexico,

“Argentina): “U.S. right-wing forces

and propaganda portray our in-
terest in Latin America as an inten-
tion to engineer a series of socialist
revolutions there. Nonsense! The
way we have behaved for decades
proves that we don’t plan anything
of the kind.”’ He makes even less of
Africa, where again he basically
concedes to Western dominance
while asserting Soviet interests in re-
lation to several regimes and its con-
tacts with -others, as well as its
particular ties with the ANC in
South Africa. In these regions, the
Soviets are mainly engaged in build-
ing up positions for the future.
In the Middle East Gorbachev
sees more of an opening for a Soviet
thrust, although not yet a decisive
one: ‘‘We are not bent on elbowing
the U.S. out of the Middle East —
that is simply unrealistic. But the
United States should not commit it-
self to unrealistic goals either.”
What has the USSR got to offer?
Protection for imperialism’s
keystone in the region: he insists
that only the USSR has the power
to guarintee Israel’s existence, in
exchange for increased Soviet par-
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ticipation in the Mideast. As for
Afghanistan, that’s the Soviet’s
sphere of influence: ‘‘American in-
terference delays the withdrawal of
our troops.”’ The U.S. makes a
similar argument about ‘“‘Soviet in-

- terféfence’’ requiring U.S. military

intervention in Central America,
with just as much justification.

When Gorbachev speaks of
‘“realism,”’ it is a threat, a throw-
ing down of the gauntlet and not a
retreat. He forthrightly challenges
the U.S.-led empire and U.S.-
leadership over other imperialist
powers in those areas he considers
most immediately strategic and ac-
cessible.

The first is ‘‘the Asian-Pacific
region’’ which, he points out, in-
cludes ‘‘the USSR, the U.S., In-
dia, China, Japan, Vietnam,
Mexico and Indonesia ... Canada,
the Philippines, Australia and New
Zealand.”’ The USSR, Gorbachev
declares, is ‘‘an Asian country’’ and
“‘due account’’ must be taken of its
interests‘Weare against this region
as being somebody’s domain.’’ But

‘it already is somebody else’s do-

main. He is against this ‘‘almost
half the globe’’ being the domain of
the U.S. and its allies, including
Japan, for the same reasons that
Japan opposed U.S. and British
domination of a smaller slice of the
Pacific during the last world war.

The second is Europe, which gets
the lion’s share of Gorbachev’s at-
tention in this book: ‘‘If the world
needs new relations, Europe needs
them above all.” “‘Some in the West
are trying to exclude the Soviet Un-
ion from Europe.’’ But ‘“We are
Europeans.’’ (In point of fact, ge-

ographically speaking, the USSR in--

cludes both Europeans and Asians.

‘«“We’’ means Russians. But he is

not talking about geography.)
Here, as elsewhere, he combines

" an abstract metaphor with a few

modest proposals. He ambles
through a long panegyric to ‘‘our
common European home,’’ com-
paring Europe to a condominium
apartment house (where the U.S. is
not a legitmate résident). ‘“‘Every
apartment in the ‘European home’
has the right to protect itself against
burglars, but it must do so without
destroying its neighbours’
property,”’ he warns — meaning

that any war on the European con-
tinent would be fatal to Europe’s
proprietor class. It is only ““together
and collectively’”> — i.e., with
proper consideration for the con-
do’s biggest proprietor — that ‘“Eu-
ropeans can save their home,
protect it against a conflagration
and other calamities, make it better
and safer, and maintain it in proper
order.”’

It is not true, as Gorbachev
claims, that the U.S. ‘‘abducted”
Europe; they eloped for mutual
benefit. He is only flattering Euro-
pean imperialism in order to woo it,
or at least to woo certain strata in
these countries. That’s why he
praises ‘“Western European intellec-
tuals’’ for standing up for ‘‘inher-
ently human European culture”
against ‘‘the onslaught of ‘mass
culture’ from across the Atlantic,”’
a ‘‘primitive revelry of violence and
pornography.’’ (The U.S. may be a
star pupil, but Europe started ens-
laving Africans, slaughtering Indi-
ans, massacring Asians, and
generally carrying out war, terror

-and genocide for hundreds of years

before Rambo.)

Gorbachev is not, for now,
demanding that Europe evict its un-
couth partner, only seeking a cer-
tain loosening of ties between some

.Buropean countries and the U.S.,

and a shift towards more direct

.Soviet influence in Western Europe.

His vision has both a present and
future tense. When he deplores the
post-WW2 division of Europe, he is
both recognising it and offering a
long-term claim to its redivision.
(For instance, he offers both recog-
nition and doubt about Germany’s
post-WW 2 division, as if to say, my
Germany is permanent and yours
longs to be reunited with it.)

His method is to mix a little in-
centive and a big threat. He extends
‘‘understanding”” for nuclear-armed
F.‘rance and Britain’s ““national pres-
tige and grandeur’’ but “‘it’s known
for a fact that if a nuclear war were
to break out these weapons would
only invite strikes and have no other
real significance.”” He warns Eu-
rope that it is part of NATO and if
an American military intervention
such as the U.S. air raid on Libya
were to involve an attack on one of
the Warsaw Pact countries, ‘“This

is war! The responsibility of all this
has immeasurably increased in our
nuclear age.”’ Even in a convention-
al war, he warns, Europe’s many
atomic reactors could be bombed
and wipe out Europe.

The USSR and the U.S., with
their ‘‘colossal military, including
nuclear arsenal’’ are ‘‘the most seri-
ous reality in today’s world,’’ he
warns. Western Europe had better
recognise the interests of its neigh-
bouring ‘‘serious reality’’ "or its
house will burn down.

It should not be concluded that
just because Gorbachev’s most
powerful argument for European
cooperation is nuclear, the USSR
is trying to conquer Europe.
The USSR is not in a pdsition to de-
velop the same economic ties with
Western Europe as the U.S., but the
relations it seeks are not fundamen-
tally different. He explains,
‘““Western European states, like the
Soviet Union and other socialist
countries, have broad ties with the
Third World, and could pool their
efforts to facilitate its development.
Such are, by and large, the impera-
tives of a pan-European policy de-
termined by the interests and
requirements of Europe as an in-
tegrated whole.”’ (Gorbachev uses
the same image in referring to Asi-
an “‘security’’ as ‘‘building a house,
with each of us putting a brick or
two in its walls.”’)

To the USSR’s fellow ‘‘serious
reality,”” the United States, Gor-
bachev has a similar offer, though
in a ‘‘realistic’’ spirit. He once
asked Gary Hart, he says, ‘““Can’t
America offer a different policy to
developing countries than the one it
pursues today? The U.S. can do
much to build new interstate rela-

‘tions, and lose nothing economical-

ly in the process. On the contrary,
America stands to gain from that.
Why should the United States reject
the opportunity as if it doesn’t see
on which side its bread is
buttered?”’

Again, the ‘‘new economic ord-
er’’: why doesn’t the U.S. just wise
up and treat the ‘‘developing coun-
tries’’ better? There is something of
an appeal to some imperialist-
dependent forces in these countries
here, for there is certainly a hint
that if the U.S. doesn’t wise up on
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its own the USSR might make it do
so. But more fundamentally, this is
an appeal to American imperialism
itself, or at least to some U.S. im-
perialists. The USSR doesn’t seek to
make the U.S. ‘‘lose economical-
ly.”” The U.S. can’t deal with the
“‘powderkeg’’ of the oppressed na-
tions alone. If it knows ‘“‘on which
side its bread is buttered,’’ why not
‘‘join hands with us’’? The bread is
buttered on the imperialist side and
the USSR is ‘‘realistic’’ enough to
offer to let the U.S. keep it.

The image of a ‘“‘condominium’’
is profoundly true. The USSR does
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not seek to ‘‘disrupt’’ the West’s ex-
ploitation of the oppressed coun-
tries. It seeks a greater share in it.
What the Soviet Union challenges is
the U.S.’s chairmanship of imperi-
alism’s worldwide ‘‘condominium’’
which includes not only the apart-
ment buildings but the vast back-
ward areas of the world that are
especially profitable for the absen-
tee owners. But ‘‘the last thing we
want to do”’ is to tear down the
whole reactionary edifice. What is
this ‘‘condominium’’ metaphor
about, if not a redivision of the
world while preserving imperialist
relations?

Is it impossible to conceive of a
situation, especially on the eve_of

war or in the course of it, where .

some European imperialists might
decide that they’d rather keep the
house and gardens then get blown
up trying to oust their Soviet neigh-
bours? Or even that Gorbachev’s
proposals might find an ear among
some American imperialists, espe-
cially under dramatic circum-
stances?

Gorbachev forbids us to believe
“‘the traditional notion’’ that war is
a continuation of politics by other
means. Anyone who insists that it’s
still so, Gorbacheyv says, is ‘‘hope-
lessly out of date” and a war-
monger. Maybe he insists on this so
much because at every turn, even in
the pages of this book, it’s hard to
avoid getting a glimpse of what po-
litics a war between the two blocs,
even a nuclear war, would be a con-
tinuation of.

“A Richer and Stronger USSR”

To understand what he’s really
saying about world war, you have
to put together different, apparently
contradictory assertions, because
Gorbachev wants to play the dove
while making the USSR’s rivals
tremble.

“The fundamental principle of
the new political outlook is very
simple: nuclear war cannot be a
means of achieving political, econo-
mic, ideological or any other goals.
This conclusion is truly revolution-
ary, for it means discarding the
traditional notions of war and
peace.’’ This part’s the smile. He
means you (Western Europe,

Japan, even the U.S.) can’t achieve
your goals in a war with us.

Then there’s the other side, the
teeth: ‘‘Some people say that the
ambitious goals set forth by the
policy of perestroika in our ¢oun-
try have prompted the peace
proposals we have made recently in
the international arena. This is an
oversimplification,”’ Gorbachev
warns in the beginning of his book.
Towards the end he returns to this
theme: ‘“We would not beg for
peace. We had more than once
responded to challenges and would
do so again.” What else can
““respond to the challenges’’ mean
in this context except waging and
winning a world war?

A nuclear war would be the
U.S.’s fault, because ““The U.S. sets
the tone’’ for the arms race. But the
Soviet Union can win it. His
detailed descriptions of the devasta-
tion the USSR quickly overcame in
the wake of WW 2 are as pointed
as his remark that “not a single ene-
my bomb was dropped and not a
single enemy shot was heard on the
U.S. mainland’’ that time. ‘“The
Soviet Union emerged from the Se-
cond World War in a very difficult

condition... Nevertheless, we suc- .-

ceeded in restoring what had been
destroyed, in building up our eco-
nomic potential and in confidently
tackling our defensive tasks. Is this
not a lesson for the future?”’

The West, Gorbachev writes,
““must first of all get rid of the de-

- lusion that the Soviet Union needs

disarmament more than the West
and that just a little pressure could
make us renounce the printiple of
equality [in armaments]. We will
never do that.”” Why not, unless
your aim, just like that of your
rivals, is world hegemony?
““Political goals,’”” Gorbachev
writes, ‘‘are more important than
economic goals.’’ Here he is refer-
ring to ‘‘normalising Soviet-

- American relations,’’ and his point

is that the USSR does not seek to
do business with the West mainly
for the money. He is telling the
truth. The same thing could be said
for perestroika: the goals put for-
ward by Gorbachev go far beyond
a certain amount of domestic eco-
nomic restructuring.~They are as
global as they are reactionary.

WSIDLLIID 40 NOdVIM FHL






The Soviets sought to use the sta-
lemate to maintain their existing
inroads and to expand their
influence with both sides. For the
Soviets, the ongoing war also meant
that the potential of the Islamic
Republic to intervene in the Afgha-
nistan war had considerably dimi-
nished, and that the Russian
occupation troops and the Kabul
puppet government would not have
to worry much about the western
borders of Afghanistan or the Isla-
mic Republic’s aid to the reactio-
nary Islamic opposition groups.
During this period the Islamic
Republic’s financial and military
support of these groups was consi-
derably reduced.

As for their public position
before the world, however, both
imperialist blocs insisted on their
“neutrality’’ on the war. ‘‘Anti-
war’’ statements were submitted to
various councils, though not meant
to be approved. So while ships and
planes from every part of the world
headed towards the Gulf, filled with
the weapons needed to carry on the
bloodbath, while U.S.-made poison
gas was used against thousands —
in the 1980s! — the imperialists of
both blocs pretended that the war
was ‘‘irrational,’”” the work of
‘“‘crazy mullahs’’ and didn’t really
have anything to do with them at
all. News of the horrendous events
of the war was simply relegated to
a few sentences on the back pages
— the “‘forgotten war.”’

The process of the last seven or
so years has proven that it was not
the Khomeini regime or any of its
factions that prevented the U.S. or
USSR from filling the ‘‘power
vacuum.” Two major obstacles
kept the Iranian regime from slip-
ping smoothly into the camp of
either of the two blocs: first, the
revolutionary, anti-imperialist
upheaval in Iran, and second, the
fierce rivalry between the blocs
themselves. Indeed, Iran never
really severed its ties with the West.
It was the USSR which would not
accept any decisive comeback by the
U.S. into Iran. In fact, what is por-
trayed as Khomeini's anti-East,
anti-West stance always meant pro-
both East and West.

Though the sensitivity of the
situation in the Gulf and especially
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the Iran-Iraq war imposed a certain
prudence on both blocs, the pres-
sure of the deep worldwide crisis all
the imperialists confront compelled
them to push ahead with bigger,
more effective measures ta fill the
power- vacuum, before their rival
did. High-stakes gambling and risky
manceuvres became plausible stra-
tegies for each bloc.

Gulf: Focal Point of
International Contradictions

In the winter of 1985, Islamic
Republic forces occupied the Fao
peninsula in a surprise attack. This
took the Iraqi army completely una-
ware and seems to have astonished
international observers as well.
After these operations known as
“Al-fajr 8 and 9,”” the Iranian
authorities confidently repeated that
the year 1365 (1985-86) would be the
year of victory over Iraq and thus
the end of the war. A top Iraqi offi-
cial pointed out in an interview with
the Washington Post in late autumn
1986, ‘‘In this period, the United
States has given us misleading infor-
mation on the makeup and mobility
of the Iranian forces, and this led
to the successes of Iran.”” At the

same time, in order to prevent the '

possible defeat or even serious wea-
kening of Iraq, the American and
Israeli authorities had taken into
account the means for preserving a
balance: ‘“In one of the last mee-
tings before the trip to Tehran, it

was proposed that the question of-

selling arms to Iraq be studied and
that the balance of forces — which
might have been disturbed by the
delivery of missiles to Iran — be
preserved.”’®

In the early days of 1987, the Isla-
mic Republic started ‘‘Operation
Karballa 4 and 5°° along the sou-
thern front with the intention of
approaching and surrounding
Basra. Using the TOW anti-aircraft
missiles just received from the U.S.,
the Islamic Republic stopped the
counterattack of the Iraqi air force
and, using the missiles supplied
them by China, bombarded civilian
areas of Iraq. In this period much

of the Western media talked of the .

possibility of the war ending with
the victory of Iran and the fall of
the Saddam Hussein regime. At the

same time a special conference of
the heads of the Islamic countries
took place in Kuwait, only a few
kilometres from the fighting, and
asked for the aid of the American
Navy to guarantee the security of
the conference! U.S. authorities
even talked of the possibility of
bombing the front lines of the Ira-
nian forces in case they posed a
serious threat to Basra. Imperialist
analysts began to say that the Iran-
Iraq war was witnessing a new
round of fighting but a continued
impasse. In fact, the Iranian offen-
sive on Basra was halted. The
balance of forces between Iran and
Iraq was fundamentally unchanged.
The Gulf war continued, now cha-
racterised by exchanges of artillery
fire, air strikes against tankers and
commercial ships and some scatte-
red operations on the northern
front.

But ‘“‘new’’ players, previously
behind the scenes, began to step out
and take direct action — an event
that signalled that the intensifica-
tion of the fighting during Opera-
tion Karballa 4 and 5 was not the
peak of the Gulf war but a prelude
tq. future explosive scenes. U.S. and
Soviet naval forces began manceu-
vres in the Mediterranean Sea.
Nuclear-equipped U.S. warships,
including an aircraft carrier, set out
from Spain towards Lebanon, and
the Sixth Fleet was positioned near
the Straits of Hormuz. A U.S. batt-
leship left Subic Naval Base in the
Philippines and set out for the wes-
tern part of the Indian Ocean.
Soviet submarines appeared in the
waters of the Arabian Sea, and the
Kiev aircraft carrier began a patrol
of the Mediterranean which took
Western military experts by sur-
prise. A Pentagon spokesman,
acting as if all these were everyday
occurrences, stated, ‘“We’re doing
what we have to so as to have what
we need at hand.”

Western and Eastern imperialists

were simultaneously talking about

the necessity of *‘security’’ in the
Gulf and “‘freedom of navigation”’
of commercial shipping in the
waters of the region. At the same
time, Iraq was advised to attack tan-
kers carrying Iranian oil, a propo-
sal reiterated in consecutive articles
in the Economist. On the other
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hand the reactionaries ruling China
today provided the Islamic Republic
with Silkworm missiles, with the
tacit approval of U.S. imperialism.
Italy provided Tehran with mines.
From the spring of 1987 onwards
the developmient of events in the
Gulf region accelerated. A “‘stale-
mate’’ was no longer on the agenda
of the U.S. imperialists; rather, they
tried to heat things up and push
developments to a higher level.
First in the spring of 1987 the
reactionary and lackey regime of
Kuwait asked the U.S., Soviets and
Britain to protect its commercial
shipping in the Gulf with their naval
forces. The Soviets. immediately
declared their willingness; the Rea-
gan administration stated the neces-
sity to support and protect friendly
Kuwait in the face of ‘‘the danger
of Iranian expansionism and aggres-
sion.”’ After the U.S. military ves-
sel the Stark was hit on 17 May 1987
by Iraqi jet fighters, the U.S.
government declared its decision to
“reflag’® Kuwait’s ships and take
them under their protection, in
order to ‘‘maintain security and
calm in the Gulf*’ and ““in its own
interests.”’ - Small-scale hostilities
and suspicious attacks on various
commercial ships and warships, as
well as the mining of waters where
British, American and Soviet wars-
hips patrolled, provided new pre-
texts for the more  extensive
presence of imperialist forces in the
region. Today the Gulf waters are
full of nuclear warships; ‘‘with
about 30 U.S. Navy ships in the
region operating alongside at least
as many naval vessels from West
European nations and the Soviet
Union, the Gulf and its nearby
waters sometimes appear as choc-
ked with warships as a pond with
water lilies.””® As the Committee of
the RIM stated: ‘“The various
powers are each pursuing their par-
ticular imperialist interests, as mem-
bers of two opposing blocs; the
target has been control of the Gulf
itself, and the Gulf in turn could be
key to who controls the world.”
Thesé power projections are speci-
fically part of all-around prepara-
tions of the two blocs on the global
scale to unleash a far greater crime
than the Gulf war against humanity,
a third war for the redivision of the

world. -

‘In addition, the U.S. imperialists
have given particular responsibility
to the Turkish government in rela-
tion to preserving the interests of
the Western bloc in the region, acti-
vating the Turkish army as the sou-
thern arm of NATO in the east of
Turkey — and expanding its radius
of action to include parts of Iraq
and the Iran-Turkey border area.
The agreement between Iraq and
Turkey permiting Turkish forces to
enter Iraq within 50 kilometres of
the border was a pretext for legiti-
mising the stationing of Turkish
troops in northeastern Iraq at the
Iranian border. In this way the U.S.
is stepping up the military capacity
at its disposal and preparing to
ensure the success of possible direct
military intervention in the Gulf
region.

Also, the U.S. is using the Gulf
crisis to forge an important local
army from its lackey states in the
region. King Hussein of Jordan has
several times offered to station a
Middle Eastern ‘‘peacekeeping’’
force to be stationed in the Iran-
Iraq border area after the “‘imposi-
tion of peace’’ between the bellige-
rents. Recently Egypt has offered to
contribute 15,000 troops to a pro-
posed Arab force to defend the Gulf
states threatened with being drawn
into the war. President Hosni
Mubarak of Egypt and King Hus-
sein discussed such a force in early
December in Cairo.'° The offer has
been welcomed by the Arab Gulf
states and ‘‘Egypt is laying the
groundwork for a significant expan-
slon of its military presence in the
Arab countries of the Gulf.”’"!

The Future of the Gulf,
the Future of the Belligerents

From the very beginning the Gulf
war has had the potential to expand
and draw the Eastern and Western
blocs into a face-to-face conflict
that they themselves have called
*‘the horizontal expansion of war."
:The war was instigated by the U.S.
m!perialists with the design of ena-
bling them to replace their bloody
claws on Iran; the Soviet social-
imperialists chose to support it and
seek to advance their own interests
in Iran-and Iraq. The process of the

war basically developed subordinate
to inter-imperialist rivalry and also
served to further intensify it. The
fact that there has been no neat
alignment of the imperialist blocs
with the two belligerents does not
belie this analysis. Nor does the fact
that the two countries involved use
the war to serve their own reactio-
nary interests.

From the beginning of the war,
a number of solutions for ‘‘ending
the conflict’’ have been proposed to
Iran and Iraq by both the imperia-
lists and the countries of the region.
Irag has found a ‘‘solution’’ by
‘“internationalising’’ the conflict
through attacking tankers in.the
Gulf as well as Iran’s oil installa-
tions and pulling in the other coun-
tries of the region into the war. Iran
followed periodically with mad
attacks aimed at bringing down the
Iraqi government and persuading
the imperialists that they should not
support Iraq but Iran. The Eastern
and Western imperialists, while
accomplishing many of the specific
tasks they set for themselves in the
region, have ultimately turned the
Gulf into a storehouse of explosi-
ves, and in fact have declared that
the knot of contradictions of the
Gulf war is part of and subordinate
to a bigger knot, and this bigger
knot can only be untied the way that
Alexander the Great untied the Gor-
dian knot. This is the only resolu-
tion for the actors of the Gulf crisis.

The actual situation of the world
dictates to the imperialists that, in
order to defend their reactionary
imperialist interests, they must
move their ships right to the brink
of the maelstrom. It is not without
reason that all the imperialist spo-
kesmen, East and West alike, call
the Gulf a focal point of world con-
tradictions, and all of them acknow-
ledge that World War 3 might be
ignited by events there. As Boris
Piatishov, '‘a spokesman of the
Soviet Foreign Ministry, said on the
occasion of recent fighting in the
Gulf, ¢“If in the first act of the play
you see a gun, you know by the
third act it’s going to be fired.”
Both imperialist blocs are well
aware of the future they are actively
preparing for. For them and for all
the reactionary governments of the
world, the continuation or end of



the war does not have any meaning
" or any importance in itself. What
counts for them is how much each
development serves their needs and
their goals. It is the strategic inte-
rests of the imperialists that decide
their political and military orienta-
tion, especially in a crucial region
like the Middle East. Under such
circumstances, even if a pause were
to occur in the war, or a ceasefire
be imposed on the belligerents, or
even if conditions were to develop
such that the Iran-Iraq war ends,
the extinguishing of the war’s fires
would only be a manifestation of
the further intensification of the
contradictions that gave rise to it in
the first place. The end of the Iran-
Iraq war would mean not more sta-
bility but instead heightened fragi-
lity of the whole region.

Who Makes History?

Those who only look at the sur-
face of events in the Gulf region
would see only the power projec-
tions of the imperialists, the mul-
lahs, kings, etc., and would believe
what these reactionaries are trying
to get everyone to believe: that it is
they and they alone who are on the
map and determine the destiny of
the peoples of the region. The sim-
ple fact that the Iranian regime and
every other state in the region is
compelled to rule over the masses at
gunpoint proves the contrary. Long
decades of imperialist rule and
explonatlon have turned the entire
region into a simmering volcano,
which already exploded underneath
the Shah. Today the rumblmg rolls
right under the bows of the impe-
rialists’ mighty nuclear warships.
When it explodes, these vessels will
return home laden with the bodies
of their soldiers and officers who
have tried to serve their ‘‘national
interests’’ under the guise of ‘‘free-
dom and democracy,” etc., and
carrying into exile kings, sheiks, and
mullahs — those still alive. The
more the imperialists dig into the
region with their vast deployments
of military power, the deeper will be
their own grave — perhaps enough
to hold them all together! This is
not idle talk. The real possibility
exists of the Gulf war being trans-
formed into revolutionary wars.
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What does all this mean for the
revolution in Iran? Though the gra-
vity of the defeat of the revolution
and its capture by counter-
revolutionaries still weighs heavily
on the minds and souls of the
oppressed people of Iran and holds
them back from rushing to the front
ranks of revolutionary politics,
there is a central debate going on

right now among the masses: how

should the burial ceremony of the
Islamic Republic be arranged, and
by which forces? Outrage and
hatred of the Islamic Republic
regime can be seen at a glance in the
streets of Iran. A burning desire for
revenge now burns in the hearts of
the majority of the oppressed. The
intensification of the Iran-Iraq war
has broadened the scope and scale
of the now open, now hidden strug-
gle of the masses: frequent demons-
trations often burst out
spontaneously after barbaric bom-
bings of the cities by the Iraqi air
force, aiming against the war and
against the Islamic Republic itself;,

slogans and graffiti cover the walls’

calling for death to Khomeini, death
to the Islamic Republic; posters of
government bigshots aré crossed out
and covered with mud during the
dark of the night; strikes, though
they always end in the savage attack
on the workers by the Pasdaran, are
widespread in the factories; deser-
tion from the front is endemic.

Battle between revolution and
counter-revolution rages in Iran; at
its centre is the revolutionary strug-
gle of Kurdistan. For the oppressed
in Iran, the revolutionary war in
Kurdistan is a sign of their poten-
tial revolutionary might and a clear
picture of ‘the desperation of the
Islamic Republic in the face of the
determination of the oppressed. No
wonder Kurdistan was one of the
important issues of ‘‘common inte-
rest’’ discussed in the May 1986
meeting in Tehran between the U.S.
delegation and the Islamic
Republic.

The growing desperation of the
Islamic Republic can also be seen in
recent shifts in its ideological pro-
paganda. For a while, they tried to
use nationalist agitation and
¢‘defence of the fatherland’’ to rally
the masses. This lost its value very
quickly. Today nationalist agitation

by Khomeini and his men is aimed
at uniting army generals and overth-
rown monarchists abroad. Now
Rafsanjani openly says to the mas-
ses: maybe you don’t like us but
let’s unite and do away withi’ the
common foreign enemy and theén
deal with each other. Especially as
the masses have come to understand
its reactionary character, the Gulf
war, earlier useful for consolidating
and solidifying the reactionaries’
ranks, now has become a destabili-
sing factor. It is a hand-saw up the
rear-end of the Khomeini regime:
no matter which way they move it,
it tears! The social and economic
fabric of Iran has been so tightly
woven around the war that every
serious change in the course of the
war shakes the entire society and
intensifies the Islamic Republic’s
crisis. And any end to the war —
not apparent on the horizon — will
further heighten its contradictions
with the masses and within its own
ranks. In any case, this regime is
digging its own grave.

The Gulf war provides tremen-
dous exposure of the international
manceuvrings of the imperialists,
and provides“training ground for
the oppressed in proletarian inter-
nationalism. Not only do the mas-
ses have the opportunity to advance
the struggle against their own reac-
tionary rulers, but in doing so they
will strike heavy blows against the
enemies of all mankind, who have
assembled so arrogantly here in the
Gulf. This task will be realised by
mighty worker-peasant red armies
marching to the fore under the ban-
ner of Marxism-Leninism-Mao Tse-
tung Thought! O
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Burkina Faso
(Continued from p. 56)

R

their comforts (as meager as these

~-might seem alongside those in

wealthy countries).

Civil servants and others stopped
participating regularly in political
meetings and rural voluntary labour,
and many intellectuals left in search
of higher-paying jobs in neighboring
states. '

Parallel to this, political infight-

ing within the CNR itself was es-
calating and the left organisations
had realigned to take advantage of
the erosion of Sankara’s support.
The unions began to flex their mus-
cles, backed by at least a couple of
members of Sankara’s close ruling
military circle. After a strike in the
spring of 1984 he had laid off 1200
teachers, replacing them with CDR
instructors, and throwing the
LIPAD minister out of the govern-
ment on accusations of pushing Bur-
kina into the Soviets’ arms and
manipulating the CDRs.

On the first of May, 1987, after
the four biggest union confedera-
tions presented a common demand
for a return to ‘‘democratic free-
doms,’’ 30 leaders of salaried civil
servants were arrested, including the
head of the pro-Soviet LIPAD; one
faction even reportedly wanted to
execute him. The so-called moderate
pro-Chinese revisionist ULC were
also evicted from the government.
Increasingly a split within the CNR
broke out, with the unions and the
CDRs more or less on opposing
sides.

Sankara had proposed enlarging
the CNR and forming a single party
to try to unify the fast splitting
revolutionary groups and hold them
together. Within the army, many of
the leading military figures, includ-
ing Blaise Compaoré, preferred a
front to a single party. Through in-

- creasing tensions and manipula-

tions, coup plans were being laid.
Despite Sankara’s continuing
popularity, particularly among the
youth and students, the more he

" tried to put his “‘independent”

stamp on the course of events as he
tacked through the sea of reformist
squabbles, hoping some unified

revolutionary tendency might even-
tually emerge, the more the thin non-
proletarian base he had built his
revolution on began to crumble un-
derneath him,

* * *

‘When he took over the presiden-
cy Compaoré dissolved the CNR,
formed a Popular Front and
promised to reinstate the fired
teachers, carrying out a *‘rectifica-
tion,”’ but keeping the goals of the
revolution. The official line coming
out of Ouagadougou is that Sankara
was an isolated man, autocratic and
trying to silence much of the voice
of the left who helped him into pow-
er. While it is probable that Com-
paoré might find it useful to
continue to mouth ““leftist’’ slogans,
his criminal ascension to power put
abrutal end to the Burkina Faso ex-
perience and a return to a more
‘‘sober’’ recognition of the reality of
neocolonialism.

Any genuine revolutionary regime

- confronting the mammoth task of

uprooting the old oppressive rela-

tions in Burkina will face extremely .

difficult obstacles. Since Sankara’s
downfall, the bourgeois press has
gloated at his inability to hold on as
the ‘‘troublemaker’’ in French West
Africa. The problem is not so much
that Captain Sankara failed, but that
his ““revolution’’ could only fail.

Sankara tried to mobilise but
could not rely on the peasantry,
which has to be the bedrock and
main base of support for any real
revolutionary transformation in a
country like Burkina Faso. He want-
ed to break out of the clutches of im-
perialism but stood at the head of a
reactionary state apparatus that had
been created by the imperialists
themselves. The fact that he was shot
down by the very neocolonial army
in which he served shows once again,
as if the proletariat had need of
another such lesson, that there is no
substitute for the destruction of the
state apparatus by the revolutionary
masses.

Sankara’s relatively painless sei-
zure of power in 1983 actually left
the old state power and the old so-
cial system essentially intact. Despite
this, the Western imperialists were
not indifferent to this attempt to

deviate from the traditional neo-
colonial path, and their overall
necessities in today’s world acceler-
ated their political and financial
manipulations to normalise the
script, after tolerating a brief flirta-
tion with African social-democracy.
The playing out of this scenario,
at the price of a tightened grip on the
oppressed, strengthens the verdict
that no social class other than the
proletariat can represent their
genuinely revolutionary interests
and no shortcuts are available to
liberation from imperialism from
the difficult and demanding road of
people’s war and the conscious
struggle of the masses. . O
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