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Preface

This volume and the companion one on Maoism in the Developed World are a complement to two of my earlier works, a study of the Right Communist Opposition of the 1930s (the followers of Nikolai Bukharin), and one of International Trotskyism from 1929 to 1985. Maoism is the third major schism that the International Communist Movement, originally established with the foundation of the Communist International in 1919, suffered in its history of a little over seventy years. Two other divergences within the movement in its last quarter of a century�Titoism and �Eurocommunism��never developed into any cohesive group of parties with a more or less well-defined ideology differentiating them from the great majority of Communist parties that remained loyal to the Communist Party of the Soviet Union until the CPSU and the Soviet Union itself disappeared.
Maoism arose as a result of conflict between the world�s two largest Communist parties (and governments), those of the Soviet Union and China, which developed in the late 1950s and continued for a quarter of a century. The development of that conflict, and the emergence of a group of dissident parties loyal to Mao Tse-tung and the Chinese Communist Party and government, is traced in our introductory chapter. The rest of this volume analyzes the individual parties loyal to �Marxism-Leninism-Mao Tsetung Thought� in the countries of the Developing World: Latin America, Asia, and Africa.
My original idea for a history of International Maoism was to have the whole story in a single volume. However, the publishers felt that it would make more sense to divide it into two, one dealing with the developing countries (or �Third World�), the other with the developed ones. The present work is the first of these.
This volume also differs in another way from what I had originally planned. I had first thought to end the story in 1980, on the thesis that by that time, with Deng Xiao-ping leading China, and concentrating on his country�s economic development and its emergence as a Great Power, the Chinese Communist Party had lost all interest in International Maoism, so for all practical purposes, International Maoism was finished. However, the publishers argued, logically enough, that International Maoism had continued to exist after 1980, and asked me to bring the study more up-to-date. I have done so.
Two �technical� comments are appropriate. One is that, although the lengths of chapters concerning Maoism in specific countries in general roughly reflect the significance of the movement in those nations, there are a few cases in which the availability of material helped determine how long a chapter might be.
The second �technical� issue concerns orthography. Generally, I have used the old-fashioned spelling of Chinese proper and place names, since during most of the period covered by this book the Chinese officials themselves used that spelling, and it appeared in most of the published sources we used. However, where sources we quote use the new transliteration, we faithfully reprint that. Another orthographical question involves the spelling of the name of the Soviet leader who succeeded Stalin. Usually, Englishlanguage sources spell the name �Khrushchev.� However, some Chinese sources spell it �Khrushchov,� and of course we reprint the name as the Chinese used it in their publications.
Naturally, I owe debts of gratitude for help in preparing this book. I particularly want to thank Justus van der Kroef of the University of Bridgeport, an eminent contributor to the Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, who was kind enough to send me material that he had published on Maoism in several countries. I also want to thank Professor Barry Carr for his observations on Maoism in Mexico, and Professor Lewis Taylor of the University of Liverpool for his information about Peru. Likewise, I appreciate very much the help of my friend and one-time student, Marcos Perera, for help in getting material on Paraguayan Maoism in recent years.
I am grateful to Dr. Norbert Madloch, who provided me with invaluable documents of the Sozialistische Einheit Partei (SED), the Communist Party of the former German Democratic Republic, upon which I have drawn extensively in this study. I am also obliged to Professor Max Guyil of the Rutgers Psychology Department, and to a post-graduate student in that department, Michael Diefenbach, for helping to decipher the German in which the SED documents are written.
My friend and former student Eldon Parker has been of inestimable aid in preparing camera-ready copy for this volume, as he has been in the case of several previous works of mine.
As has often been the case in the past, Dr. James Sabin of Greenwood has been very helpful with suggestions and encouragement.
Extensive quotations appear from China and Russia: The Great Game, by O. Edmund Clubb � 1971 Columbia University Press. Reprinted with the permission of the publisher, and from Communist China and Latin America, 1959�1967, by Cecil Johnson � 1970 Columbia University Press. Reprinted with the permission of the publisher. Likewise, quotations from Peking and Latin American Communists, by Ernest Halperin � 1966, appear with permission of the Center for International Studies of Massachusetts Institute of Technology; and extensive quotations from successive volumes of Yearbook on International Communist Affairs appear here with permission of the Hoover Institution Press.
Finally, I owe my wife Joan thanks for putting up with me while I worked on this volume. Her tolerance and support are always invaluable.
Rutgers University New Brunswick, NJ

The Origins and Development of International Maoism


Of course, nothing is inevitable in human affairs. However, the clash between the Communist regimes of the Soviet Union and China was about as close to being inevitable as any event in modern history.
It was certainly to be expected that the appearance of a Communist government in any other major country would result sooner or later in that country�s party and government coming into conflict with the Soviet Communist Party and regime. Such a contest was inherent in the nature of Leninism as a political movement.
The �new kind of party� proposed by Lenin at the beginning of the twentieth century, and developed in practice after the Bolshevik seizure of power in November 1917, had the �right� to lead the �working class, � according to Lenin and his successors, because of its inherent nature. It was, in theory at least, made up of dedicated professional revolutionaries, who were thoroughly schooled in the teachings of Marx, Engels, and Lenin himself, and hence knew what History had decreed concerning the �proletarian revolution� and the transformation it would bring about in any country in which it triumphed.
This �new party� was also governed by the principles of �democratic centralism.� In theory, this meant that until decisions had been made by the party�s highest body, its congress, there could be free discussion, but that once a decision had been taken, all members of the party were required to support that decision fully, whatever their position on the issue in question had been beforehand, and the party�s top leadership had the right, and duty, to punish any party member who did not do so. Long before the Bolshevik Revolution, Leon Trotsky had argued (correctly) that in such an organization, sooner or later, �the party is replaced by the organization of the party, the organization by the Central Committee, and finally the Central Committee by the dictator.�[1]
Increasingly, after the Bolshevik Revolution, the Communist parties took on many of the attributes of a dogmatic religious sect. Because of their supposed immersion in Marxist-Leninist doctrine, they �knew� what History (which stood in the place of God in Communist theology) intended. However, in practice, since there might conceivably be several interpretations of the mandate of History, it was the interpretation of the highest authorities of the Communist parties that was the �correct� one and that all members of the parties, as well as the peoples over whom they ruled, had to accept as the Gospel. In practice, this came to mean that it was the person who dominated any given Communist party who determined what was �the Truth� (a concept frequently referred to�in capital letters�in the Sino-Soviet dispute), and after 1929 it was Stalin who was the fount of all wisdom for International Communism as a whole.
Clearly, in such an international political �church� there could not be two Romes or two Popes. So long as the Soviet Union was the only major Communist power, and even so long as Stalin was alive, the Communist Rome was Moscow, and the source of all correct doctrine was Joseph Stalin.
However, the emergence of a second major Communist-controlled country always presented the possibility of the leader of that country putting forth his claim to be the only correct interpreter of what were the intentions of History. No one was more aware of that than Joseph Stalin.
One can certainly make the case that Stalin�s policies in Europe during the last phase of World War II and thereafter were at least in part determined by the fear of the emergence of a second major Communist power. His acceptance of the de facto division of Germany into at first four and then two segments was probably due to his fear of the emergence of another strong Germany that might repeat the �drive to the East� of the Second and Third Reichs. But there is reason to believe that even if that new Germany had been under Communist control, Stalin would not have wanted it, because, given a reconstructed Germany�s economic and potential military power, a united Communist Germany would certainly have been in the position to challenge Stalin and Moscow as the source of �Truth.�
Similarly, Stalin�s failure to support any attempt by the Communist parties of France and Italy to seize power in the immediate aftermath of the war�which at least for a short time they might have been able to do�would seem to be at least in part motivated by the same consideration. Certainly in France, and perhaps even in Italy, a Communist regime might have been able to challenge the USSR and its dictator as the �correct� interpreter of Marxist-Leninist doctrine.
Most clearly, Stalin did not welcome the coming to power of a Communist regime in China. Mao Tse-tung said in 1962, �In 1945 Stalin refused to permit China�s carrying out a revolution and said to us: �Do not have a civil war. Collaborate with Chiang Kai-shek. Otherwise, the Republic of China will collapse.� However, we did not obey him and the revolution succeeded.�[2]
Of course, Stalin accepted the Chinese Communist revolution once it was successful. The Soviet government recognized the People�s Republic of China the day after it was proclaimed, on October 1, 1949.[3] Subsequently, as we shall see, he launched a substantial program of economic aid to the new regime.
So long as Stalin lived, the Chinese Communist leadership did not offer any ideological or other challenge to him. Indeed, in their own economic policy, they followed the Stalinist model closely in their first Five Year Plan (1953�1957).
However, once Stalin died, the Chinese were not willing to concede to his successors the role of �Pope� in the International Communist Movement. They had well substantiated reason to believe that after Stalin�s death Mao Tse-tung, not only as one who had led the Communists to victory in the world�s most populous country, but also as a major Marxist-Leninist theorist, had every right to be considered Stalin�s successor as interpreter of and elaborator upon Marxism-Leninism, and source of the �Truth.� However, three years passed before the Chinese began to criticize the new Soviet leadership, and seven years before disagreements between the Chinese and Soviet Communist leaders came into the open.

Early Soviet Cooperation with the Chinese People�s Republic

In December 1949 and January 1950, Mao Tse-tung and Chou En-lai made an extended visit to Moscow. Keesing�s Research Report summed up the results of their visit: �Negotiations between the two Governments terminated on Feb. 14 with the signature of (1) a treaty of friendship, alliance, and mutual assistance; (2) an agreement providing that after the signing of a peace treaty with Japan, and in any case not later than the end of 1952, the Soviet Union would transfer free of charge to the Chinese Government all its rights in the joint administration of the Manchurian (Changchun) Railway, together with the property belonging to the railway, and would withdraw its troops from the Port Arthur naval base, whose installations would be handed over to China;(3) an agreement on the granting of long term credits to the amount of 300,000,000 U.S. dollars by the USSR to China, to enable China to obtain industrial, mining and railway equipment from the USSR.�[4]
In the years that followed, Soviet aid to Chinese economic development was considerable. It took several different forms. One was the shipping to China of machinery and equipment for a substantial number of factories built in China by the Soviets. Another was the �lending� to China of numerous Soviet industrial experts and technicians. Finally, many Chinese were sent to the Soviet Union for training.
Annual protocols were signed by the USSR and China that governed trade between the two countries and Soviet aid to China. In 1953, an agreement was signed �that included the construction of ninety-one new enterprises for China. It also provided for the renovation of fifty more, to make a total of 141 to be built or modernized.�[5] In 1954, agreements were reached for the USSR to build fifteen more industrial plants, and to grant China $130,000,000 in long-term credits. �Another agreement provided for the exchange, over five years, of technical �documents� and scientific information, and of specialists.�[6]
In 1955, the USSR agreed to help China install atomic energy plants for peaceful purposes.[7] In April 1956, Anastas Mikoyan signed an agreement in Peking for the USSR to construct an additional fifty-five factories �supplying designer services, equipment, and technological skills.�[8]
All of this involved China incurring a considerable debt to the USSR. By 1957, this debt amounted to $2.4 billion.[9]
There is no information available concerning the total number of Soviet experts who were sent to China during the decade following 1950. However, at the time they were finally withdrawn, in 1960, there were said to be 1,390 such Soviet specialists in China.[10]

China and the Events of 1956

Three things occurred in 1956 that can be seen as the beginning of Sino-Soviet dissidence. These were Nikita Khrushchev�s speeches to the 20th Congress of the Soviet Communist Party; the upheaval in the Polish Communist Party and regime; and the anticommunist insurrection in Hungary.
Khrushchev, as Secretary General, made two major speeches to the CPSU 20th Congress. One of these was his �report� to the meeting; the other was the famous �secret speech.� The Chinese Communist leaders found disturbing elements in both of these discourses. Subsequently, they were to say that their differences with the CPSU began with the CPSU 20th Congress.[11]
There were two parts of the Khrushchev report with which the Chinese particularly took exception. One of these was the CPSU Secretary-General�s argument that a third world war was not inevitable. Khrushchev said �There is, of course, a Marxist-Leninist precept that wars are inevitable as long as imperialism exists. This precept was evolved at a time when imperialism was an allembracing world system, and the social and political forces which did not want war were weak, poorly organized and thus unable to compel the imperialists to renounce war. � At the present time, however, the situation has radically changed. Now there is a world camp of Socialism which has become a mighty force. In this camp the peace forces find not only the moral but also the material means to prevent aggression. Moreover, there is a large group of other countries, with a population running into hundreds of millions, which is actively working to avert war. The labour movement in the capitalist countries has today become a tremendous force. The movement of peace supporters has sprung up and developed into a powerful factor.�
From this changed situation, Khrushchev drew certain conclusions. He said, �In these circumstances the Leninist precept certainly remains in force that, so long as imperialism exists, the economic basis giving rise to wars will continue to exist. That is why we must display the greatest vigilance. � But war is not fatalistically inevitable. Today there are mighty social and political forces possessing formidable means to prevent the imperialists from unleashing war, and if they actually do try to start it, to deliver a smashing rebuff to the aggressors and frustrate their adventurist plans.�[12]
Another part of the speech that the Chinese leaders found disturbing was Khrushchev�s discussion of the �road to power.� The CPSU Secretary-General said that �the question arises whether it is possible to make the transition to Socialism by parliamentary means. No such course was open to the Russian Bolsheviks, who were the first to effect this transition. � Since then, however, the historical situation has undergone radical changes which make possible a new approach to the question. � The present situation offers the working class in a number of capitalistic and former colonial countries the conditions needed to secure fundamental social changes. In the countries where capitalism is still strong and has a huge military and police apparatus at its disposal, the reactionary forces will, of course, inevitably offer serious resistance. There the transition to Socialism will be attended by a sharp revolutionary struggle.�[13]
Khrushchev�s �secret speech� to the 20th CPSU Congress was dedicated to an extensive denunciation of Stalin, and the Chinese did not react strongly against �de-Stalinization,� at least in public. An editorial in People�s Daily conceded that Stalin had made many �errors,� but mainly near the end of his life. It said, �A series of victories and the eulogies which Stalin received in the latter part of his life turned his head. � He began to put blind faith in personal wisdom and authority. � As a result, some of the policies and measures he adopted were often at variance with objective reality. He often stubbornly persisted in carrying out these mistaken measures over long periods and he was unable to correct his mistakes in time.�[14] However, as the Chinese were to indicate on many occasions thereafter, they continued to consider themselves Stalinists.
Later in 1956, there was an upheaval in Poland, with the selection of a new Politburo headed by Wladislaw Gomulka, who had been purged at Stalin�s direction and had only recently been released from jail. Khrushchev headed a delegation that rushed to Warsaw, and Soviet troops stationed in Poland were ordered to prepare to march on Warsaw. However, after extended conversations with Gomulka, Khrushchev agreed not to interfere further, and ordered Soviet troops back to their bases.[15]
The Chinese party leaders played what was perhaps a decisive role in the Polish situation. About a month earlier, Edward Ochab, then Secretary-General of the Polish party, had been in Peking, where he had an extended conference on �the future of Poland� with Mao Tse-tung and Anastas Mikoyan, who, like Ochab, was a fraternal delegate to the 8th Congress of the Chinese Communist Party. According to O. Edmund Clubb, �on that occasion Mao seemingly threw his support to Ochab against Mikoyan. The Polish delegation returned home with assurances of Chinese support in the event of conflict with the CPSU.�[16]
When the crisis came in Poland, the Chinese did become involved. �In later official statements the Chinese party revealed that it had intervened in this crisis, and had advised the Soviet leaders against using force, and also against calling an international Communist conference to condemn the Polish party.�[17] O. Edmund Clubb concluded, �It would appear probable that the Soviet leaders took judicious account of the Chinese support for Warsaw when they made their decision to stop short of using force to maintain in Poland the Stalinist pattern rejected for Soviet domestic affairs.�[18]
About the same time these events were transpiring in Poland, an even more serious crisis developed in Hungary. Imre Nagy, who had been head of the Hungarian party following Stalin�s death, and then had been removed, was returned to power.
Faced then with a massive uprising of the Hungarian people-who tore down Stalin�s statue and lynched secret police officers, among other things-Nagy did two things that the Soviet regime would not then permit any East European Communist regime to do. He ended the Communist Party�s monopoly of power by forming a coalition government with several hitherto illegal parties, and on October 31, he informed Anastas Mikoyan that Hungary was going to withdraw from the Warsaw Pact.[19] The Soviet Army, which had previously withdrawn from Hungary, returned in force and overthrew the Nagy government, installing a new one headed by Janos Kadar.
The Chinese attitude on Hungary was in sharp contrast to its posture on Poland. It strongly urged Khrushchev to suppress the Hungarian uprising. According to Keesing�s Research Report, �Later Chinese statements revealed that this reversal of policy had been carried out on Chinese advice, and alleged that Mr. Khrushchev had adopted a vacillating attitude and had only with great difficulty been persuaded by the Chinese Government to �go to the defence of the Hungarian revolution.��[20]

Mao Tse-tung at the Fortieth Anniversary of the Bolshevik Revolution

These disagreements between the Soviet and Chinese leaderships in 1956 were not revealed until several years later, when open conflict between the two parties broke out. Nor was a significant debate that took place in November 1957, on the occasion of the celebration of the fortieth anniversary of the Bolshevik Revolution, revealed at the time. Mao Tse-tung headed the Chinese delegation to Moscow on that occasion. After the ceremonies, there was a meeting of delegations of twelve Communist parties, including those of the USSR and China.
That meeting drew up a declaration that said: �The main content of our epoch is the transition from capitalism to socialism, which was begun by the Great October Socialist Revolution in Russia. � The question of war or peaceful coexistence is now the crucial question of world policy. � At the present time the forces of peace have grown to such an extent that there is a real possibility of averting wars. � The Communist and Workers� Parties taking part in the meeting declare that the Leninist principle of peaceful co-existence of the two systems �socialist� and �capitalist�� is the sound basis of the foreign policy of socialist countries and the dependable pillar of peace and friendship among the peoples.�[21]
Although Mao Tse-tung signed this document, it was revealed later that in the discussion concerning it, he had taken an entirely different position. According to O. Edmund Clubb, �There appear to have been four main Chinese propositions, which may be summed up as follows: First, the Communist bloc should accept direct confrontation with imperialism. Second, bloc economic aid to nationalist bourgeois governments, soon to be overthrown in any event by proletarian internationalism, should cease. Third, all available Communist aid should be channeled to the needier members of the bloc. And fourth, the Communist bloc should be more tightly organized to the indicated ends, with Moscow no longer determining strategy, which should be formulated by the whole membership.�[22]
Clubb indicated the depth of Mao�s disagreement with the �peaceful coexistence� theme being pushed by the Soviet party leaders. He wrote, �Mao�s aims, although left unspecified, were plain to see. He proposed that the Soviet Union, given its presumed technological advantage over the United States (an advantage presumed by the Chinese, but not by the Soviets), should engage in Dullesian brinkmanship to advance the cause of Communism throughout the world even at the risk of nuclear war-which Mao disparaged. Six years later, Moscow would reveal that Mao on that November 1957 occasion had contemplated the possible annihilation of one-third to one-half of the world�s population in nuclear war�but with equanimity, since �imperialism would be destroyed entirely and there would be only socialism in all the world.� There was a consideration that Mao left unspoken: of the three powers, the United States, the Soviet Union, and China, underdeveloped, poverty-stricken China in all probability had the least to lose from a nuclear war that would be fought, at least in its initial phases (and there might be no other), between the USSR and the United States.�[23]

China�s �Great Leap Forward�

Early in 1958, the First Five-Year Plan (modeled on those of Stalin) having come to an end, the Chinese leadership launched what they called the Great Leap Forward. This had both practical and ideological significance.
The Great Leap Forward centered on merging the collective farms, formed during the First Five-Year Plan, into massive �communes.� These were to combine agriculture with small-scale industry. At the same time, within the commune, much work that had hitherto been done within the household was to be done communally�providing food, doing laundry, and so on. Also, the commune was to become both the unit of local government and the basis for a vast militia system.
Donald Zagoria has noted that the objectives of these changes were �first to exploit the underemployed labor force of the cooperatives; second, to decentralize industry and thus to decrease the dependence of local industries on the larger industrial complexes of the northeast. � The common denominator of these calculations was the felt need to accelerate rapidly the pace of economic (particularly agricultural) development, and the fervent belief that this acceleration could be accomplished largely with human labor power and native ingenuity.�[24]
However, in addition to questions of the practicality of the commune as a way of furthering rapid economic development, the Great Leap Forward represented a major ideological challenge by the Chinese leaders to those of the USSR. They were asserting that they had discovered a much more rapid way to achieve Communism, that system under which the rule would be �from each according to his ability, to each according to his need.�
Donald Zagoria noted with regard to this Chinese ideological challenge to the Soviet Communist leaders: �The Chinese� made the unprecedented assertion that they had discovered in the commune the basic unit of the future Communist society, a unit for which the Russians were still groping. They asserted that some characteristics of the new Communist had already appeared in China. By moving toward the abolition of all private property, the Chinese seemed to be moving much closer to the classical Communist goal than was the Soviet Union, which still tolerated private garden plots, privately owned cows, and privately owned implements of production. By instituting a system of �free supply� in the communes the Chinese created the impression of moving closer to the ultimate Marxist goal of distributing according to �need,� a goal which the USSR disregarded even in theorizing about the future. Other unique Chinese programs seemed to be more in harmony with the egalitarian tradition of the Communist fathers than were those of the Soviet Union.�[25]
Zagoria noted another aspect of the ideological challenge to Khruschev and other Soviet leaders during the period of the Great Leap Forward, the �cult of Mao Tse-tung,� which began in 1958. Mao began to be referred to as �great,� and was saluted as �one of the most outstanding Marxist-Leninist revolutionaries, statesman and theoreticians of our age. By the end of 1959 and early 1960, Mao�s ideology was being increasingly equated with Marxism-Leninism and sometimes given priority over it.�[26]
The Soviet leadership was unhappy about both the practical and the ideological aspects of the Chinese drive to form communes. Zagoria wrote �A close examination of the Soviet reaction to the communes suggests, first that Khrushchev was not concerned so much about the Chinese adopting a different agrarian policy as about the unviable aspects of that policy. He probably� thought that the communes were premature and would do more harm than good, and perhaps he may have been concerned that if the commune program led to serious shortfalls in the Chinese economy, the Russians would have to do the bailing out.�[27]
The Washington Post, reporting on an interview between Khrushchev and Senator Hubert Humphrey, said that Khrushchev had told Humphrey that the communes were �reactionary� and not appropriate for the Soviet Union.[28]
In any case, the Great Leap Forward proved to be a major disaster. In December 1958 it led to the �resignation� of Mao as Chairman of the Chinese government, although he remained Chairman of the Chinese Communist Party.[29]

Khrushchev�s Visit to Peking in 1959

Shortly after Nikita Khrushchev�s 1959 visit to the United States, a trip the Chinese had opposed,[30] he went to Peking to help celebrate the tenth anniversary of the proclamation of the Chinese People�s Republic. That visit to the Chinese capital did little, if anything, to mitigate the mounting tensions between the Chinese and Soviet Communists.
O. Edmund Clubb has commented that at Peking, �Khrushchev made no concessions to the Maoist view that socialism had become invincible and, therefore, �the socialist countries headed by the Soviet Union� should take the offensive in world affairs, in easy disregard of probable American reaction. Speaking upon his arrival September 30, he held that his talks in the United States had been �useful� and would lead to a relaxation of international tensions. Everything had to be done to clear the atmosphere and create conditions for friendship among peoples.�[31]
Several years later, Khrushchev, in an interview broadcast with the NBC television network, said, �In 1959, Mao Tse-tung said to me: �You must provoke a war with the United States, and then I will send you as many divisions as you need: a hundred, two hundred, a thousand.� I explained to Mao that, in the present era, two missiles would suffice to transform those divisions into radio-active offal. He told me that there was nothing to this. Apparently he took me for a coward.�[32]

The Sino-Soviet Split Comes into the Open

In 1960, the conflict between the Soviet and Chinese leaderships, which hitherto had been carried on �behind closed doors,� became an open struggle. This was signaled by an article entitled �Long Live Leninism� in Red Flag, on the occasion of the anniversary of the birth of Lenin.
O. Edmund Clubb has said of this article that it �was a polemic against those who, in the light of changed world conditions, would revise �the truths revealed by Lenin.� It leaned upon the Moscow Declaration of 1957 to condemn the �modern revisionism� that would (allegedly) contend that Marxism-Leninism was outmoded. It cited the Sino-Japanese War in (spurious) support of a favorite Maoist theory that man, not technique, determines the fate of mankind. The introduction of nuclear arms into national arsenals had not altered the basic characteristics of the epoch in which, according to Lenin, proletarian revolution confronted imperialism. �Until the imperialist system and the exploiting classes come to an end, wars of one kind or another will always appear. � Revolution means the use of revolutionary violence by the oppressed class, it means revolutionary war.� And if there were nuclear war, �the result will certainly not be annihilation of mankind.��
The article also strongly attacked the �Yugoslav revisionists.� However, Clubb noted, �By this time it was crystal clear that, if Tito had been selected as official whipping boy, the real object of Mao-Tse-tung�s aroused �Leninist� scorn was Nikita Khrushchev.�[33]
Meanwhile, other events underscored the growing antagonism between the Chinese and Soviet leaders. On June 20, 1959, the USSR canceled its 1957 agreement to provide China with a sample atomic bomb and technical information on how to produce one.[34]
In July 1960, the Soviet Union ordered the withdrawal from China of all the Soviet technicians who had been aiding China�s economic development efforts. In all, some 4,000 people, including these experts and their families, were quickly returned to the USSR.[35]
In November 1960 there took place the last serious effort to settle the Sino-Soviet conflict.[36] This was a meeting in Moscow of representatives of eighty-one Communist parties�of the eighty-seven then recognized. That meeting drew up a joint statement. According to Clubb, �That lengthy document incorporated important elements of compromise with the Chinese point of view. It obviously did not represent fun conviction by the two chief contending parties that the words before them constituted the gospel truth as they saw it respectively. But any ambiguity that had crept into the phrasing to carpet over differences inevitably left the door open for individual interpretations as occasion might arise. In the circumstances, probably no other arrangement was possible: it had to be that way, for �agreement.� � Khrushchev or Mao might equally define the Truth.�[37]
O. Edmund Clubb concluded with regard to the November 1960 conference, �It remained to be seen, even so, how useful the Statement would prove to be in practice as a renovated foundation for the Sino-Soviet relationship. The Soviets, from long habit, remained firm and categorical in the positions they had assumed�evidently more for pragmatic reasons having to do with Russian national interests than for considerations of dogma. The Chinese, for their part, ceded nothing to the Russians in terms of egocentrism and under Mao�s direction they had evolved a doctrine, termed true Marxism-Leninism, designed to serve the Chinese national interest�regardless of what might happen to the rest of the world. Accommodation of the two Romes, each purporting to be the seat of doctrinal orthodoxy, was evidently a near impossibility.�[38]

The Albanian Issue

Of all the ruling Communist parties, the only one that had expressed support for China was that of Albania, the Albanian Party of Labor. As a consequence, by mid-1961 economic sanctions were levied on Albania by the USSR and some of its Eastern European allies. Then, in October 1961, Nikita Khrushchev, in the Secretary-General�s report to the 22nd Congress of the CPSU, made a strong attack on the Albanian leadership, which was answered by Chou En-lai, who headed the Chinese fraternal delegation to the Congress. There were eighty parties represented by fraternal delegates, sixty-six of whom spoke before the meeting, and two-thirds of these joined in the denunciation of Albania.
Chou En-lai, after delivering his speech, rather ostentatiously laid a wreath on the grave of Joseph Stalin, with a ribbon saying �To the Great Marxist-Leninist, J. Stalin.� He thereupon left Moscow before the Congress was over, and was greeted by Mao Tse-tung on his arrival in Peking.
Following these exchanges, the Soviet Union broke virtually all relations with the Albanians. As it had done with China, it withdrew all of its economic experts and suspended virtually all other aid. Finally, it closed its embassy in Tirana and demanded that the Albanians close theirs in Moscow. At the same time, China began providing substantial aid to the small and weak Albanian economy.
In this period, polemics between the Chinese and Russian parties used Albania and Yugoslavia as proxies for the Chinese Communist Party (CCP) and the CPSU. Chinese attacks on Yugoslavia were in fact directed against the USSR, while Soviet outbursts against Albania were really attacks on China.[39]
For more than a decade and a half after these events, the Albanian party and government were to remain the staunchest allies of the CCP and the Chinese People�s Republic.
In the years between the CPSU 22nd Congress and the fall of Nikita Khrushchev in November 1964, polemics between the Chinese and Soviet parties continued and intensified. These polemics took place in many forums. One of these was the series of �letters� exchanged by the two parties. Another was congresses of various other Communist parties, in which Soviet and Chinese fraternal delegates launched attacks upon one another.
Another forum consisted of the various �front organizations� of the International Communist Movement. These included the World Peace Council, the World Federation of Trade Unions, the Afro-Asian People�s Solidarity Organization, and the World Women�s Congress. Starting as early as 1960, conflicts between the Chinese and Soviet delegates took place in these and similar groups. In all cases, the Soviet Communists had effective control over these groups. In the end, the Chinese withdrew from all of them.[40]
The polemics in this period centered on a variety of issues. For instance, the Chinese were critical of Soviet behavior before and during the Cuban missile crisis of October 1962, while the Soviets took a �neutral� position, basically in favor of India, in the short Sino-Indian war later in 1962.
One particularly fertile source of dissention was the question of holding another full-blown congress of Communist parties. One of the most important documents in this exchange was a Chinese Central Committee statement of June 1963 setting forth �25 points� that should be discussed at the proposed conference.[41]
Of this document, O. Edmund Clubb has commented that �the hard-line positions assumed by the Chinese ideologues with respect to the moot issues made compromise agreement at the upcoming conferencing highly improbable. The pontifical, condescending tone of Peking�s communication, the arrogance with which the Chinese leadership defined the true Marxist-Leninist line, and the reversion to pure polemics at the end of the message, practically guaranteed the failure of the meeting. Peking in effect still insisted, as it had all along, that Moscow accept Maoism as the true Marxism-Leninism, with validity for world Communism. If Moscow refused, it was by definition revisionist.�[42]
Typical of the tone of the Chinese side in these polemics was an editorial carried in both People�s Daily and Red Flag on July 14, 1964. It commented, �At the 22nd Congress of the CPSU, the revisionist Khrushchov [sic] clique developed their revisionism into a complete system not only by rounding off their antirevolutionary theories of �peaceful coexistence,� �peaceful competition,� and �peaceful transition� but also by declaring that the dictatorship of the proletariat is no longer necessary in the Soviet Union and advancing the absurd theories of the �state of the whole people� and the �party of the entire people.� The Programme put forward by the revisionist Khrushchov clique at the 22nd Congress as a program of the CPSU is a programme of phoney communism, a revisionist programme against proletarian revolution and for the abolition of the dictatorship of the proletariat and the proletarian party.�[43]
In 1964, the Chinese raised another issue with regard to the proposed world conference of Communist parties. This was the question of the participation in such a meeting of the Maoist parties that had developed in various countries.
In a letter to the Central Committee (CC) of the CPSU, the CC of the Chinese party wrote on this issue, �On the question of new participants in the international meeting, you have put forward in your letter a most absurd criterion, according to which only those Parties supporting your revisionist �general line� should participate, while the Marxist-Leninist Parties which have been rebuilt after breaking with revisionism would not participate. We tell you frankly, this will never do. If the international meeting of the fraternal Parties is to be a meeting of unity on the basis of Marxism-Leninism, these Marxist-Leninist Parties will of course be entitled to participate, and no one has any right to exclude them.�[44]
After the fall of Khrushchev there was a short �truce� in the struggle between the Soviet and Chinese Communist parties, but it lasted at best a few months.

The Great Proletarian Cultural Revolution

Starting in 1966, the internal situation in China and its international ramifications provided a fertile new source of controversy between the Chinese Communists and the Soviet party and its allies within International Communism. In the second half of the year, Mao Tse-tung launched the Great Proletarian Cultural Revolution. The Cultural Revolution was in part an attack on Mao Tse-tung�s opponents within the Chinese party leadership, and was undoubtedly also an expression of Mao�s �utopianism,� his belief in the possibility of attaining objectives, of even the most intricate and scientific sort, through the willpower of the common man, without the use of specialists or experts. It was also an effort on Mao�s part to unseat what he saw as a new ruling class in China, one like the one he undoubtedly was convinced had taken power in the Soviet Union.
Under Mao�s inspiration and patronage, �Red Guards� were recruited from the country�s youth, particularly high school and university students. They proceeded to challenge, ridicule, dislodge from power, and in some cases kill people in authority, whether in the schools and universities, the Communist Party leadership, local and provincial governments, or factories and other economic institutions. Only the armed forces, which under Lin Piao�s leadership supported the Cultural Revolution, at least for a couple of years, were more or less exempt from this unseating of established authority.
This was also a period in which Mao and his allies virtually cut China off from the outside world. Almost all Chinese ambassadors were withdrawn from the countries to which they had been assigned (although formal diplomatic relations were not ended), all Chinese students studying abroad were ordered home, and visits to China by foreigners (with the exception of some of the leaders of Maoist parties) were terminated.[45]
Understandably, this upheaval did not have the support of the Soviet party or others associated with it. Furthermore, in many cases the destructive energies of the Red Guards were turned against Soviet citizens and diplomats in China, and even against Soviet merchant vessels in Chinese ports. The Soviet Embassy in Peking was ransacked, and Chinese students en route home through the USSR rioted in Moscow�s Red Square.[46]
Undoubtedly, the Cultural Revolution intensified the antipathy toward the parties that were loyal to Moscow. Typical, perhaps, was the attitude of one of the principal leaders of Vanguardia Popular, the pro-Soviet Communist Party of Costa Rica, with whom I had an occasion to talk in the summer of 1967. In discussing the Chinese Cultural Revolution, he shook his head and commented that the things the Chinese were doing were so absurd that no one with any intelligence could support them.[47]
Another leader of a pro-Soviet party, R. Palme Dutt, long doyen of the Communist Party of Great Britain, spelled out his indictment of what was transpiring in China. He wrote in 1967, �A strange new trend began to manifest itself increasingly in the declarations and actions of the Chinese Communist Party and Government. No new Congress has been held since that Eighth Congress expressed in the Second Five-Year Plan, was jettisoned, and replaced by the fantastic targets of the so-called Great Leap Forward, with disastrous economic consequences, and subsequent cessation of publication of economic statistics. In the political field similar wild tendencies have revealed themselves during recent years, with increasingly manifest divergences from the teachings of Marxism-Leninism, the cult of Mao Tse-tung, as the supposed infallible sole source of wisdom and leadership. � Today this abnormal phase has erupted in a fever of internal conflict and violence. The storm of denunciations has extended to the majority of the best known leaders of the Chinese Party and revolution. There have been senseless official reports of clashes, strikes and armed collisions on a considerable scale� A reckless campaign of anti-Soviet abuse has been accompanied by provocative acts against Soviet representatives.�[48]
While the Cultural Revolution was in full swing, the invasion of Czechoslovakia by the troops of the USSR and four other members of the Warsaw Pact took place. Chou En-lai expressed the opinion of the Chinese toward this event, calling it an �abominable crime against the Czechoslovakian people,� but also denounced �the revisionist Czechoslovakia governing clique.�[49]
Their Albanian allies joined the Chinese in denouncing the Czechoslovakian invasion. They professed to see it as part of a concerted campaign by the Soviet Union and the United States to destroy the Chinese regime and its supporters.
An article in the May 23, 1969, issue of the Albanian party daily, Zeri i Populit, entitled �Soviet-U.S. Alliance at Work Against the Czechoslovakian People,� began: �Today, there is nothing so antipopular and detestable to the peoples of the world as the aggressive U.S. imperialists acting in collusion with the Soviet revisionists against the freedom and independence of peoples, against revolution, and efforts of mankind to advance. In Vietnam or in Czechoslovakia, in the Middle East or on the Banks of the Ussuri river, in the Mediterranean Sea and in that of Japan, wherever there are conflicts and tense situations, there are also felt the predatory clutches of the sinister ultra-reactionary alliance.�[50]
Further on, this article asserted, �By these crazy and very dangerous acts, the Soviet revisionists can scare themselves rather than others. The 700 million strong Chinese people, who are armed with Mao Tse-tung�s thought and tempered in the Great Proletarian Cultural Revolution, have never been scared and will never allow themselves to be scared by the war cries and sabre-rattling of the U.S. imperialists and the Soviet revisionists. Should they dare launch an aggressive war against China, the Chinese people are determined, as Chairman Mao Tse-tung has said, so decisively, fully, entirely and completely annihilate all aggressors, individually and collectively.�[51]
O. Edmund Clubb has indicated the way in which the Cultural Revolution prevented the Chinese from capitalizing on the Czechoslovakian invasion to strengthen its bid for leadership of world Communism. He wrote �the strong condemnation of the Soviet action by not only the Yugoslav, but also the French, Italian and other parties in the Occident had opened up the possibility that Communists outside the bloc would become alienated from Moscow and organize themselves as a separate force with a new power center. Had there existed a liberal-minded leadership in Peking at this juncture, it would have been the CCP�s opportunity, but liberalism had always been anathema to Mao Tse-tung, being one of the evil �bourgeois� elements that he saw in revisionism. In the GPCR [Cultural Revolution] he was engaged in pursuing antiliberalism to the extreme.�[52]
Even the Vietnam War, in which both the USSR and China were giving substantial military and other aid to North Vietnam, against the South Vietnamese government and the United States, proved a subject of recriminations between the Chinese and Soviet Communists. An article by �Observer� in People�s Daily on February 20, 1967, commented on meetings between Soviet Premier Alexei Kosygin and British Prime Minister Harold Wilson concerning a possible conference to end the war: �Throughout the London talks between Kosygin and Wilson, Johnson exercised remote control from the other side of the Atlantic and kept in close touch with them. The Soviet-British talks were actually a triple U.S.-Soviet-British intrigue to extinguish the revolutionary flames in Vietnam and promote the U.S. �peace talks� fraud. These facts have once again proved that the Soviet revisionist ruling clique is a group of shameless renegades betraying the Vietnamese revolution, the number one accomplice in encouraging U.S. expansion of its aggression and the most sinister enemy of the Vietnamese people�s cause of resisting U.S. aggression and saving their country.�[53]

Soviet-Chinese Military Clashes

During the Great Proletarian Cultural Revolution there developed the greatest danger of major military conflict between the Soviet Union and China. As early as 1963, the Soviets and Chinese had accused one another of military penetration of one another�s borders.[54]
In March 1966, Mao Tse-tung, in conversation with a visiting group from the Japanese Communist Party, predicted war with the Soviet Union�and simultaneously with the United States; it was �inevitable,� he said, and would come perhaps in 1966 �or within two years at the latest.� And as the United States attacked across the Vietnamese and Korean frontiers and from Okinawa and Formosa, the Soviet Union, with the �Sino-Russian pact as its pretext,� would advance from Siberia and through Outer Mongolia to occupy Manchuria and Inner Mongolia�and �there would be a confrontation between the Soviet forces and the People�s Liberation Army across the Yangtze River.�[55]
Although Mao�s apocalyptic vision did not come to pass, there did continue to be minor military confrontations along the Sino-Soviet border. The most serious of these took place in March 1969 concerning sovereignty over Damansky (Champao) Island on the Ussuri River border between Manchuria and the Soviet Far East. Several thousand soldiers on each side seem to have been involved in fighting there on two occasions, one of the clashes lasting most of one day.[56]
Both countries pulled back from further armed confrontation. However, the danger of war between them did not by any means disappear. For several years after the 1969 conflict, for example, the Chinese built a complicated system of underground tunnels in Peking as places of refuge in case of Soviet attack.[57]

Establishment of a Maoist Current in International Communism

As their quarrel with the CPSU intensified, the Chinese Communists set out to establish their own Maoist parties in the ranks of International Communism. This effort involved two tactics. One was to win over to their side as many established Communist parties as possible, in which they were successful only in a handful of countries bordering China, and in the case of New Zealand, whose Communist Party was the only onetime member of the Communist International to join the ranks of International Maoism. The other tactic was to split those parties that remained loyal to Moscow and form rival �Marxist-Leninist� Communist parties.
Sometime in 1963, the leaders of the Chinese Communist Party decided to encourage splits in those Communist parties in which its supporters were not in control. In September of that year, a pro-Maoist Italian paper, Ritorniamo a Lenin, proclaimed: �The Chinese comrades, preparing to set up a new trade-union center, a new Cominform, and new Communist parties in all the world, have put themselves decisively on the road to founding in a short time a new Communist International on revolutionary Marxist positions.�[58]
In February 1964, both People�s Daily and Red Flag published an editorial indicating the Chinese party�s intention of supporting pro-Maoist minorities that split away from pro-Soviet parties. It proclaimed, �In essence, the struggle within these Communist Parties turns on whether to follow the Marxist-Leninist line or the revisionist line, and whether to make the Communist Party a genuine vanguard of the proletariat and a genuine revolutionary proletarian party or to convert it into a servant of the bourgeoisie and a variant of the Social-Democratic Party.�
The editorial went on to say, �In the open letter, the leaders of the CPSU present a distorted picture of the struggles within the Communist Parties of the United States of America, Brazil, Italy, Belgium, Australia and India. They vilify in the most malicious language those Marxist-Leninists who have been attacked and ostracized by the revisionist group in their own parties.�
The editorial then proclaimed the Chinese intention of supporting the �Marxist-Leninist groups who organized rivals to existing parties. It said, �The Chinese Communist Party has never concealed its position. We support all revolutionary comrades who adhere to Marxism-Leninism. In the international Communist movement, we have contacts with revisionists; why then can we not have contacts with Marxist-Leninists? The leaders of the CPSU describe our support for Marxist-Leninists in other countries as a divisive act. In our opinion, it is simply a proletarian internationalist obligation which it is our duty to discharge.�[59]
A few months later, in reply to a letter from the Central Committee of the CPSU, that of the CCP wrote, �The splits that have occurred in the Communist Parties of Australia, Belgium, Brazil, Ceylon and many other countries are the result of your own pursuit of a revisionist and divisive line and of your own frenzied subversive and factional activities. It is you yourselves who, by waving the baton, have forced the revisionist leaders arbitrarily to push aside and persecute Marxist-Leninists and even to expel them, and thus precipitated the splits in these Parties.�
The Chinese CC continued, �Contrary to your attitude, the Communist Party of China and other fraternal Marxist-Leninist Parties show great admiration for those Marxist-Leninists who have rebuilt revolutionary parties of the proletariat. It is our unshirkable proletarian internationalist duty to maintain close ties with them and to give firm support to their revolutionary struggle. We did so before, we are doing so now, and, however you may revile us, we will continue to do so in the future and do it more and do it better.�[60]

Evolution of International Maoism

For about a decade and a half after these proclamations of support for those Communist parties that would follow the Chinese model, the Chinese party continued to encourage such Maoist organizations.
One U.S. State Department source reported in 1969: �The divisive effect of the Sino-Soviet dispute on local communist parties levelled off in 1968. Only Syria joined the ranks of the 20 other already split parties. � The alignment of 87 parties� in the Sino-Soviet dispute as of December 1968 shows several changes from 1967. Of the ruling communist parties only Albania continues to line up with Peking; North Vietnam seems to remain neutral, while Cuba, North Korea, and Yugoslavia have now been joined by Romania as parties adopting positions critical of both sides; the rest have remained more or less pro-Soviet. Among non-ruling communist parties, pro-Chinese or leftists with strong pro-Chinese tendencies are still the larger communist group in Burma, Thailand, Malaysia, Singapore, Peru and New Zealand. On the other hand the tiny Malagasy Party has switched to a pro-Soviet position. The position of the Indonesian Party remains unclear. The Reunion Party has moved away from Moscow, and the Indian Communist Party (M/L) has moved away from its proChinese position. Both have joined the Japanese, Dutch, Swedish and Norwegian parties in maintaining a stance of critical independence. � For nine parties no statement of position has been reported; most of them are small groups operating either underground or in exile.�[61]
The Chinese party encouraged those parties that sided with it in a variety of ways. It brought their leaders to China, where they were received by leading figures in the Chinese party, up to and including Mao Tse-tung himself. It gave frequent publicity to statements by and articles about these parties in the Peking Review, the New China News Agency, and in various Chinese party papers. It provided them with material for use in their own publications. It is to be presumed that it gave at least some of these parties financial support over and beyond the cost of trips of their leaders to the People�s Republic.
However, these are two important things to note about the relations of the Chinese party with its counterparts in other countries. One of these is that in spite of the article from the Italian paper that we have noted, the Chinese never in fact sought to establish a functioning Maoist Communist International. There was never, so far as we have been able to ascertain, an international congress of the Maoist parties, in Peking or anywhere else. The contacts of the Chinese party with its confr�res always remained on a bilateral basis, party to party.
One leader of the Revolutionary Communist Party of the United States attributed this failure to at least two factors. One was the unwillingness of the North Vietnamese party to participate in any such international organization, desiring as it did, during the Vietnam War, to remain neutral in the Sino-Soviet quarrel. The second factor was that the Chinese had always looked upon their own experience as being something unique, not necessarily applicable in other countries.[62]
Although the Chinese withdrew from the organizations controlled by Moscow, they did not attempt, with one or two possible exceptions, to maintain any rival international front organizations as rivals to those dominated by the Moscow-line Communists. They did not establish a rival to the World Federation of Trade Unions�perhaps because the lack of trade union strength of the Maoist parties was so obvious. Nor did they organize rival international youth groups, women�s groups, lawyers� organizations, or �peace� groups.
The second thing to be observed concerning the more than a decade and a half in which the Chinese encouraged the formation of Communist parties in their own image was the fact that the zigzags of Chinese foreign policy and domestic developments were very disconcerting for the foreign Maoist parties, and tended to develop splits within International Maoism. Although the foreign Maoist parties seemed to have little or no trouble accepting the Great Proletarian Cultural Revolution, which so shocked the Non-Maoist Communists, many of them did have difficulties adapting to frequent shifts in Chinese foreign and domestic policy in the 1970s.
The first such event was the rapprochement of the Mao Tse-tung regime with the United States, symbolized by the visit of President Richard Nixon to China early in 1972, and constantly expanded thereafter. This resulted in the first major defection from the International Maoist ranks, that of the Progressive Labor Party of the United States and its counterpart in Canada, and may have contributed to splits in Maoist parties in Peru and some other countries.

The Sino-Albanian Split

The second major event that disconcerted International Maoism was the purge of the so-called Gang of Four, right after the death of Mao Tse-tung, which was for all practical purposes a repudiation of the Cultural Revolution, and the adoption by Mao�s successors of economic policies tending toward the reestablishment of a market economy. An American Maoist group, the Revolutionary Communist Party, jumped ship at that point, but more important, those post-Mao changes led to the alienation of the Albanian Party of Labor and a substantial number of hitherto Maoist parties in solidarity with the Albanians. That situation was further complicated when the Albanians began to attack not only Mao�s successors but Mao himself, which led to further splits within the ranks of what had been International Maoism.
As early as 1973, Nicholas C. Pano reported, �There was little doubt that President Nixon�s visit displeased the Albanian leadership. While the Albanians did not publicly criticize the Chinese on this score, they made their feelings known in a variety of way.�[63]
In the years intervening between Nixon�s visit and the death of Mao Tse-tung, relations between the Chinese party and government and those of Albania appeared to remain friendly, in spite of whatever reservations the Albanians may have had about Chinese foreign policy. However, after Mao�s death, Sino-Albanian relations deteriorated rapidly.
Nicholas C. Pano wrote, �Hoxha and his associates had become distressed about developments in China following the death of Mao Tse-tung in September 1976, when Hua Kuo-feng aligned himself with the �pragmatists� and moved against the �radicals.� � Hoxha viewed this Chinese move to the right as a potential threat to his domestic position, since it could have led to demands that he pattern his policies more closely after those of the Chinese and, perhaps, that he rehabilitate some of the victims of his purges of the mid-1970s whose views were in some respects similar to those of the new Chinese leadership.�
Also, as Nicholas C. Pano pointed out, �the Albanian leadership does appear to have been genuinely disturbed by Chinas seeming loss of interest in the anti-Soviet Marxist-Leninist movement, its rapprochement with the United States and Western Europe, and its growing support of non-Marxist Third World nationalist rulers and leaders. Tirana viewed these latter developments as a �betrayal� of the cause of world revolution.�[64]
However, the Albanian leadership quickly moved beyond expressing unhappiness with Mao�s successors to an attack on Mao Tse-tung himself. Enver Hoxha particularly took aim at the �theory of three worlds,� which was the last important ideological statement of Mao Tse-tung. According to this theory, the globe was divided into three segments: the �First World,� consisting of the two �superpowers,� the United States and the USSR; the �Second World,� made up of the countries of Western Europe and Japan; and the �Third World� consisting of the �developing countries,� among which Mao placed China.[65]
In April 1978, Enver Hoxha published a book, Imperialism and the Revolution, �for distribution within the Party.� However, �in accord with the wishes of the communists who have read this book,� it was made available to the public later that year. An English-language version was published in the United States in April 1979.[66] This volume, which paid some attention to Soviet �social imperialism� and �Titoist revisionism,� concentrated particularly on Chinese �social imperialism.�
Hoxha first chastised the post-Mao Chinese leadership for allegedly returning to capitalism. He wrote, �On a national level, Chinese social-imperialism has set itself the task of abolishing any measure of a socialist character which may have been taken after liberation, and building in the country, a capitalist system in the base and the superstructure, of making China a great capitalist power by the end of this century through the implementation of the so-called �four modernizations,� of industry, agriculture, the army and science.�[67]
However, the largest part of Hoxha�s book was taken up with attacking Mao�s three worlds theory. He called the theory �a negation of Marxism-Leninism,� and said, �The notion of the existence of three worlds, or of the division of the world in three, is based on a racist metaphysical outlook, which is an offspring of world capitalism and reaction.�[68]
There were, said Hoxha, only two worlds. He wrote, �After the triumph of the October Revolution, Lenin and Stalin said that in our time there are two worlds: the socialist world and the capitalist world. � This class criterion of the division of the world is still valid today. � The fact that socialism has been betrayed in the Soviet Union and other former socialist countries does not in any way alter the Leninist criterion of the division of the world.�[69]
He added, �The Chinese revisionists� ignore the fact that the immortal ideas of Marxism-Leninism exist, are developing and triumphing, that the Marxist-Leninist parties exist, socialist Albania exists, the people fighting for freedom, independence and national sovereignty exist, and that the world proletariat exists and is fighting.�[70]
Hoxha objected particularly to Mao�s argument �that the �third world� should unite in alliance with the �second world� to fight half of the �first world,� when such a division of the world confuses the individuality, aspirations and development of the peoples who are opposed to and in struggle against the oligarchy that opposes them.�[71]
Hoxha continued, �In regard to the states of the so-called third world, the Chinese leadership does not make any class differentiation, according to the principles of proletarian internationalism and the interests of the world revolution. � In these states there are deep internal contradictions between the proletariat and the poor and oppressed peasantry, on the one hand, and the bourgeoisie and all enslavers, on the other.�[72]
Hoxha concluded, �The Chinese �theoreticians� try to reconcile classes that can never be reconciled, and this means that they are revisionist, opportunist positions.�[73] He added, �The Chinese leadership has now thrown off its disguise and has come out openly against the revolution.�[74]
The split between the Albanian and Chinese parties on ideological issues soon led to a deterioration in relations between the two governments. On July 7, 1978, the Chinese announced the termination of their economic aid program in Albania, With that, the Albanians accused the Chinese of �hampering their country�s economic development by delays of one to six years in shipping equipment and materials.� They also claimed that the Chinese were �attempting to dictate the priorities for Albania�s economic development, overestimating the value of their aid, betraying Albanian military secrets, and removing or destroying the blueprints for all projects being built with their aid when they withdrew their specialists from Albania.�[75]
Nicholas Pano noted, �The most important consequences for Tirana of the Sino-Albanian economic break were the loss of the unexpended balance of the $250 million Chinese credit for the 1976-80 period, the services of 513 technicians and specialists, and the unspecified military aid Peking had been furnishing. As a result of the dramatic dropoff in Chinese-Albanian trade, the Albanians renounced the 1961 agreement establishing the Joint Stock Company.�[76]
As a result of the break between the Chinese and Albanian leaderships, there was a split in the ranks of International Maoism. Individual national parties had to decide between the Chinese and the Albanians. Among those that sided with Albania were the Maoist parties of Brazil and New Zealand, as well as several in Europe. However, there was no effort by the Albanians to group the parties that joined their side in the controversy into a new Communist International.

Chinese Abandonment of International Communism

Meanwhile, with the emergence of Deng Tsiao-ping as the �principal leader� of the Chinese party and government soon after Mao�s death, there was a fundamental alteration of internal policy, with a consequent change in foreign affairs. Major emphasis came to be on Chinese economic development, with a wide degree of acceptance of private ownership (including foreign investment) of the means of production and distribution, and the acceptance of the market rather than central planning as the ruling force in much of the economy. This change was formalized in a 1978 revision of the Constitution, which in its preamble pledged to support the �four modernizations� proclaimed by Deng Tsiao-ping, so as to �make China a great and powerful socialist country with modern agriculture, industry, national defense, and science and technology by the end of the century.�[77]
Little or nothing more was heard about the �violent road to power,� for which Mao and his colleagues had argued so strongly in their disputes with the Soviets in the 1960s and early 1970s.Indeed, the long ideological quarrel with the CPSU was muted if not abandoned altogether.
By 1980, it was clear that the Chinese Communist leaders had little further interest in trying to build their own version of an International Communist Movement. The �political tourism of Pro-Chinese Communist leaders to China, which had so long been favored, virtually came to an end. The honored guests of the Chinese regime were no longer leaders of the foreign Communist parties that were allies, but rather were businessmen from �capitalist� countries who might be interested in investing in China, and �capitalist� political leaders whose countries might be interested in helping the Chinese economic development effort.
The altered position of the Chinese leadership was summed up at the 13th Congress of the CCP in 1987.An official account of that meeting noted, �The congress endorsed the Party�s basic line of building socialism with Chinese characteristics in the primary stages of socialism. � The party pledged to lead the people of all our nationalities in a united, self-reliant, intensive and pioneering effort to turn China into a prosperous, strong, democratic, culturally advanced and modern socialist country by making economic development our central task while adhering to Four Cardinal Principles.� The document explained that those �principles� were �keeping to the socialist road, and upholding the people�s democratic dictatorship, the leadership of the Communist Party, and Marxism-Leninism and Mao Tse-tung Thought.�[78] However, Mao Tse-tung Thought had less and less relevance to what was actually taking place in China and in its relations with the rest of the world.

Decline of �Popular Wars�

Communist parties of Maoist inspiration attempted in at least nine countries to put into effect the Maoist doctrine of �popular wars.� Most of the countries involved were geographically close to China, and in all but one of these the Chinese party and government gave greater or less degrees of support to these insurrectionary efforts so long as Mao Tse-tung was alive. However, by the mid-1990s these conflicts had largely collapsed, due in large part to the fact that Mao�s successors had little interest in them, being more concerned with maintaining friendly relations with the governments against which Maoist parties were revolting than in the fate of those parties.
The countries in which �popular wars� were launched by Communist parties in the 1960s or earlier were Thailand, Malaysia, Burma, Cambodia, Vietnam, the Philippines, and India. The only case in which such an insurrection was successful was Vietnam, where Ho Chi Minh and his colleagues certainly followed the Maoist model in their struggle, first against the French and later against the government of South Vietnam and the United States. However, the Vietnamese Communists remained �neutral� in the Sino-Soviet dispute as it unfolded in the 1960s and 1970s.Once the Vietnamese Communists were successful, their attitude toward the Chinese Communist regime was determined by Vietnamese-Chinese national interests rather than by any Communist doctrine, and these interests even brought the countries into a short-lived military conflict.
The Cambodian �popular war� was closely related to the conflict in Vietnam. With the collapse of the South Vietnamese regime in 1975, the Maoist Khmer Rouge swept to power in Cambodia. It governed the country for four years with catastrophic results, including the deaths (due to assassinations, starvation, and overwork) of at least a million Cambodians. The Khmer Rouge regime also came into conflict with that of Vietnam, as a result of which the Vietnamese invaded Cambodia, ousting the Khmer Rouge government in 1979.
On its way to power, and while in power, the Khmer Rouge regime had the strong support of the government of Mao Tse-tung. For some time after the ouster of the Khmer Rouge regime, the Chinese continued to support the guerrilla war efforts that the Khmer Rouge carried on against the government that succeeded them. Here, too, the Chinese may have been more inspired by their view of their country�s national interests (vis-�-vis Vietnam) than by Maoist theory. In any case, the Khmer Rouge �popular war� had all but totally collapsed by 1997.
For many years, the Chinese party and government supported�financially, militarily, and in terms of propaganda�the �popular wars� of Maoists in Thailand, Malaysia, Burma, and the Philippines. Their backing of the attempts of Indian Maoists to launch a �popular war� was less clear. However, by the middle 1990s, due in large part to the withdrawal of Chinese support as the post-Mao government sought to improve its relations with neighboring regimes, the insurrections in Thailand, Malaysia, and Burma had almost totally collapsed. Also, by then, the �popular war� in the Philippines had received severe setbacks. The efforts of the Indian Maoists to launch a major �popular war� had failed, being reduced to little more than a nuisance, insofar as the Indian government was concerned.
In 1996, it was announced that the Maoist party in Nepal had launched a �popular war.� However, the impact of this effort appears to have been marginal at best.
The only instance outside of Asia where a Maoist party sought to launch a �popular war� was Peru. The Sendero Luminoso (Shining Path) Communist Party there began such an effort in 1980.For a dozen years, its guerrilla effort constituted an important challenge to the Peruvian regime. However, with the arrest in 1992 of the Sendero Luminoso�s principal leader and theoretician, Abimail Guzm�n (Presidente Gonzalo), and growing resistance from both peasants and urban workers, the Sendero subsequently suffered severe reverses, and came to be plagued by internal dissension. In any case, there is no evidence that the Peruvian guerrilla effort�although launched in the name of loyalty to Maoism�received any help or encouragement from China.
Thus, by the late 1990s, the Maoist doctrine that �popular war� was the only way to power for a Communist party had little to demonstrate its validity outside of Vietnam and China itself.

The Revolutionary Internationalist Movement

As we have noted, Mao Tse-tung and other Chinese Communist Party leaders gave their �franchise� to parties in other countries that they considered to be adhering to genuine MarxismLeninism, as reflected in �Mao Tse-tung Thought.� They did so by giving more or less lavish receptions to representatives of such parties who visited China, as well as by reporting on the activities of these parties in their own press, and sometimes publishing documents of one or another of those parties. Undoubtedly, they also subsidized (to a greater or less degree) some of these parties, and in the case of at least some of those in neighboring countries that were carrying on �popular war,� they provided the means of conducting such activities.
However, Mao Tse-tung, for whatever reasons, did not seek to bring these various Maoist parties and groups together to establish his own version of the Communist International. His successors had no interest at all in launching such an organization.
It was left up to those who after Mao�s death proclaimed themselves to be the orthodox purveyors of Marxism-LeninismMao Tse-tung Thought, and who regarded Mao�s successors as having betrayed the ideas and actions of the deceased leader, to try to found a Maoist Comintern. Their efforts gave rise to the establishment of the Revolutionary Internationalist Movement (RIM).
The initiative for forming such an organization came from the Revolutionary Communist Party of the United States and the Revolutionary Communist Party of Chile. They drew up a document entitled �Basic Principles for the Unity of Marxist-Leninists and for the Line of the International Communist Movement,� which they circulated among a number of other parties and organizations that considered themselves to be orthodox Maoists and were supporters of the so-called Gang of Four, who had played key roles in the Great Proletarian Revolution and had been arrested soon after the death of Mao Tse-tung. This document served as the basis for the first meeting of these like-minded Maoist parties and groups.
This meeting took place in the autumn of 1980 at an undisclosed place. It was attended by representatives of the Ceylon Communist Party, Groupe Marxiste-Leniniste du Senegal, the Grupo para la Defensa del Marxismo-Leninismo of Spain, the Mao Tse-tung-Kredsen of Denmark, two groups from Great Britain (the Marxist-Leninist Collective and the Nottingham Communist Group).Also present were members of the New Zealand Red Flag Group, the Organizazione Comunista Proletaria Marxista-Leninista of Italy, Pour l�Internationale Proletarienne of France, the Reorganization Committee of the Communist Party of India (Marxist-Leninist), the Uni�n Comunista Revolucionaria of the Dominican Republic, and the Revolutionary Communist parties of the United States and Chile.[79]
That meeting issued a joint communiqu� addressed �To the Marxist-Leninists, the Workers and the Oppressed of all Countries.� It announced, �To carry out the struggle against revisionism and to aid the process of developing and struggling for a current general line in the international communist movement, the undersigned Parties and organizations� stress the need not only to maintain contact and carry out discussion and struggle with each other but actively to seek out and develop relations with other genuine Marxist-Leninists around the globe and carry out an ideological struggle and political work to win still broader forces of the international movement and the masses to consolidate the revolutionary struggles.�[80]
The communiqu� sketched what its signers conceived the essence of real Marxism-Leninism-Maoism to be. Its first tenet was that �The dictatorship of the proletariat has been and remains the cardinal point of Marxism-Leninism.� In this connection, �Comrade Mao correctly pointed out that during the entire period of socialism, that is the period of the transition to communism, classes and class struggle still exist. � Mao made clear that it would be necessary to wage repeated mass revolutionary struggle, such as the Cultural Revolution, against the new bourgeoisie during the entire socialist transition.�
The second element of authentic Marxism-Leninism-Maoism, according to this communiqu�, was �The seizure of power by armed force, the settlement of the issue by war is the central task and �the highest form of revolution.� This is universally true for all countries. The �peaceful road to socialism� is littered with the corpses of countless masses who were pointed down this road by revisionist betrayers.�
Finally, essential to genuine Marxism-Leninism-Maoism, according to this 1980 communiqu� was the following belief: �The existence and the leading role of the party of the proletariat is another cardinal principle. This is expressed in an organization of the vanguard of the proletariat which must be based on a Marxist-Leninist ideological and organizational line on the principal problems of the revolution.�[81]
The communiqu� rejected all association with the Albanian party and its ideas. It said �The Albanian Party of Labor and its leadership have fallen completely into the revisionist swamp. Shortly after the counterrevolutionary coup in China the APL attracted a number of genuine revolutionaries because they opposed some of the more hideous features of the Hua-Teng clique in China, especially regarding the international line. Very quickly, however, they outdid even Hua and Teng in the violence of their attack on Mao and Mao Tse-tung Thought.�[82]
The first issue of the periodical announced in the communiqu�, A World To Win, appeared in May 1981. It was published first in Nottingham, England, and then in London. Among the articles in the first number of this publication was one entitled �When a Trial Backfires on the Judges,� which was said to be �A Clandestine Document from the Central Committee of the Communist Party (Marxist-Leninist) of China.�[83] Very little was heard subsequently of this organization.
The second meeting of the orthodox Maoists was held in March 1984, again at an undisclosed location. Represented there were nineteen organizations from India, Ceylon, Italy, Bangladesh, Colombia, Peru, Turkey, Haiti, Nepal, New Zealand, Great Britain, the Dominican Republic, Iran, and the United States. This conference formally established the Revolutionary Internationalist Movement (RIM) and drew up a �Declaration� announcing the existence of that grouping.[84]
Over the subsequent years, the membership of the RIM varied as some of its affiliates disappeared and a few new ones were established. It was led by the Committee of the Revolutionary Internationalist Movement (CORIM), the membership of which was not disclosed. The RIM was reasonably well financed, if one is to judge from A World to Win and various pamphlets that it published from time to time.
It is interesting to note that the only member party of the RIM that was in fact carrying out a Maoist-style �popular war� on a substantial scale was the Communist Party of Peru (Shining Path). In 1996 it was announced that the affiliated party in Nepal was also undertaking such an effort, although few details are available concerning it. The parties of Thailand, Burma, Malaysia, Cambodia, and the Philippines, which had long been carrying on guerrilla wars, did not join the Revolutionary Internationalist Movement.
The loyalty of the RIM to Maoism as the highest stage of development of Marxism-Leninism continued to be made clear in its publications. In a pamphlet issued on the occasion of Mao�s hundredth birthday in 1993, the RIM wrote, �In the course of the Chinese revolution Mao had developed Marxism-Leninism in many important fields. But it was in the crucible of the Great Proletarian Cultural Revolution that our ideology took a leap and the third great milestone, Marxism-Leninism-Maoism, fully emerged. From the higher plane of Marxism-Leninism-Maoism the revolutionary communists could grasp the teachings of the previous great leaders even more profoundly and indeed even Mao Tse-tung�s earlier contributions took on deeper significance. Today, without Maoism there can be no Marxism-Leninism. Indeed to negate Maoism is to negate Marxism-Leninism itself.�[85]
At the same time, the RIM rejected the so-called Three World Theory, which the successors to Mao in the Chinese leadership had attributed to him. In the Declaration announcing the foundation of the RIM it denounced �the revisionists� subsequent elaboration of the �Three Worlds Theory� which they attempted to shove down the throats of the international communist movement. The Marxist-Leninists have correctly refuted the revisionist slander that the �Three Worlds Theory� was put forward by Mao Tse-tung.�[86]
The RIM gave particular attention to the guerrilla activities of the Sendero Luminoso in Peru. In the pamphlet issued to celebrate Mao�s centenary, it said, �Most important has been the advanced experience of the People�s War led by the Communist Party of Peru.�[87] The RIM periodical carried frequent articles about the supposed advances of the Sendero Luminoso guerrillas. After the capture of Abimail Guzm�n and other Sendero leaders, the RIM periodical devoted extensive attention to the controversy within Sendero over whether to continue the armed struggle, indicating strong support for doing so.
Around the time Guzm�n was captured, the RIM was able to make the only successful, if modest, effort to arouse sympathy beyond the ranks of orthodox Maoism. It organized the International Emergency Committee to Defend the Life of Dr. Abimail Guzm�n. Among those who signed the call for a meeting to set up such a committee were ex-President Bani-Sadr of Iran, the British Labour Party�s M.P.s Tony Benn and Bernie Grant, and William Kunstler.[88]

Summary

The Maoist schism in the International Communist Movement arose from the almost inevitable struggle for leadership of that movement that arose between the leaders of the Soviet Communist Party and Mao Tse-tung and other leaders of the Chinese party after the death of Stalin. The Chinese, with certain reason, felt that Mao, the leader of the successful Communist Revolution in the world�s most populous country, and an important theoretician of Marxism-Leninism, was the senior figure in International Communism after the death of Stalin, but the Soviet leadership was not willing to make such a concession.
By the late 1950s, conflict over a variety of issues had arisen between the Soviet leadership and Mao and his associates. By 1963 that schism had reached the point where the Chinese leadership was encouraging other Communist parties to look to Mao as the leading spokesman for International Communism, and where they were not willing to do so, it was stimulating splits in parties still loyal to Moscow. The present volume is a study of these parties and these splits in the �developing� countries.
The Chinese leadership, torn between their roles as leaders of an international revolutionary movement and as rulers of a major country, engaged in several changes in policy that undermined International Maoism. The first was the rapprochement with the United States in the early 1970s, which brought the first schisms within International Maoism. Much more significant was the change in policy and orientation that followed the death in 1976 of Mao Tse-tung.
At that point, Mao�s successors decided for all practical purposes to forego their position as international revolutionaries in favor of policies designed to concentrate on the problem of developing the Chinese economy and the emergence of China as a Great Power. Those policies involved�in direct contradiction of Marxism-Leninism�submitting a major part of the Chinese economy to the dictates of the market, and welcoming foreign investment to participate in that process.
These policies brought the virtual demise of International Maoism. They first provoked a split with Enver Hoxha and the Albanian Party of Labor, the only ruling Communist Party that had sided with Mao against the Soviet leadership. They also provided conflicts between those Maoist parties that continued to support the post-Mao leadership in China and those that did not. They likewise led the Chinese to abandon support of those parties in neighboring countries that had long been following the path of �popular war� advocated by Mao Tse-tung, in favor of developing more or less good relations with the governments against which those parties were revolting. By the mid-1990s those revolts had largely disappeared.
By the 1990s, the only visible remains of International Maoism were those parties grouped in the Revolutionary Internationalist Movement (RIM), the only effort that had been made to create a Maoist version of the Communist International. The RIM consisted, for the most part, of small parties of opponents of the post-Mao Chinese leadership, advocates of orthodox Maoism as originally pronounced by Mao himself and espoused by the socalled Gang of Four, who had emerged as leaders during the Great Cultural Revolution and who had been sentenced to long jail terms by Mao�s successors. Without the support of a major government such as the Comintern had enjoyed, it seemed unlikely that the RIM would become a significant factor in world politics in the foreseeable future.

International Maoism in the Developing World

The present volume recounts the history of International Maoism in what is often called the �developing world,� or the �Third World,� that is, Latin America, Asia, and Africa. That is the part of the globe in which Mao Tse-tung and his colleagues thought his theory and practice had greatest relevance. Frequently, the Chinese Communist Party pictured itself as the natural leader of this �proletarian� part of the world in its struggle against imperialism and Soviet �social imperialism.�
This book includes a short look at the Albanian Party of Labor, both because of the fact that, although geographically located in Europe, Albania is, for all practical purposes, a Third World country, and because of the significance of that party in mobilizing (and then splitting) International Maoism, particularly in the developing world. Clearly, dissident Maoist parties could not develop in countries dominated by Communist parties aligned with the Communist Party of the Soviet Union; but in Albania�s case, the party leadership as a whole decided, so long as Mao Tse-tung was alive, to join the Maoist camp, perhaps in part because of natural association of that leadership with the Third World that Mao and his associates sought to lead.
In a study of International Maoism, the �developing� countries are particularly important for several reasons. In the first place, they are the only nations in which some Maoist parties became major players in their countries� national politics. Second, they were the only nations in which the Maoist �popular war� theory was put into practice by Maoist parties. In the third place, for a considerable period of time the Chinese Communist Party and the Chinese government gave extensive material and political support to those Maoist parties, support that went far beyond the propaganda backing and (sometimes) limited financial aid going to Maoist groups in other parts of the world.
It was also in the �developing world� that the conflicting roles of the Chinese Communist Party as ruler of one of the world�s most important countries and as head of an international revolutionary movement became most evident. For almost three decades after coming to power, the Chinese Communist Party and the government it controlled gave very extensive help to Maoist parties in the developing world, particularly in South and East Asia.
However, even while Mao Tse-tung was still alive, the Chinese policy and behavior in Africa were determined more by Chinese national interests than by �proletarian internationalism.� There, the Chinese were concerned principally with trying to block the spread of Soviet influence, with the result that Chinese attitudes and support were determined by the willingness of parties and governments to oppose the Soviet Union, rather than by their adherence to Marxism-Leninism, let alone Maoism. In following this �line,� the Chinese were sometimes even willing to work with the supposedly hated �imperialists� of the United States. As we shall see, this led to some otherwise surprising Chinese backing of parties and regimes that were avowedly anticommunist.
Following the death of Mao Tse-tung, when his followers decided to concentrate their efforts on the development of the Chinese national economy and on enhancing the status of China as a world power, they lost virtually all interest in furthering the development of a world revolutionary movement owing its inspiration to the doctrines of Mao Tse-tung. As a result, Chinese aid to �popular wars� in South and East Asia was at first curtailed, and then ceased entirely, and virtually all of those movements collapsed as a consequence. Also, there is absolutely no evidence that the Chinese supported the only Maoist �popular war� in Latin America, started in 1980 by the Sendero Luminoso Communist Party in Peru.
Finally, the developing countries are of significance in the history of International Maoism because they provided most of the parties and groups that made the only attempt to establish a Maoist Communist International in the 1980s and 1990s, after the Chinese had lost all interest in the subject. Although the Revolutionary Communist Party of the United States (and the party of the same name in Chile) took the lead in this project, and when the Revolutionary Internationalist Movement was finally organized, it also included groups from Italy and Great Britain (with its headquarters in the latter country), most of its affiliates were in Latin America and Asia. The party that the RIM pictured as the contemporary model to follow was the Sendero Luminoso Communist Party of Peru. The only other Maoist party that sought to launch a Maoist �popular war� in the 1990s was the RIM affiliate in Nepal.

Part I Latin America


Maoism in Latin America-Introduction

By the 1950s, Communist parties were present in all of the Latin American countries. Indeed, member parties of the Communist International (which was officially liquidated in 1943) had existed in most of those nations. Thus, Maoism appeared as a schismatic faction of a movement that had long been well established in Latin America.
Several things were characteristic of Maoism in Latin America. In the first place, Maoist parties appeared relatively early in the area; some of the first parties to receive the Chinese �franchise� were located there. Second, most of the Maoist parties that appeared in the region evolved out of factions in the traditional Communist parties.
In the third place, Latin America was the only place outside of Asia where a Maoist party actually tried to put into effect Mao�s strategy of �popular war.� That was the Partido Comunista del Per� Sendero Luminoso, which in 1980 launched such a conflict that was still being waged more than fifteen years later.
Maoism in Latin America was unique in another regard. It had to face a very serious competing movement that had great appeal to elements of the Far Left who were disillusioned with the pro-Soviet Communist parties. This was Castroism.
The Cuban Revolution, led by Fidel Castro, which triumphed on January 1, 1959, occurred at almost the same time the Sino-Soviet split was developing. Although the Castro Revolution did not begin as a Communist one, within less than a year Fidel was leading it in that direction, and by early 1961, he had proclaimed Cuba a �socialist state.�
The relations between the Cuban Revolution and the Chinese regime went through several phases. These were influenced by Sino-Soviet relations, the economic and military situation of the Cuban regime, and political and ideological factors within Cuba.
As the Sino-Soviet split widened, both sides sought to court Castro and the Cuban regime, to win their support in the conflict. A priori, one might have expected to find Castro inclining toward the Chinese. His regime had come to power through guerrilla war, and Castro and other Cuban leaders insisted increasingly during the 1960s that that was the only way for Communists to triumph in Latin America and the Third World in general. This was true at a time when the Communist Party of the Soviet Union was stressing the possibility of coming to power by following the peaceful road. However, Cuban national considerations, as well as certain ideological issues, made a Sino-Cuban alliance impossible.
In the early 1960s Castro tried to maintain a neutral stance in the Sino-Soviet conflict. Upon various occasions, he lectured both sides, complaining about their efforts to bring their dispute to Cuba and its party. However, by the end of the decade, the Castro regime was firmly in the Soviet corner.
In the beginning, the Chinese were very enthusiastic about the Castro Revolution. They underscored the similarity of the ways in which the Castro and Chinese regimes had come to power. They were much quicker than the Soviets to accept Castro�s proclamation that Cuba was a socialist state. They expressed strong support for Castro at the time of the Cuban Missile Crisis late in 1962, when Khrushchev withdrew Soviet missiles from the island without consulting Castro and the Cuban government, to Castro�s consternation.
However, both very practical factors and ideological ones increasingly raised barriers between the Cuban and Chinese parties and governments. Given the Castro regime�s conflict with the United States, which presented real military dangers as well as major economic problems for the Cuban administration, Castro had to depend heavily on the aid�political, military, diplomatic, and economic�of the Soviet Union. In addition, serious ideological differences were growing between the Cubans and Chinese.
In 1965, a deepening chasm developed between Havana and Peking. During the Tricontinental Conference in Havana in January 1966, an open break came between the Cubans and Chinese, and at that point it seemed to be based principally on national rather than ideological issues. Castro, in a speech to that meeting, denounced the Chinese refusal to give the economic aid to which Castro insisted Cuba was entitled.
However, the same Tricontinental Conference marked the beginning of a unique period in the history of the Castro regime, which lasted until August 1968. During those two and a half years, Fidel Castro sought to rally revolutionary parties and regimes from the Third World behind Havana, and to this end organized a rough equivalent of the Comintern or Cominform, in the continuing organization of the Tricontinental Conference, and a similar specific organization for Latin America, the Latin American Organization of Solidarity (OLAS).
However, anyone who wanted to assume leadership in the world Communist movement had to have a differentiated ideological position. In Castro�s case, this involved two things: a peculiar position on �the road to power� and a distinctive view of what to do with power once it had been achieved.
The Castroite ideological position was best summed up in a pamphlet by the young French Marxist R�gis Debray, Revolution in the Revolution?, published in Havana in 1967 and distributed throughout the world by the Cuban government. Based in large degree on the ideas of Ernesto �Ch� Guevara, it presented a position that differed in major essentials from the Chinese on the priority of the guerrilla war road to power, and it disagreed with two other fundamentals of the Mao Tse-tung theory: the importance of political preparation among peasants before launching a guerrilla war and the leading role of the Communist Party in a guerrilla conflict.
Debray (and Guevara) deprecated both of these Maoist ideas. Debray ridiculed the Communist parties that �plotted� guerrilla war in city cafes. He denied the need for political preparation for a guerrilla conflict, arguing that the establishment of a guerrilla nucleus (foco) would itself provide political preparation.
Insofar as behavior of a Communist regime once in power was concerned, the Castro regime in the 1966-1968 period put almost exclusive emphasis on the use of �moral� rather than �material� incentives�a position clearly against that of the USSR, and only partially endorsed by the Maoists.
Castro�s efforts to establish Havana as a third center of world Communism ended abruptly in August 1968, when Castro grudgingly but definitely endorsed the Warsaw Pact invasion of Czechoslovakia. But by that time, the Sino-Cuban split was definitive.
It is this ideological conflict between the Castroites and Chinese that was most relevant to the various Communist factions in Latin America. Following the Cuban Revolution, there developed in several countries a variety of groups�many of them dissidents from democratic Left parties such as Acci�n Democratica in Venezuela and the Aprista Party of Peru�which established Castroite parties. At the same time, elements in the traditional Communist parties also were strongly attracted by the Castroites� call for the armed struggle for power.
Although in the early 1960s there was considerable confusion between Castroites and Maoists in the Latin American countries, as relations between the Cuban and Chinese regimes deteriorated, lines between Castroism and Maoism became sharply drawn. To an increasing degree, the clearly Maoist parties attacked the foco theory of the Fidelistas and the �revisionism� of the Castro regime in its increasingly close alignment with the Soviet party and government.[89]
By 1980, Maoism in Latin America was clearly in decline. However, there were two major exceptions. One was the Communist Party of Peru Sendero Luminoso, which in that year launched its long-lasting guerrilla war. The other was the Partido Comunista do Brasil (PC do B), which emerged in the late 1980s as the most important Communist organization in Brazil.

Maoism in Argentina

Argentine Maoism was distinctive for several reasons. First of all, unlike the situation in most countries, the Chinese appear to have given their �franchise� to two different groups, if publicity in Chinese media and �political tourism� to China by members of those organizations is any indication. Second, the first group to receive recognition from the Chinese differed from the Maoist groups in most Latin American countries in not having its origins in the local Communist Party. Finally, the oldest of the Maoist parties in Argentina was among the first to receive recognition from the Chinese party.
Maoism in Argentina gained the largest part of its support from students. One of the Maoist groups was founded largely by them. There was little possibility for Communists of any kind to gain any significant influence in the organized labor movement, which during the 1960s, 1970s, and thereafter was overwhelmingly controlled by forces loyal to Juan Domingo Per�n while he lived, and to his memory thereafter. Even the traditional, proSoviet Communist Party of Argentina had at best a very marginal influence in the labor movement.

Vanguardia Comunista

The first Maoist group to appear in Argentina was the Vanguardia Comunista (VC; Communist Vanguard). It was established �probably in 1964� under the leadership of El�as Seman.[90] According to a leader of the pro-Moscow Argentine Communist Party, it was formed by a group of dissident Peronistas.[91] Other sources claim that it was originated as a split-off from the splintered Argentine Socialist Party.[92]
El�as Seman, the Political Secretary of VC, made a trip to China in September 1965, and published a pamphlet called China in the Fight Against Imperialism and Revisionism, in which he denounced the Communist Party of the Soviet Union for allegedly working in collusion with U.S. imperialism, and praised the Chinese party for being �in the forefront of the global battle against U.S. imperialism and modern revisionism.� The Chinese, he said, had �made great contributions to the achievement of the fundamental task for the day�the development of the national democratic struggle in Asia, Africa and Latin America, a struggle aimed at smashing the threat of the imperialists in those three continents.�[93]
With the outbreak of the Great Proletarian Cultural Revolution in China, the VC expressed its support of that phenomenon. Its periodical, No Transar, published an article that �hailed the new developments in China and, of course, the thought of Mao Tse-tung.� It held that the Cultural Revolution was �a new victory of Mao�s thought. Mao�s thought was the �Marxism-Leninism of our era,� and for that reason revolutionaries everywhere were looking toward Peking, the center of China.� No Transar claimed that Marxist-Leninist organizations were �carrying out ideological revolutions to remold the thinking of revolutionaries and apply Mao Tse-tung�s thought to their political line.�[94]
In September 1967, the Peking Review, in an article entitled �Studying Chairman Mao�s Works in Latin America,� quoted one of the Argentine VC leaders as saying, �The study and application of Chairman Mao Tse-tung�s works in a creative way should become a regular activity in our organization. This is the principal means to prevent the growth of revisionism and to guard against it in our organization.� Writing in 1970, Cecil Johnson claimed that the VC was �one of the weakest of the pro-Chinese groups in Latin America.�[95]
However, the Yearbook on International Communist Affairs reported in the following year, that �Although it has few militants, it is said to have some influence in student and workers� groups Ricardo de Luca, reportedly a VC member, is at present the press secretary of the �Opposition CGT,��[96] that is, of the more militant trade union group that had broken with the orthodox Peronista-controlled Confederaci�n General del Trabajo. It was reported that El�as Seman and other VC leaders played some role in the popular uprising in C�rdoba in 1969, known popularly as the �Cordobazo,� in which unions of the Opposition CGT played a significant part.[97]
No Transar strongly supported the Opposition CGT, claiming that �despite its meager forces,� it could be important in opposition to the dictatorship of General Juan Carlos Onga�ia, which was then in power. It urged that the Opposition CGT get rid of the �fifth column that proclaims the need to dissolve the Opposition CGT and to fight the CGT of the dictatorship from within.� The Yearbook on International Communist Affairs said that the argument was made in opposition to the suggestion of the proSoviet Communist Party that the two labor organizations merge.[98] The Opposition CGT disappeared in the early 1970s.
The Vanguardia Comunista reportedly held its first congress in 1970. At that time, it reflected its loyalty to the Chinese by following their line with regard to the Castro regime in Cuba. No Transar published an article denouncing the Cuban Communist Party for attending at the June 1969 Congress of Communist parties in Moscow, for its support of the Soviet invasion of Czechoslovakia, and in general for its �revisionist line of converting Cuba into a new colony of the Soviet Union.�[99]
Vanguardia Comunista continued to exist in the 1970s. However, it had little if any strength in the organized labor movement, and whatever influence it maintained was in the student movement.[100] At some point, apparently in 1976, it changed its name to Partido Comunista de Argentina (Marxista-Leninista).[101]
The party persisted in its loyalty to the Chinese, and continued to receive a certain amount of publicity from them. Thus, in May 1974, the Peking Review noted an article that had recently appeared in No Transar, which had argued, thus: �The struggle of the two superpowers for division of the world is the principal danger to world peace. Their shameless interference in the internal affairs of other countries brings the danger of a world war among the imperialist countries closer, while just revolutionary wars against the imperialists do not endanger world peace.�[102]
In October 1975, Hsinhua News Agency noted that the Vanguardia Comunista was one of several foreign �Marxist-Leninist� parties that had sent messages of greeting to �the great leader of the Chinese people, Chairman Mao, Premier Chou En-lai and the Central Committee of the Communist Party of China,� on the occasion of the 26th anniversary of the founding of the People�s Republic.[103]
In May 1975, a delegation of the Central Committee of Vanguardia Comunista, under the leadership of Oscar Fleitas, visited China. They had �a cordial and friendly conversation� with Yao Wen-yuan, member of the Chinese Politburo, who gave a banquet in their honor. According to the Peking Review, they visited Changsha, Shaoshan, Anyuan, Kwangchow, Shanghai, Tientsin, and Yenan during their stay.[104] In the following year, El�as Seman and the Secretary-General of the Partido Comunista (MarxistaLeninista) de Argentina, visited China, where they were received by Chairman Hua Kuo-feng. Another VC delegation visited China and Kampuchea at about the same time.[105]
The VC was driven underground by the military regime of General Jorge Videla, which came to power with the overthrow of President Isabel Per�n in April 1976.[106] It was reported that El�as Seman and VC Secretary General Roberto Cristiana were among those who were �disappeared by the regime.[107]
In November 1978, Gabriel Vald�z Vald�z, identified as President of the Delegation Abroad of the Communist Party (MarxistLeninist) of Argentina, sent a letter to Hua Kuo-feng, congratulating him on being appointed Chairman of the Central Committee of the Chinese Communist Party, which was publicized in Peking Review. Among other things, the letter said that �it is our firm belief that the Chinese Communist Party and all the Chinese people, under the leadership of Comrade Hua Kuo-feng, will carry on the cause left behind by Chairman Mao and achieve new and brilliant victories.� It expressed �the fervent hope that the solid ties between our two Parties based on MarxismLeninism and proletarian internationalism will be more consolidated.�[108]
It was reported that the PCA (M-L) endorsed the Three Worlds Theory, and that a delegation from the party visited China in April 1978.[109]

Partido Comunista Revolucionario

The second Maoist party established in Argentina resulted from a split in the pro-Moscow Communist Party of Argentina (PCA) and its youth group, the Federaci�n de Juventud Comunista (FJC). This was the Partido Comunista Revolucionario (PCR; Revolutionary Communist Party), which was originally called the Partido Comunista de Recuperaci�n Revolucionaria (PCRR; Communist Party of Revolutionary Recovery), which was founded on January 6, 1968.
Led by C�sar Otto Vargas, the PCRR claimed �to have the support of �significant sectors� in the federal capital and the provinces. Early in 1969, the dissident PCA and the FJC members. � asserted that their party had attracted 75 per cent of the FJC membership in the capital, 60 per cent in the province of Buenos Aires, and 80 per cent in C�rdoba; and important groups in Tucum�n. The PCRR reportedly had links with extremist Christian organizations within the country, including the �Camilo Torres Command� and the �Third World Priest Movement.��
At its inception, what became the Partido Comunista Revolucionario reportedly had contacts with both Cuba and China. However, from the beginning it rejected the foco theory of insurrection preached by the Cubans. Rather, �the PCRR believes that the central position in the revolutionary struggle must be occupied by the communist party. The PCRR advocates armed insurrection as the only means of achieving revolutionary change.�[110]
It apparently took some time for the PCR to adopt a clearly Maoist rather than a Castroite position. In the beginning, it sought association with the Latin American Solidarity Organization (OLAS), which the Castro regime had organized in the mid1960s.
As might have been expected of an organization originating among the Communist Youth, the PCR was very strong in the student movement. At its inception, it had control of the Argentine University Federation (FUA). However, late in 1969, in elections in the FUA, it faced the opposition of virtually all other groups in the Federation and was able to elect only one member to the FUA Executive Committee.[111] Its defeat was attributed to �a rejection of the pro-guerrilla line advocated by the PCR but also to the PCR student leaders� strong emphasis on revolutionary goals to the detriment of students� demands.�[112]
In 1972, Nelly Stromquist noted, �The PCR advocates armed struggle to gain power, but believes that the leadership in the revolutionary movement must be held by the party. The PCR favors only urban guerrilla struggle, contending that the �wide plains� of Argentina�s interior and the highly developed agriculture on the coast� would not permit successful operations by peasant guerrillas.�[113] There is no indication, however, that the PCR ever attempted to launch any kind of urban guerrilla activity. Nevertheless, some elements split away from the PCR in its early years, to form the Revolutionary Armed Forces (FAR), which reportedly received military training and political indoctrination in Cuba.[114]
Although in the beginning the PCR was not clearly aligned with the Maoists, rather than the followers of Fidel Castro, by the middle 1970s it had clearly joined the pro-Chinese camp. In August 1974, the Peking Review reported the visit to China at the invitation of the Chinese Central Committee, of a delegation from the Argentine PCR, headed by Guillermo S�nchez. The delegation met with Chang Chun-chiao, member of the Standing Committee of the Political Bureau of the Chinese Communist Party, with whom they were reported to have had �cordial and friendly conversation.� Chang Chun-chiao subsequently gave a banquet in honor of the visiting Argentines, that was attended, among others, by two ranking members of the International Liaison Department of the Chinese Central Committee.[115]
In 1975, the Hsinhua News Agency announced that among the cables it had received congratulating the Chinese on the 26th anniversary of the establishment of the People�s Republic was one from the Argentine PCR.[116] In 1978, a delegation of the PCR again visited China, where they were received by Vice Chairman Li Hsien-nien and Keng Piao, a Communist Party Central Committee member.[117]
In June 1974, during the administration of President Isabel Per�n (following the death of her husband, President Juan Per�n), the PCR strongly supported the regime. At one point it called upon the workers �to be together with the Peronista people, defending the president, Isabel Per�n, against any menace.� The Associated Press noted, �The decision of the PCR provoked commentaries in the sense that the �Maoists� have had a strategy in Latin America directed more to impeding the growth of Soviet influence than combating the political and economic hegemony of the United States.�[118]
Perhaps as a consequence of its support of Isabel Per�n, the PCR was outlawed by the military regime that overthrew President Isabel Per�n, headed by General Jorge Videla, in its Communiqu� #15, soon after seizing power.[119] Thereafter, the Partido Comunista Revolucionario functioned, to the degree that it was able to do so at all, deeply underground.
The PCR maintained its pro-Chinese and anti-Soviet position. In May 1974, the Peking Review reported on an article that had appeared in the PCR�s Nueva Hora commenting on a recent meeting between U.S. Secretary of State Henry Kissinger and Leonid Brezhnev. That article said, �The peoples who are struggling for their liberation cannot remain indifferent to these meetings between the superpowers. � the Arab peoples, especially the Palestinian People, know that the superpowers are conspiring against their destiny. The countries of Europe also have serious cause to remain vigilant because today the real essence of the superpowers� struggle for world domination is for hegemony over Europe.�[120]
The PCR was reported as endorsing the Three World Theory. The party also had delegations in China in May 1977 and July 1978.[121]

Partido del Trabajo Argentino

One other Argentine Maoist party existed in the late 1960s, although little information is available concerning its origins or subsequent history. This was the Partido del Trabajo Argentino (PTA; Party of Argentine Labor). The U.S. Maoist newspaper Desafio, organ of the Progressive Labor Party, then the recognized Maoist group in the United States, carried an extended analysis by the PTA of the recently held OLAS conference in Havana.
This document claimed �The neorevisionist CP�s, attacked by the incurable illness of reformism and suffering a general crisis in their political existence. � must be put aside as a functioning force in the revolutionary camp.� It went on to argue, �The Communist Party of China, ideologically, is the one which initiated the open, profound and total struggle, the first against neorevisionism. � In rejecting the neorevisionist humbug, the CPC rescues, revitalizes and develops the Marxist-Leninist thesis of the class struggle on a national and world scale, the role of revolutionary violence and the irreversible character of the dictatorship of the proletariat as the essential and special form of passing from the bourgeois dictatorship to the proletarian dictatorship, substituting revolutionary power for bourgeois powers.�[122]
Following the Chinese line of that period, this document of the PTA particularly attacked the call by OLAS, the Latin American revolutionary organization sponsored by the Cubans, for launching guerrillas on the model of Fidel Castro�s experience in Cuba. It said, �The Cuban leaders put aside revolutionary experiences, shamelessly accusing them of being �dogmatizing,� of hidebound orthodoxy. � The similarity, more apparent than real, more superficial than profound, with the conception of revolutionary violence, does not absolve the Cubans of their opportunist sins, because they convert a form of struggle into an end in itself, in an embryo capable of taking the place of the objective and subjective conditions, the action of the Marxist-Leninist party, the incorporation and participation of the popular masses, the concept of the popular revolutionary war, into a chain of armed actions outside of the historical-social context, because it exalts the spontaneity of the masses and, finally, because it carries to fraudulent limits the real history of the stages and changes in the Cuban revolution.�[123]
We have no information concerning what became of the PTA after 1968. We have no indication whether that party received official recognition from the Chinese Communist Party, although it was clearly regarded as an Argentine counterpart of the U.S. Maoist organization of that period.

Conclusion

Maoism was represented in Argentina during the latter half of the 1960s and the 1970s by three groups: the Communist Vanguard�known subsequently as the Communist Party of Argentina (Marxist-Leninist), the Revolutionary Communist Party, and the Partido del Trabajo Argentino. The first two were recognized by the Chinese Communist Party as its counterparts in Argentina. Both of these parties had their principal strength in the student movement, although in the late 1960s the Communist Vanguard may have had some marginal influence in a dissident trade union confederation. Although all of these parties were formally committed to the concept of �popular war,� none of them seems actually to have engaged in guerrilla activities. We know that the PCA (M-L) and the PCR were severely repressed by the ferocious military dictatorship that came to power in May 1976, but we have no indication as to whether any of these parties was able to regroup after the end of that regime in 1983.


Bolivian Maoism

The Communist Party of Bolivia was not established until 1950. However, there had been two earlier efforts to set up such an organization. The first was undertaken in the late 1920s by Gustavo Navarro, better known as Trist�n Mar�f, a onetime Bolivian diplomat who resigned from the foreign service to return to Bolivia to establish the Partido Socialista, which declared its loyalty to the Comintern but was never formally a member of it. This group disappeared during the Chaco War between Bolivia and Paraguay in the early 1930s, Marof went into exile in Argentina, where he became a Trotskyite.
After the Chaco War, a sociology professor at the University of La Paz, Jos� Antonio Arze, took the leadership in establishing the Party of the Revolutionary Left (Partido de la Izquierda Revolucionaria; PIR), which although not avowedly Communist, was closely aligned with other Stalinist parties, particularly the Communist Party of the United States. The PIR gained significant influence in the labor movement. However, during the left-wing nationalist regime of President Gualberto Villarroel (1943-1946) the PIR, after having its bid to be a collaborator with that regime rejected, turned violently against it, and aligned itself with the right-wing groups that were also opposed to, and finally brought down, the Villarroel government. In the nearly six-year period (the �sexenio") between the overthrow of Villarroel in July 1946 and the triumph of the Bolivian National Revolution, led by the Nationalist Revolutionary Movement (Movimiento Nacionalista Revolucionario; MNR) in April 1952, the PIR collaborated with a succession of right-wing regimes, having cabinet posts in some of them.
It was this collaboration that led some of the younger leaders of the PIR to break away and establish the Communist Party of Bolivia (PCB) in 1950. The PCB had some strength among students, as well as marginal representation in organized labor, although most of the former PIR trade unionists had joined the MNR during the sexenio.[124]

Origin of Bolivian Maoists

During the early 1960s, pro-Chinese groups appeared in various sections of the Communist Party of Bolivia. Finally, in April 1965, the pro-Chinese elements organized what they called the Extraordinary First National Congress of the Communist Party, which proceeded to expel the pro-Soviet leaders of the party.[125]
At the inception of the Maoist party, which soon took the name Communist Party of Bolivia (Marxist-Leninist) (Partido Comunista de Bolivia (Marxista-Leninista) PCB (M-L), its principal leader was Federico Escobar Zapata, who headed the workers in the important Siglo XX tin mine.[126] According to James Malloy, the Maoists at that point had more influence in organized labor, principally due to the prestige of Escobar, than did the pro-Soviet party, although together they did not constitute a major factor in the labor movement.[127] A plenum of the pro-Moscow party in October 1968 recognized that �an appreciable contingent of cadres and militants had gone over to the pro-Chinese party.[128]
Escobar disappeared from the scene soon after the establishment of the PCB (M-L). He was reported to have gone abroad, visiting Cuba and China, then returned home. He died late in 1966, and was succeeded as First Secretary of the party by Oscar Zamora Medinacelli.[129]
The Maoist party suffered persecution at the hands of the regime of President Ren� Barrientos, which had come to power after the overthrow of the MNR revolutionary government in late 1964. In January 1967, Oscar Zamora and a number of other principal leaders of the party were arrested, and were held in jail for several months. These included Jorge Echaz� Alvarado, correspondent of the New China News Agency, whose arrest brought an official protest from Peking.[130]
For some time after the establishment of the Partido Comunista de Bolivia (Marxista-Leninista), the Chinese did not give it their official blessing. Cecil Johnson suggested that this was because the new party did not take a sufficiently strong stand on the side of the Chinese in their conflict with the Soviet party.
Johnson said �The anti-party group, as it was called by the supporters of the Soviet Union, sought to pursue a neutralist policy regarding the differences in the international Communist movement. For example, they insisted that Chinese documents as well as Soviet documents be allowed to circulate among party members. � In short, they, like the Castroites, were refusing to take a position. If the pro-Soviet forces were dissatisfied with their posture on the Great Schism, one can well imagine how the Chinese must have reacted to their neutralism.�[131]
However, �In late 1966, the pro-Chinese group launched a major ideological assault on revisionism, led by the CPSU. � By taking a stand that was clearly pro-Chinese, the Bolivians must have ingratiated themselves with their �sponsors.��[132]
That this was the case was indicated by a statement of the New China News Agency in April 1967, protesting the arrest of many of the Maoist party�s leaders by the Barrientos government. It noted that the �Bolivian Communist Party is a genuine revolutionary party holding high the revolutionary banner of national liberation and firmly opposing the traitorous policies of the dictatorial regime, and opposing U.S. imperialist domination and enslavement.�[133]
When he was released from jail, Oscar Zamora sent a message to Mao, thanking him for his support while Zamora had been in prison. Later that year, Zamora sent a message to Mao and Chou En-lai on the anniversary of the Chinese Revolution that Cecil Johnson said was �the epitome of the spirit of total submission to Peking so characteristic of the Latin American Communists of Chinese persuasion after the advent of the Cultural Revolution.�[134]
The Maoists and Ch� Guevara
From November 1966 until October 1967, Ernesto Ch� Guevara, the Argentine medical doctor and guerrilla commander in Fidel Castro�s revolutionary forces in Cuba, who in the first years of the Castro regime became the principal theoretician of a distinctive �Fidelista� theory of the Communist road to power, led an attempt to organize a guerrilla war in Bolivia. In spite of the Bolivian Maoists� claim in April 1967 that �the only way to liberate the people is to make revolution by armed struggle,� they played little or no role in Guevara�s attempted �armed truggle.�
There appear to be several reasons for this. One seems to have been that Ch� Guevara had certain doubts about Oscar Zamora. According to Inti Peredo, a member of the pro-Soviet party who ultimately joined Ch�s guerrilla force, and sought to continue guerrilla activity after Ch�s death, Guevara had told him about the reason for these doubts.
Zamora had been in Cuba while Ch� Guevara was still Castro�s Minister of Industries, and the two men had discussed the possibility of launching a guerrilla campaign in Bolivia. According to Peredo, �Zamora received an offer of valuable aid to develop armed struggle.� This aid included the assignment of a man in whom Ch� had confidence, identified only as Ricardo, to help prepare the guerilla foco.
Zamora informed Ch� that he was going to return to Bolivia with the intention of splitting the Communist Party, because the party was �incapable of making the revolution.� According to Peredo, �In spite of having people of experience at his side, Zamora preoccupied himself more with dividing the PCB. � rather than dedicating himself honestly to opening a foco. He let pass this historic opportunity, postponing the opening of the foco, and sterilizing the action.�[135]
However, when the guerrilla campaign was being prepared, Reg�s Debray, the young Frenchman who had worked with Castro and Guevara in Cuba and was apparently one of the advance men in the organization of the Bolivian guerrilla operation, established contact with the Bolivian Maoists. Harry Villegas Tamayo, a Cuban army captain who was in charge of gathering supplies for the guerrilla effort in the months before Ch�s arrival in Bolivia, wrote in his diary that he knew nothing of Debray�s contacts with the Maoists, and said of the Maoists, �1.�They have not shown confidence in guerrilla war. 2.�They have made no effort to organize, but rather, they see all this and resolve nothing.� Villegas Tamayo went on, �They argued that they were concentrating their efforts on a general uprising and considered the guerrilla war as secondary. We asked them what they had done so far and they said �nothing.� We answered that we would not wait 20 years for them to prepare.�[136]
Another factor explaining the failure of the pro-Chinese Communists to collaborate with Ch� Guevara�s guerrilla efforts was the strong opposition of the pro-Soviet party to such collaboration. According to Eliseo Reyes Rodriguez (a Cuban army captain whom Ch� labeled �the best man of the guerrillas� (and who was killed in combat in April 1967), when Mario Monje[sic], the proSoviet party Secretary-General, came to the guerrilla headquarters on January 1 1967, one of the conditions he set for collaboration of the pro-Moscow Communists with the guerrillas was that the pro-Peking people not be included in the group.[137]
Inti Peredo added another detail about this meeting of Monje and Ch�. It had to do with Mois�s Guevara, a member of the proChinese party, who left it to join the guerrillas. According to Peredo, �Monge opposed this tenaciously, but only gave sectarian reasons about consistency. He categorized Mois�s as �pro-Chinese.� That was enough to stigmatize him.� Ch� Guevara argued the point with Monje, and in fact Mois�s Guevara did join the guerrillas on January 25, 1967.[138]
When, after his death, Ch� Guevara�s diaries of his guerrilla campaign were published, Fidel Castro offered �A Necessary Introduction� to the volume. In it he strongly attacked Oscar Zamora, calling him �another Monje who had once promised to work with Ch� on the organization of an armed guerrilla fight in Bolivia, and who later withdrew his commitments and cowardly folded his arms when the hour for activation arrived, becoming one of the most poisonous critics in the name of �Marxism-Leninism�after Ch�s death.�[139]
Oscar Zamora responded publicly to this attack by Fidel Castro. He addressed Fidel in a document in which he said, �To cover up the truth you launch an infamous calumny that I didn�t fulfill supposed promises. But Ch� himself, with revolutionary honesty, had made dear the truth that it was the Monjes, the Kolles and the other revisionists who were the only ones you charged with the task of preparing the guerrilla base.�
The Santiago, Chile, newspaper La Naci�n, reporting Zamora�s document, said, �Zamora accuses Havana of not having informed the Communists of the Peking line of the presence in Bolivia of �Ch�,� while at the same time having an �excess of confidence� in the �revisionist� militants, headed by Monje. He maintains that this dual action led to the near extermination of the guerrillas.�
Zamora then asked Fidel, �Why don�t you explain, if only for the experience, what caused the breaking of contact with Ch� and Manila? You have the duty to tell the people the truth and the truth is that Manila also failed in the guerrilla logistics, and that Manila is the leadership of the Cuban Communist Party.�[140]
Ex post facto, the Bolivian Maoists criticized the Guevara guerrilla effort, implicitly and explicitly, indicating what they thought had been its weaknesses. In January 1968, Liberaci�n, the organ of the PCB (ML) carried an article entitled �Mao Tse-tung�s Thought and Armed Struggle in Our Country.� It argued that all revolutionaries should follow Mao�s dictate that �the revolutionary war is a war of the masses; it can be waged only by mobilizing the masses and relying on them.� It added that revolutionaries should always obey the �Marxist-Leninist law,� according to which �they can never ignore the masses and try to substitute for them.�[141]
In mid-1969, the PCB (M-L) issued a document that in passing criticized Ch� Guevaras� guerrilla effort. It stated, �The principal error of the guerrilla force was that it neglected the role of the Peasants, failed to win their support and did not carry out intensive political work among them.�[142]

Further History of the Pro-Peking Party

Although the Bolivian Maoist party clearly had no participation as such in Ch� Guevara�s guerrilla operation in 1966�1967, there were several reports in subsequent years of efforts of the PCB (ML) to organize guerrilla warfare. In July 1968, the Chilean Conservative Party newspaper El Diario Ilustrado carried a UPI dispatch reporting that Maoist elements, principally students, had organized a guerrilla group in the Chapere region of Cochabamba Department.[143] About two years later, Oscar Zamora, who in January 1970 had claimed that �imperialism� and �its Bolivian lackeys� could be defeated only through �armed struggle,� was reported to be leading about 100 Maoist guerrillas in a region of Santa Cruz Department, and another guerrilla force of Maoists was operating in the Chapare region under leadership of Roberto S�nchez, head of the Juventud Comunista Boliviana, the Maoist youth movement.[144] However, none of the Maoist guerrillas reached the seriousness or engaged the government�s attention to the extent that Ch� and the Cubans did.
In the 1960s and 1970s, Bolivia was governed by a series of military dictatorships. General Barrientos died in early 1969, and later that year power was seized by General Alfredo Ovando, who proclaimed a nationalist program, that included expropriating the property of the Gulf Oil Company in Bolivia. Ovando lasted less than a year and was succeeded by General Juan Jos� Torres, who allied himself to a greater or lesser degree with the organized labor movement and various left-wing parties. Under Torres there was organized the Popular Assembly, vaguely patterned after the 1917 soviets, in which organized labor, peasant organizations, and Communist, Trotskyist, and other leftist parties were represented.
Torres was overthrown in August 1971 by General Hugo Banzer. He was backed at first by the Nationalist Revolutionary Movement and the ultraconservative Falange Socialista Boliviana, but the Banzer regime soon evolved into a simple military dictatorship. Banzer stayed in power until 1978. He was followed by seven presidents in five years.
The Maoists strongly opposed virtually all of the governments during this period. We have noted the hostility of the Barrientos government to the PCB (M-L). When, early in 1969, Barrientos declared a state of siege, the PCB (M-L) issued a statement: �We must not fear that the enemy concentrates his hatred against the Communist Party because that proves that we are marching on the correct road to revolution. The difficulties are temporary. We are capable of overcoming them through revolutionary activities, and, under the guidance of Marxism-Leninism, Mao Tse-tung thought, we shall unite the whole people and march ahead.�[145]
It was under Ovando that the PCB (M-L) was reported seeking to organize guerrilla war. Zamora attacked the Ovando government as �progressive and reformist in appearance� but �reactionary and pro-imperialist in content,� and �directed by the Pentagon.�[146]
The PCB (M-L) did not support the Torres government either. However, the party apparently did not continue guerrilla efforts under Torres, and it was one of the parties represented in the Popular Assembly.[147]
The Maoists were also opposed to the Banzer dictatorship. William E. Ratliff wrote in 1973, �According to Oscar Zamora, the Banzer government is a puppet of the U.S. imperialists and the Brazilian gorillas, and hence the Bolivian people must struggle against both the puppet government and the imperialists. The mining proletariat is considered the �revolutionary vanguard of the Bolivian people and peasants struggles, particularly in northern Santa Cruz Province, were said to be of great significance.� The PCB (M-L) continued to argue that �only the armed action of the masses, based on the correct political and ideological unity of the revolutionary forces, can put an end to fascism and liberate the Bolivian people.�[148]
As late as May 1978, by which time Banzer had called elections for his successor, a statement of the party�s Central Committee, published in the Catholic daily Presencia, was arguing that �The military-fascist dictatorship imposed on the Bolivian people through the August 1971 coup represents the interests of imperialism and of the local reactionaries. The PCML has maintained and continues to maintain a total, complete and militant opposition to the dictatorship. Even the slightest conciliation cannot exist.�[149]
In spite of their official opposition to the Banzer regime, when I was in Bolivia in 1975, I found that this it was not unrelenting. Faced with a military dictatorship, which at that point there was no hope of overthrowing, and wishing to defend whatever influence they had in organized labor, the Maoists had certain contacts with the regime. I was informed that where the proMoscow Communists maintained relations with the Ministry of Labor, the pro-Maoists maintained contact with the Ministry of Interior.[150]
After the overthrow of Banzer there were elections in 1978, 1979, and 1980, as a result of the military overthrowing successive presidents.[151] During this period, the Maoists began to participate in electoral politics for the first time. The party�s Central Committee announced, that �The Popular forces must participate in the electoral process with their own independent objectives: to combat and unmask the electoral fraud as the dictatorship�s instrument for institutionalizing continuism; to unite all the popular, democratic and revolutionary forces� and to organize and prepare the people in order to stimulate the struggle against fascism and imperialism for national liberation and socialism.�[152]
In the 1978 election, the PCB (M-L) was part of the Revolutionary Front of the Left, together with labor leader Juan Lech�n�s Revolutionary Party of the Nationalist Left and several other groups. In an election manifesto, the PCB (M-L) said that in the contest it was �guided in its actions by Marxism-Leninism-Mao Tse-tung thought� as well as by �the Leninist principles of democratic centralism, collective leadership, and criticism and selfcriticism rule the party�s life.�[153]
In the 1979 election, the CPB (M-L) supported ex-President V�ctor Paz Estenssoro. The party�s Central Committee announced that it �fully supports the resolution unanimously approved by the Central Committee of the Revolutionary Front of the Left [FRI] to participate in a political alliance with the MNR, the PDC [ Christian Democratic Party] and the Authentic Revolutionary Party. � The FRI and especially the PCB (M-L) assume with this alliance the commitment to defend the interests of the working class and peasant masses, as well as those of vast sections of the petite bourgeoisie.�[154] In the 1979 election, Oscar Zamora was elected to the Senate.[155]
By the late 1970s, the PCB M-L still had some following in organized labor. At the May 1979 congress of the Central Obrera Boliviana (Bolivian Labor Central; COB), there were 175 delegates who belonged to the party. They walked out of the meeting, because they �accused the leaders of the conference of acting out of parochial interests and violating COB statutes.�[156]
The Bolivian Maoist party still existed in the late 1980s, and Oscar Zamora continued to sit in the Senate. However, I wrote that the party �did not play any major role in national politics.�[157]

PCB�(M-L) Adherence to Maoism

The Partido Comunista de Bolivia (Marxista-Leninista) remained loyal to the Chinese party and regime, in spite of the shifts in policy by Mao and his successors in the 1970s. However, there were some minor schisms in the party as a result.
In March 1969, after reported armed clashes on the Soviet-Chinese frontier, the PCB (M-L) issued a statement: �The Partido Comunista de Bolivia firmly condemns the revisionist Soviet aggression against the Chinese People�s Republic, and expresses its sincere solidarity with the people, the Communist Party and the government of China who, directed by President Mao Tse-tung, are constructing socialism and directing the struggle against imperialism and revisionism in the world.�[158]
In 1975, it was reported that the PCB (M-L) �remains an unshaken admirer of Mao Tse-tung and the Chinese Communist Party. Its expressed positions on international issues have paralleled those of the Chinese Communists.�[159] However, from time to time there were groups in the party that disagreed with this position. As early as 1973 there existed a �rival PCB (M-L)� that was �apparently set up in early 1971 by Jorge Echaz� Alvarado, although there is no indication of the exact issues provoking this split.�[160]
By 1977, �According to reports from La Paz, a large dissident faction, led by Rodolfo Sinani, split with Zamora due to disapproval of a variety of Chinese Communist activities since the visit of U .S. President Richard Nixon to China in 1972. The most recent Communist action to cause trouble within the party ranks was the Chinese opposition to the MPLA in the Angolan civil war.�[161]
Following the death of Mao-which brought a message of condolence from the Bolivian party�the dominant group in the PCB (M-L) supported his successors. William Ratliff reported �The proChinese Communist Party has long been torn by dissension. The faction headed by Oscar Zamora Medinacelli has given its blessing to Hua Kuo-feng and continues to be recognized by the People�s Republic of China.� The party had a delegation at the Albanian party�s congress, which participated with six other proChinese parties in Latin America in a conference that issued a �joint declaration of Marxist-Leninist parties of Latin America.�[162] However, there is no indication that the PCB (M-L) or any significant part of it subsequently joined the international dissidence in International Maoism led by the Albanian Party of Labor. Nor did any Bolivian group participate in the Revolutionary Internationalist Movement (RIM), established in the 1980s by the orthodox Maoist supporters of the so-called Gang of Four.


Maoism in Brazil

Nikita Khrushchev�s speech denouncing Stalin at the 20th Congress of the Soviet Communist Party early in 1956 had a great impact in the ranks of the Communist Party of Brazil (Partido Comunista do Brasil; PC do B). It led to intense internal discussion, and within the next six years resulted in two major splits in the party�s ranks, the second of these bringing about the establishment of a Maoist party in Brazil.
The Communist Party had been established in 1922, principally by a group of young anarchist trade unionists and intellectuals. It gained some influence in the organized labor movement in the 1920s. At the time of the Revolution of 1930, which brought Get�lio Vargas to power for the first time, it opposed that movement, as did Luiz Carlos Prestes, who had been one of the principal leaders of a group of young military men, the Tenentes, who had revolted twice in the 1920s. Prestes, who went into exile in Buenos Aires after the defeat of the second Tenente revolt, was courted by both the Communist Party and by a Trotskyist group that had broken away from it in the late 1920s. He ended up going to Moscow, where he was co-opted into the Executive Committee of the Communist International, and finally returned to Brazil in 1935 to become Secretary-General of the Communist Party, a post he continued to hold until 1980.
In 1935, the Communists attempted a military uprising, which Vargas suppressed. During the following decade, the party was all but driven out of existence during the �New State� dictatorship that Vargas proclaimed in November 1937. But when Vargas began the process of restoring democracy early in 1945, a deal was struck between Vargas and the Communists that legalized the Communist Party and allowed it to participate in elections at the end of 1945. Its presidential candidate got 10 percent of the vote, Prestes was elected Senator, and several other Communists were elected to the Chamber of Deputies.[163]
However, in 1947 President Eurico Dutra had the Communist Party outlawed. It remained illegal for almost thirty years, but until the Revolution of 1964 was able to function more or less freely. Between 1947 and the late 1950s, Luiz Carlos Prestes remained in hiding. The actual running of the party was in the hands of what Osvaldo Peralva has called the �directing nucleus.� He identified Di�genes Arruda, Pedro Pomar, Jo�o Amazonas, Mauricio Grabois, and Carlos Marighella as the principal members of that group.[164] However, Prestes�s prestige among the party members remained very high, and they regarded him as the undisputed leader of the party.[165]

Impact of Khrushchev�s Speech to the 20th Congress

When word reached Brazil of the Khrushchev speech, the Brazilian party sent a delegation to Moscow to find out more details about the speech. When they were convinced that it was genuine, there were bitter discussions in the Central Committee, not only concerning how the Soviet party had fallen into the situation that Khrushchev had revealed but also on the reflections this had had in the Brazilian party, including its sectarianism.[166]
Prestes and other party leaders did not want these discussions to go beyond the Central Committee. But Agildo Barata, who had been the party�s Treasurer since 1945, had raised most of the funds the party spent thereafter, insisted on a general debate in the party�s ranks. He wrote an open letter calling for such a discussion, but Prestes refused to allow its publication in Imprensa Popular, the Communist newspaper. The editiors of the paper, who sympathized with Barata�s position, published the letter anyway. Soon afterward, unable to get official approval from the party leadership for a wide-ranging discussion of the situation in the Brazilian party, the CPSU, and the international movement in general, Barata sent a letter of resignation from the Party. He received no answer, but was promptly �expelled.�[167]
A number of leaders followed Barata out of the Communist Party, including the entire staff of Imprensa Popular.[168] Their differences with the party were �a break with the totalitarian conception of Communism,� Osvaldo Peralva, one of the dissidents, wrote later.[169] However, they did not establish a rival group, although for some time Barata did publish his own newspaper.[170]

Establishment of Partido Comunista do Brasil

In 1961, the Prestes leadership changed the party�s name from Communist Party of Brazil to Brazilian Communist Party (Partido Comunista Brasileiro; PCB), in a move designed to facilitate its legalization.[171] However, a new split was developing within its ranks.
During the administration of Juscelino Kubitschek (1956�1961), the Communists were given considerably more freedom to act openly than had previously been the case, although the party was not officially legalized. As a consequence, Luiz Carlos Prestes and other leaders, who had been indicted for various alleged crimes when the party had been outlawed, presented themselves before the courts and were exonerated.[172]
With Prestes�s ability to openly direct the Communist Party restored, there quickly developed a split between Prestes and the �directing nucleus.� Osvaldo Peralva wrote that the struggle between them �lasted more than four years, and was becoming worse day by day, until it resulted in a split.�[173]
The Brazilian Maoists� later interpretation of what occurred in this period was that there developed within Brazilian Communist ranks a group that felt that in his 20th Congress speech, Khrushchev had attacked everything Marxism-Leninism stood for and had accomplished, from Lenin through Stalin, and therefore that group opposed the Khrushchev line. Although at first agreeing with that analysis, Luiz Carlos Prestes ended up joining those who supported Khrushchev.[174] Cecil Johnson suggested that Prestes�s hesitancy to take sides on the issue of Khrushchev�s new line was motivated by a desire to ascertain whether Khrushchev was going to come out on top in the struggle within the CPSU.[175]
The Amazonas-Grabois-Pomar faction controlled �important fractions of the Party in Rio Grande do Sul, the State of Rio and S�o Paulo,� according to Osvaldo Peralva.[176]
According to Leoncio Basbaum, a historian of the Brazilian Communist movement, the �directing nucleus� was in fact removed from control of the Communist Party as early as 1948, although they remained part of its top leadership.[177] But Jo�o Amazonas, one of the �directing nucleus� and subsequently a principal leader of the Brazilian Maoists, claimed, �From 1957, under the direct influence of the XX Congress of the CPSU, there flourished in the Party serious opportunist tendencies which worked to transform it into a social-democratic party. The political line approved in March 1958 and the decisions of the V Congress, in 1960, which removed it from Marxism-Leninism, sought to liquidate the party of the working class.�[178]
The final split between the Prestes leadership and the former �directing nucleus� came in 1961. At the end of that year, according to Osvaldo Peralva, after returning from a trip to the Soviet Union, �Prestes gave the order to expel the leaders of the Amazonas-Grabois-Pomar group. Thus abandoned by Moscow, that group openly passed over to the Chinese side, with which it had been flirting for some time.�[179]
In 1956, after the CPSU 20th Congress, Di�genes Arruda had been one of the Latin American fraternal delegates to that Congress who accepted an invitation to go to China. There, apparently, he was much impressed by the fact that the delegation had a two-hour conversation with Mao Tse-tung and was received by Liu Shao-chi. A few months later, a group of Brazilian cadres was sent to China for �indoctrination.�[180]
Those who were expelled in 1961, and their followers, formally established another party at the Extraordinary National Conference in February 1962. They adopted the old party name, abandoned by the Prestes group, Communist Party of Brazil (PC do B).[181]
Although the PC do B was avowedly Maoist from its inception, the Chinese were slow to extend it official �recognition.� According to Ernest Halperin, �The pro-Chinese Communist Party of Brazil came into being at a time when Peking had not yet decided to split the Communist parties on an international scale.�[182] So, although Mao and other leaders received a delegation from the Brazilian party in March 1963, and occasionally published statements of the PC do B, it was not until October 1964, according to Halperin, that the Chinese clearly recognized the PC do B as their brother party in Brazil.[183]
Ideological Orientation of Brazilian Maoists
The new Partido Comunista do Brasil quickly made clear its ideological orientation. It began to issue a new weekly, Novos Rumos, and published several books. One of these was entitled Marxism As Seen By Its Masters (O Marxismo Visto por Sus Mestres), which included writings of Marx, Engels, Plekhanov, Lenin, Stalin, and Mao Tse-tung.[184]
Clearly, the PC do B felt that the degeneration of the Communist movement had begun with the death of Stalin, whose works and career it frequently praised. For instance, in March 1978, Jo�o Amazonas published an article on the twenty-fifth anniversary of Stalin�s death that profusely praised the Soviet dictator.
Amazonas wrote that: �There fell to Stalin the honorable task of putting in practice the legacy of Lenin. Under his direction there was carried out the most arduous phase of socialist construction. And he carried this out magnificently. The Soviet Union was transformed radically in every sense, and achieved the level of the most advanced capitalist countries. It proved possible to build, without bosses or imperialist monopolies, a life of progress and social justice.�[185]
Amazonas even praised the Great Purges of the 1930s. He wrote that �Stalin, while enunciating the measures to give impulse to constructive work, confronted those who vacillated and defeated conspiracies hatched in the shadows. He generated a series of experiences in that field of great value to the revolutionary movement. In Russia the attempts to restore the old order were numerous. � When the process of creating the material basis of the regime was already advanced there occurred others, virulent and menacing. They were intertwined with the intelligence services of foreign governments, putting at grave risk the existence of the USSR. Their protagonists were not unknown people but were members of the Party or dressed in the uniform of the Red Army�some with a certain record of service to the country. All were unmasked before public opinion, and went before the people�s tribunals where they confessed their counter-revolutionary plots. Trotsky, Kamenev, Zinoviev, Bukharin, Toucachevski and others conspired against the socialist regime.�[186]
The PC do B also endorsed the Chinese Cultural Revolution. Cecil Johnson noted, �By mid-summer of 1967 the Maoists of Brazil had inaugurated a campaign to study Mao�s works and to exalt the Cultural Revolution. They, like pro-Chinese groups around the world, were enjoined to study Mao�s works to educate the party members in the spirit of Marxism-Leninism and to gain a better understanding of problems affecting the revolution in Brazil.�[187]
From its inception, the PC do B preached�and for a considerable period of time practiced�the theory of the violent road to power. In contrast to the position of the pro-Soviet party of Prestes, the Maoists strongly opposed the somewhat confused leftwing regime of President Jo�o Goulart (1961-1964), which was finally overthrown by the military.
In April 1970, Jo�o Amazonas recounted the attitude of the PC do B toward the Goulart regime. He wrote, �concerning the road to the Brazilian revolution, the Communists base themselves on Leninism. The use of revolutionary violence of the masses constitutes one of the fundamental aspects of the work and practical action of the great strategist and tactician of the proletariat. � Following these basic indications, the Communists in Brazil, in 1960 tenaciously opposed the theses presented and approved in the V Congress of the Party. It was exactly the defense of the revolutionary way, of armed struggle, which was the center of the debates then under way between the Marxist-Leninists and the revisionists of Prestes. During the government of Goulart, the policy of pacific development followed by the Prestes party and other currents grew and gained many sectors of the population. � But the PC do Brasil, based on the theory of Lenin and a realistic analysis of Brazilian political life, never ceased in unmasking that solution, demonstrating all its falsity. � it affirmed repeatedly that it was necessary to prepare armed action because the reactionary forces would not surrender without resistance and would end by counterattacking to defeat the popular forces. That was what in fact occurred with the military coup of April of 1964.�[188]
However, the Brazilian Maoists specifically rejected the Castro-Guevarite foco theory of armed revolution. In a document of May 1969, entitled �People�s War�The Path of Armed Struggle in Brazil,� the party claimed that supporters of the foco theory �minimize the role of an initial party structure� and consequently �oppose the leadership of the proletariat in the revolution.� It stated that those preaching the foco theory �are looking at revolution from a �purely military viewpoint.��[189]

The Maoists during the Military Dictatorship

The Maoists apparently were somewhat slow in resorting to guerrilla warfare against the military regime that came to power in 1964. The PC do B was severely persecuted by that regime. It was reported that particularly during the administration of President Em�lio M�dici (1969�1974), at least one hundred members of the party were tortured and killed by the regime.[190]
In 1969, the Central Committee of the Partido Comunista do Brasil issued a statement �explaining that laying the groundwork for eventual �people�s war� required a period of nonarmed mass struggle.�[191] In January of that year, the party�s underground paper, A Classe Operaria reported PC do B involvement in an armed resistance movement among peasants in Matelandia in the southern state of Parana.[192]
In 1971, the party was calling for �the workers, peasants, students, progressive intellectuals, and some sectors of the national bourgeoisie. � to join forces and enjoy all forms of struggle, legal and illegal, open and clandestine, in order to carry out the revolution.� At about the same time, the party �claimed that the communists were in the vanguard of the peasant struggles in the northeast.�[193]
However, the Partido Comunista do Brasil apparently did not seriously undertake guerrilla activity until 1972. A U.S. State Department source reported that in that year it had �engaged in limited guerrilla activities in the interior of the country� but that these had been �checked by the Brazilian Armed Forces.�[194]
The principal center of PC do B guerrilla activity was in the Araguaia region, on the edge of the Amazon area, where the states of Par�, Goi�s and Mato Grosso join.[195] The �heroic armed resistance� there began in April 1972. Two years later, the party�s Central Committee sent a message to those fighting there, saying, �You are on the way to achieving a memorable exploit of very great significance to the destiny of Brazil. � It has been 2 years of unequal struggle, but a necessary and glorious one.�[196] By that time, at least half of the guerrillas had been killed, including Augusto Frutuoso, a presumed member of the Central Committee of the PC do B.[197]
Sometime after the guerrilla struggle in Araguaia had ended, Jo�o Amazonas gave his version of what happened there. He said �It was not the struggle of a subversive group isolated from the masses. It came up as a response to the brutal attack by the armed forces on the inhabitants of the Araguaia region, where a good number of communists persecuted in the cities took refuge. That armed resistance elicited the support of 90 percent of the population.�[198]
Fighting in the Araguaia are continued until at least January 1977.[199] Among those who lost their lives there was Mauricio Grabois, probably the most important of the original founders of the Partido Comunista do Brasil.[200]
The Maoists continued to suffer severe losses in the late 1970s. Just before Christmas 1976, forces of the Second Army in S�o Paulo raided a house where the Central Committee of the party was meeting. Three members of the committee were killed, including Pedro Pomar, another of the three principal founders of the Maoist party.[201]
As the military regime moved toward reestablishment of an elected civilian government, the Partido Comunista do Brasil took advantage of this situation, at the same time modifying its position on �the road to power.� The exiled and underground leaders of the party, in response to the general amnesty decreed by the government of President Jo�o Baptista Figueiredo, came back to Brazil or out of hiding.
Among those returning was Jo�o Amazonas, the only survivor of the three principal original leaders of the Communist Party of Brazil. Upon his return, he told the Rio de Janeiro newspaper Jornal do Brasil, �We Communists defend the principle of armed struggle and revolutionary violence as a scientific principle through which the oppressed can achieve their true liberation. Defending the principle of revolutionary violence does not mean, however, that the Communists are inciting the people to rise up in arms today. This would be disregarding reality.�
Later in the same interview, Amazonas said, �The present time calls for great mass struggle, ample mobilization of workers and people, the awakening of their political consciousness, the improvement of their organizations, the unification of the powerful and social forces, and the firm and determined opposition to a regime favoring foreign interests while resorting to repression and creating hunger. These are fronts in the struggle that prepare people to successfully confront the counterrevolutionary violence.�[202]
In the final years of the military regime, the Partido Comunista do Brasil emerged as strong as, or probably stronger than, its pro-Soviet rival, the Partido Comunista Brasileiro. In 1982, I noted that the PC do B �was apparently the strongest of the groups to the left of the PCB. O Estado de S�o Paulo reported on 20 November 1980 that military observers thought that the PC do B had a �truly strong structure, even well established among students, the press and the clergy, which translates into a substantial increase of its mobilization capability and the expansion of its sphere of influence.��[203]
In the first free elections for members of Congress, the PC do B made arrangements with the Partido Movimento Democr�tico Brasileiro (PMDB), then the largest in opposition to the military regime, to run some PC do B members on the tickets of the PMDB. As a result, six Maoists were elected to the Chamber of Deputies. In 1985, after the PC do B was legalized, these six formed their own bloc in the Chamber.[204] At that time, military intelligence estimated that the PC do B had about 7,000 members.[205]
The military regime came to an end with the election, in early 1985, of Tancredo Neves, a long-time opponent of armed forces� rule, as President, and his running mate, Jos� Sarney, onetime head of the government party of the armed forces regime who had defected from it, as Vice President. However, Neves died before he was able to take office, as a consequence of which Sarney was inaugurated as the first civilian chief executive in twenty-one years.
The advent of the Sarney regime to power resulted in some dissension within the PC do B, between those who favored �conciliation� with the new civilian administration and those who favored �radical opposition� to it. This controversy resulted in some expulsions from the party in 1987.[206]
The PC do B had some influence in the labor movement. In the 1980s, organized labor was divided into two major groups. One was the Central �nica dos Trabalhadores (CUT), organized by Luiz Inacio da Silva (Lula), who in the late 1970s had led a movement of the auto workers� unions in the S�o Paulo area against the control the government had traditionally exercised over organized labor. The other was the Confederac��o Geral dos Trabalhadores (CGT), which included those union leaders who did not favor a sharp break with the traditional system, and in the beginning was also supported by both Communist parties.
The CGT soon split into several competing groups. The first element to leave consisted of those unions under the control of the Partido Comunista do Brasil. They established the Corrente Sindical Clasista (CSC), which held its first congress in February 1989 to seek affiliation with the CUT.[207]
The change of the trade union allegiance of the PC do B was certainly much influenced by the party�s attitude toward the 1989 presidential election. One of the major candidates in that contest was Luis Inacio da Silva (Lula), who had organized a party, the Partido dos Trabalhadores (PT), based in large part on the CUT. The PC do B backed Lula from the beginning of the election campaign, and played a key role in establishing the Frente Brasil Popular for this purpose. In the first round of the election, the Frente consisted of the PT, the PC do B and the Partido Socialista, and Lula emerged as one of the two leading candidates, setting the stage for the second round of voting between Lula and a conservative nominee, Lindolfo Color.[208] Although several parties that had had their own nominees in the first round supported Lula in the second, Color was elected.

International Association of Brazilian Maoists

From its inception in 1962, the Partido Comunista do Brasil proclaimed its sympathy for and association with the Chinese party in its conflict with that of the Soviet Union. In 1970, Jo�o Amazonas sketched the party�s international position. He wrote, �The party, after its reorganization, firmly supported Popular China when it was faced with aggression from the Hindu reactionaries and later gave warm support to the Proletarian Cultural Revolution from its inception. It placed itself decidedly on the side of the Popular Republic of Albania when the Soviet revisionists carried on against it an infamous campaign of lies and calumnies. It manifested its total solidarity with the Vietnamese people in struggle against the North American invaders. It declared its solidarity with the Czechoslovakian people, victim of perfidious aggression by the Soviet troops and those of the Warsaw Pact. In these eight years since its reorganization, the party has been able to strengthen its bonds of friendship with the CP of China, with the Party of Labor of Albania, and with all truly Marxist-Leninist parties.�[209]
However, with the changing foreign policy of the Chinese, and then with the emergence of a new leadership in the Chinese party following the death of Mao Tse-tung, the Partido Comunista do Brasil�s relations with the Chinese Communist Party became strained, and then were broken entirely. Finally, they joined the Albanians in their quarrel with the Chinese.
Rollie Poppino reported in 1973, �Since mid-1971� when U.S. President Nixon first announced his forthcoming 1972 trip to China, the PC do B has been less outspoken in its praise of the People�s Republic.� Poppino noted that as early as December 1971, A Classe Oper�ria, the Partido Comunista do Brasil�s paper, �praised the teachings of Marx, Engels, Lenin and Stalin, but did not mention Mao Tse-tung.�[210]
However, the relations between the Chinese and their Brazilian allies continued to be more or less friendly for several years. Poppino reported in 1974 that the activities of the PC do B were still occasionally reported in the Chinese press.[211] As late as February 1977, the Peking Review reported that the Central Committee of the Chinese party �sent a message of deep condolences to the Central Committee of the Communist Party of Brazil on the brutal assassination by the Brazilian reactionary authorities of Comrades Pedro Pomar, Angelo Arroyo and Jo�o Batista Drummond, leading members of the Central Committee of the Communist Party of Brazil.[212]
According to Jo�o Amazonas, support of the Chinese Communist Party by the PC do B �was altered from the end of 1976.� He also noted that in December 1978, the PC do B carried out �self-criticism� for its earlier support of the Great Cultural Revolution.[213]
When the Albanian Party of Labor openly broke with the Chinese, the PC do B sent the Albanians a message supporting their action. It said, �We have long observed with revolutionary concern the contemptuous attitude of the Chinese leaders towards the forces that genuinely defend socialism and their arrogant and imposing revisionism, imperialism and world reaction. � They have now gone to the extreme of vileness and by economically attacking a socialist country like Albania, which is admired and respected for its adherence to principles, its military spirit and its revolutionary honesty, intend to weaken its economy and national defense. � They call themselves Marxists and internationalists, whereas in practice they act, in everything, like a big power, seeking unconditional submissions to their nationalist line and policy from those who receive their aid.�[214]
The Brazilian Maoists joined the Albanians not only in breaking with the successors of Mao Tse-tung but also in repudiating Mao Tse-tung Thought. Early in 1980, Jo�o Amazonas, in an interview with the newspaper Folha de S�o Paulo, explained the break with the Chinese. He commented, �Another great example is the problem of China. After all, there was a wide-scale national and democratic revolution that had repercussions throughout the world. And we were also supporters of that revolution and disseminated the gains of the Chinese people everywhere. Also, in a more recent period, we showed the role the Chinese Communist Party was playing in the struggle against Soviet revisionism. And a given moment arrives when we have to say that China has retrogressed. Politically, it appears today as an ally of the United States, including encouraging war as a solution to crush its competitor, the Soviet Union.�
Amazonas then observed that �we are obliged to go deeper in this question in the theoretical area and declare that Mao Zedong�s thinking is not Marxist-Leninist thinking. That is also a question that can only arouse concern and doubts among the masses. � with regard to Mao�s thinking, for example, it becomes much more difficult to understand. Therefore, I believe that the skepticism exists and it is necessary to fight against it.�[215]
So long as it continued to exist, the Albanian Communist regime was regarded by the PC do B as the only one in which a Communist party in power �stayed loyal to the original Marxist-Leninist principles.�[216] Even when, early in 1990, there began to be reports of mass demonstrations against the Albanian regime, A Classe Oper�ria denounced these reports as �calumnies.�[217]
Particularly after the break with China, there was extensive contact between the PC do B and the Albanian Party of Labor. For example, the Brazilians translated and published for use in its internal cadre training, the pamphlet The Communist Parties: Directors of the Revolutionary Movement, which had been published by the Institute of Marxist-Leninist Studies of the Central Committee of the Albanian party.[218]
There was also some �political tourism� between the PC do B and the Albanians. For instance, a delegation of the Communist Party of Brazil visited Tirana to attend the 7th Congress of the Albanian party in 1976. Enver Hoxha gave a lunch in honor of the Brazilians, and they were honored at a reception given by Mehmet Shehu, the second most important figure in the Party of Labor.[219]
In October 1977, Jo�o Amazonas led a delegation of the PC do B that visited Tirana at the invitation of the Central Committee of the Albanian party. Again, Hoxha received and conferred with the delegation.[220] In September 1979, Amazonas again visited Albania, once more at the invitation of the Central Committee of the Albanian Party of Labor.[221]

Summary and Conclusion

The emergence of a Maoist party in Brazil resulted more from clashes of personality and ambition within the traditional Communist Party than from ideological differences. The alignment with China of the losers in the struggle for power within the PC do B came about in the process of that struggle rather than being the cause of it.
The Maoist group, which assumed the name Partido Comunista do Brasil, strongly opposed the Goulart regime, which was overthrown by the military in 1964. During the twenty-one-year military dictatorship, the Maoists were particularly persecuted by the regime, and several of their top leaders, as well as lowerranking figures and rank-and-file members, were killed. In part, this was a result of the PC do B�s rural guerrilla activities, particularly in the early and mid-1970s. In spite of all of this, the PC do B emerged from the dictatorship at least as strong as its proSoviet rival, although it was still only a secondary element in organized labor and a marginal factor in general politics.
Like many parties that were originally Maoist, the PC do B found it difficult to maintain loyalty to Mao and his successors in the face of the changes of policies of the Chinese party and government. It ended up being an important part of the �Albanian schism� in International Maoism, with which it remained associated as long as the Communist regime survived in Albania.


The Chilean Maoists

Following the development of the Sino-Soviet split after 1959, a small group of secondary leaders and fellow travelers of the Communist Party of Chile (CPCh) was attracted to the Chinese in that dispute. This led to a rather unusual polemic between the Chilean and Chinese parties, and finally resulted in the establishment of a small Maoist party in Chile. However, that party had to face competition on the extreme Left from a larger and more activist Castroite group. With the convolutions of Chinese policy, the Chilean Maoists broke with Mao�s successors.

The Controversy between Chile and Chinese Parties

At least as early as November 1960, the leadership of the Chilean Communist Party indicated its support of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union in the growing conflict with the Chinese. In that month, Jos� Gonz�lez, Assistant Secretary of the CPCh, who headed the Chilean delegation to the meeting in Moscow of eighty-one Communist parties, at which the principal subject was the Sino-Soviet dispute, clearly supported the Soviet party.[222]
Two months later, in February 1961, the Chilean Central Committee sent a letter to that of the Chinese party. That document commented, �In Chile the reactionary press, the Trotskyist groups and other enemies of the workers� movement wage a sustained campaign of scandal and misinterpretation based on the positions maintained by the Communist Party of China. Furthermore, the position of your party concerning the problem of peaceful coexistence has been joyfully welcomed by the Trotskyists and other renegades of the revolutionary movement.�[223]
Late in 1962 and early in 1963, fraternal representatives of the Chilean party attended congresses of several European Communist parties. This was the period in which the Chinese and Soviet parties were carrying on indirect polemics with one another, with the Soviets violently attacking the Albanian party (as a proxy for that of China) and the Chinese lambasting the Yugoslav party (as a substitute for that of the Soviet Union). The Chilean delegates joined heartily in the attacks on the Albanian Party of Labor.
Typical was the speech of Chilean delegate Orlando Millas at the East German party congress in January 1963. There he attacked those �who appear to be seeking the division of the communist movement, since they resort to calumnies against the party of Lenin himself, undermine the ideological and organizational principles, and promote the peril of factionalism. As for us, we emphatically condemn the bourgeois nationalist attitudes and repeat our protest against the provocations of the Albanian leaders.�[224]
In the same month, the Central Committee of the Chilean party sent a second letter to the CC of the Chinese party. It was provoked by an increasing stream of Chinese and Albanian propaganda that was then entering Chile. That letter began with a condemnation of the attitude of Chinese fraternal delegates to various European Communist party congresses.
The document went on to say, �Before terminating this letter we wish to tell the Chinese comrades frankly and openly that we feel preoccupied and justifiably worried by certain situations that affect the normal and fraternal relations between our two parties. Continually, and in increasing quantities, broad mass organizations are receiving copious correspondence from the Albanian Party of Labor, as well as some Chinese publications, which, instead of furthering the ideological and political unity of the communist movement, insist on accentuating the divergence to which we have referred above, and what is worse, are threatening to confuse many elements.�[225]
Finally, in March 1963, the Politburo of the Communist Party of Chile warned its members against Chinese and Albanian material. The Politburo told the party faithful �In response to various inquiries regarding the circulation in our country of ostensibly Marxist-Leninist documents attacking the line of the international communist movement as well as several parties, the Politburo declares that the line of the Communist Party of Chile is incompatible with the contents of these documents. At the same time it is our duty to recommend to the members of the party and of the people�s movement a deeper study of the Moscow Declarations, of the programmatic documents of the Communist Party of Chile, the Communist Party of the Soviet Union, and of other brother parties that defend this general orientation.�[226]
The Central Committee of the Albanian party replied to this ban on its materials and those of the Chinese by the Chilean Politburo. An extensive letter to the Central Committee made a violent personal attack on Luis Corvalan, the Chilean Secretary-General. It followed this up by charging that �Chilean divisionists are at work in other countries without your knowledge.�
This Albanian letter concluded �We have tried to determine the origin of these unhealthy tendencies within the Chilean party in order to understand ourselves and facilitate the understanding of others of what forces create fertile groups in which opportunism, dogmatism, and all sorts of revisionism flourish. � What we ourselves have noticed are the assiduously cultivated illusions as to the possibility of finding a painless road to power�[227]
By mid- 1963, the break between the Chinese and Chilean Communist parties had become virtually total. In June of that year, the Chinese published a long attack on the Soviet party entitled �Proposition Regarding the General Line of the International Communist Movement,� to which the Chilean Politburo replied a month later. In their document, the Chileans said that the Chinese statement �is a veritable call for the division of all those communist parties that do not share the Chinese deviation.� It also claimed that the Chinese position was �in flagrant contradiction to the letter and the spirit of the programmatic documents and the principles of the international communist movement.�[228]

The Spartacus Group

Meanwhile, there had developed a small pro-Chinese group within the Chilean Communist Party and in the ranks of its sympathizers. This group centered on the Esp�rtaco Editores, a literature distribution firm established in March 1962, which shared offices with the New China News Agency. The group came to be known as the Spartacus Group.[229]
Ernest Halperin noted, �Espartaco Editores was staffed by a group of Communist Party intellectuals. � Besides their open activities as publishers and as distributors of Chinese propaganda materials, the Spartacus Group was apparently engaged in clandestine factional activities inside the Communist Party.�[230]
The Spartacus Group not only widely distributed Chinese and Albanian literature among Communist members, it also sought a wider readership among the general public. Two Socialist Party papers, �ltima Hora and Clar�n, carried advertisements of the group, announcing that Pek�n Informa, the Spanish-language edition of Peking Review, was available in the office of Espartaco Eclitores.[231] The group also made available to Diario Ilustrado, the Conservative Party newspaper, the text of the letter of the Central Committee of the Albanian party to that of Chile, which we have already quoted. The Conservative newspaper published it in full.[232]
In September 1963, the Spartacus Group began to move beyond distribution of Chinese and Albanian literature. It organized a meeting in the Baquedano movie house in Santiago to celebrate the fourteen anniversary of the victory of the Chinese Communist revolution. This meeting was addressed not only by seven Communist intellectuals but also by leading figures of the Socialist Party. The Communist Party ran a rival meeting the next day.[233]
After this meeting, the members of the Spartacus Group were �publicly expelled� from the Communist Party, �and a quiet purge had eliminated their known supporters from the Communist Party and the Communist youth.�[234] However, Communist Party Secretary-General Luis Corvalan claimed that the Spartacus Group �were not able to split one single cell� of the party.[235]
In October 1964, the Spartacus Group again held a meeting to commemorate the Chinese Communists� victory. Among the sponsors was Socialist Senator Salvador Allende, who had recently been the unsuccessful presidential candidate of the Socialist-Communist coalition. One of the two principal speakers was the Socialist deputy Clodomiro Almeyda.[236]
Soon after their expulsion from the Communist Party, the Spartacus Group began issuing its own publications. These included an �ideological review, Principios Marxista-Leninistas, and a news sheet, Combate, which appear at infrequent intervals and are remarkable for their well-nigh incredibly low level of intellect and knowledge.�[237]
By 1964, the Spartacus Group had an ally. This was a pro-Chinese element in another far Left group, Vanguardia Revolucionaria, an organization that had been composed of proChinese ex-Communists and Trotskyites, but in 1964 split into two separate groups. By 1965, the pro-Chinese Vanguardia element was reported to be negotiating unity with the Spartacus Group.[238]

The Revolutionary Communist Party of Chile (PCRCh)

Late in 1964, Senator Jaime Barros, who resigned from the Communist Party, joined the Spartacus Group. In September 1965, he visited China, and upon returning home undertook the leadership in transforming the Spartacus Group into the Revolutionary Communist Party of Chile (Partido Comunista Revolucionario de Chile; PCRCh). This transformation took place at a conference in May 1966. The new party was immediately recognized by the Chinese as their Chilean counterpart.[239]
According to Cecil Johnson, �Those participating in the creation of the party were the Esp�rtaco organization, the Communist Rebel Union, and revolutionary militants who had broken with the revisionist party.�[240] The founding congress of the PCRCh had been preceded by local and regional meetings, where the documents to be adopted at the congress were discussed.
Those documents included a political resolution. According to Johnson, it �reiterated the Chinese views regarding the international situation.� It also strongly attacked the �neutralist position which Fidel Castro and his party then held in the Sino-Soviet dispute.�
The political resolution also endorsed the Chinese concept of a �two-stage� revolution. It likewise asserted that �there was only one road to power, and that was the road to armed struggle in the form of a people�s war, the essential feature of which would be a protracted armed struggle.�[241]
The PCRCh soon made clear its endorsement of the Chinese Cultural Revolution. In May 1967 it sent a letter to Mao Tse-tung that called the Cultural Revolution �the greatest political and revolutionary social event in our times, to which only the October Revolution and the Chinese itself are comparable.�[242]
In January 1969, the Peking Review devoted a full page to commentary on an editorial about the Great Cultural Revolution in the PCRCh journal Esp�rtaco. It noted that the editorial �points out that the Chinese revolution which achieved victory in 1949 and the Soviet October Socialist Revolution are �events of the greatest importance for mankind which took place in the present era. They represent the victory in creatively applying scientific socialism by Lenin and Mao Tse-tung, the two most distinguished students of Marx and Engels.��
The editorial then noted the �two entirely different directions being taken by the USSR and China. �In the Soviet Union, a group of representatives of the privileged stratum which has usurped state power has betrayed the basic principles of Marxism-Leninism and is accelerating the restoration of capitalism and facilitating the infiltration by imperialism, whereas in China, under the leadership of Chairman Mao Tse-tung, a handful of counter-revolutionary revisionists are being weeded out and a new communist generation is being tempered in the great proletarian cultural revolution.�[243]
In its early years, the PCRCh was thought to be heavily subsidized by the Chinese. It was able to maintain headquarters in various parts of the country, and one unfriendly observer claimed that in the province of Talca it had an office and a paid regional delegate, although the party had few members in that are.[244]
At the time of the Soviet invasion of Czechoslovakia, the PCRCh, in marked contrast to the Communist Party of Chile, strongly condemned the invasion. A statement of the National Executive Committee of the PCRCh, issued on August 23, 1968, said, �Neither the Soviet State nor the Czechoslovakian State is led by Communists, but by camarillas and renegades of MarxismLeninism and by enemies of the proletarian world revolution. The policy of both Governments has been directed to reestablishing capitalism in their countries to the benefit of their respective bureaucratic bourgeoisies. The military invasion ordered by the directing camarilla of the USSR in the Czechoslovakian territory corresponded to its chauvinist policy of a great power and not to the defense of the proletarian regime, corresponds to its eagerness for expansion and dominion, and its conception of the world as zones to be divided between the USSR and Yankee imperialism.�[245]
Early in the following year, an unidentified leader of the PCRCh granted an interview to Desaf�o, organ of the then Maoist Progressive Labor Party of the United States. Desaf�o�s report on that interview began: �Only by applying Marxism-Leninism, Mao Tse-tung thought to the practice of the Chilean revolution in accord with the concrete and specific conditions of the country and unfolding the struggle against Yankee imperialism, the great landowners and the monopolistic sectors of the bourgeoisie, can the revolutionary Chilean people conduct the Chilean revolution to victory.�
This unnamed leader of the Partido Comunista Revolucionario de Chile said that the party �has arisen to direct the struggle of the Chilean proletariat and people destined to effectively realize the revolution in Chile.� Clearly criticizing the Communist Party of Chile, this PCRCh spokesman said that �some people� create the illusion among the masses and their militants with the socalled �pacific� or �electoral� way to Power, which only exists in their imagination. They spread the false hope that by obtaining more votes than the reactionaries, the latter will agree �pacifically� to turn over power and cease to exploit the people. He emphasized that such �pacific� and �electoral� way means in essence putting a brake on the revolutionary struggle of the masses.�[246]

The PCRCh and the Allende Regime

In view of its total rejection of the peaceful road to power, the PCRCh was logical during the election of 1970 when it �called upon the public to abstain from voting for any of the three candidates�including Allende whom it said represented the interests of the bourgeoisie, the petty bourgeoisie, and the labor aristocracy.� It argued, �The �electoral circus�� was the most infamous form of deception in Chile, serving merely as an �escape valve� utilized periodically by reaction in order to prevent confrontation between exploiters and exploited.�[247]
By the time Salvador Allende�s Popular Unity (UP) government came to power at the end of 1970, the principal public figures of the PCRCh were Juan B�ez and Robinson Rojas, editor of the periodical Causa Marxista-Leninista, who was for some time Chilean correspondent of the New China News Agency. Under the leadership of these men and their associates in the National Executive Committee, the party continued to oppose and deprecate the Popular Unity regime. It was reported that the party considered the UP to be �a new grouping set up to carry out the reformist policies begun in Chile 20 years ago.� It argued that the Communist Party of Chile �sought to seize complete control of the UP and to drag it into increasingly conciliatory and opportunistic positions. The PCCh wanted unity with the �pro-Yankee reformists� of the PDC (Christian Democratic Party) and the armed forces in order to develop capitalism in Chile and promote the exploitation of the Chilean people by both U.S. and Soviet imperialisms...�[248]
The PCRCh reportedly lost some membership in the wake of Allende�s victory in the 1970 election and the establishment of the UP government, as well as a result of Allende�s move to recognize the People�s Republic of China. However, it was reported that �The PCRCh has probably been most influential in land seizures by the poor; among university students in Santiago, where it has participated in the Revolutionary Student Front� and in the South.�[249]
Nevertheless, the results of the party�s participation in trade union and student elections in 1971 and 1972 indicated that its popular backing was very small. When the Central Union of Workers of Chile (CUTCh) held its congress December 1971, the PCRCh attacked the �bourgeois� line of the organization under the leadership of its Communist Party President, Luis Figueroa. Subsequently, in elections for the CUTCh leadership, the PCRCh sought to get Clotario Blest, a former President of the organization and more a Fidelista than a Maoist, to run for the office once again; when he refused, it supported Jos� Reyes. The PCRCh ran its own candidates for other offices in the CUTCh, getting only 3,216 votes and no positions on the National Leadership Council.
The PCRCh did not do much better in student elections in this period. It was active in the campaign for election of a new Rector of the University of Chile, supporting Luis Vitale, a Trotskyist. However, Vitale received only 418 votes, less than 1 percent of the total.[250]

The PCRCh and the MIR

One problem faced by the Partido Comunista Revolucionario de Chile was that it was confronted with an important competitor on the extreme Left, the Movimiento de Izquierda Revolucionaria (MIR). The MIR was established in 1965 by a group of ex-members of the Socialist and Communist parties. It was basically Castroite in orientation, and had some immediate success, particularly among students. It won control of the Student Federation at the University of Concepci�n, and got 800 votes in the student federation at the University of Chile in Santiago.
Control of the MIR was taken over by students and other young people. As a result, many of the members of the older generation, including Oscar Waiss�a onetime Trotskyite and longtime leader of the Left of the Socialist Party�who was probably the most significant of the founders of the MIR, virtually withdrew from the organization.[251]
During the Christian Democratic Party administration of President Eduardo Frei (1964-1970), the MIR gained most notoriety from a series of robberies of banks and supermarkets, presumably to raise funds for the organization. Typical of these was a holdup at the Banco Continental in Santiago in August 1969, which netted the robbers 161,000 escudos in cash and checks.[252]
The MIR also organized several subsidiary groups. These included the Movimiento Campesino Revolucionario (MCR) among the peasants, the Jefatura Nacional Revolucionaria among the residents of urban squatter colonies, the Frente de Estudiantes Revolucionarios among students, and the Frente de Trabajadores Revolucionarios (FTR) among urban trade unionists.
It was largely through these organizations, particularly the MCR and the FTR, that the MIR carried out a large number of �seizures� of land and industrial and commercial enterprises during the Allende administration. In a review of the first year of the Allende government, El Rebelde, the organ of the MIR, recounted that �the workers, peasants and students carried out more occupations of bourgeois properties by June 1971 than in the preceding years. � These data show that the working people are not inclined to let themselves be bogged down in the labyrinth of bourgeois legality, nor make concessions to pressures from the right.�[253]
Throughout the Allende period, the MIR, although seeking to avoid direct confrontation with the government, continued to insist that the only way to power for �the workers� was through armed struggle. Typical of this position was an article in June 1971 by Nelson Guti�rrez, President of the Students Federation of Concepci�n and a major leader of the MIR. He wrote, �It is possible that a social force in which the proletariat and peasants have established an alliance with the petty bourgeoisie can get control of part of the apparatus of the state. But the seizure of political power by a revolutionary social force, the worker-peasant alliance, is possible only as the consequence of the class struggle reaching its greatest confrontation, that is, through armed confrontation.�[254]
Although the rhetoric of the Revolutionary Communist Party of Chile did not differ substantially from that of the Movimiento de Izquierda Revolucionaria, the effectiveness in action of the Maoists could not approach that of the MIR. Throughout the Frei and Allende administrations, the MIR remained in practical terms the most militant and most important element on the extreme Left.

PCRCh during the Military Dictatorship

The Allende regime was overthrown on September 11, 1973, by a military coup. That event ushered in a seventeen-year period of military dictatorship under General Augusto Pinochet. The Partido Comunista Revolucionario, like all of the Chilean Left and, for that matter, all of the country�s political parties suffered severe persecution.
The PCRCh claimed not to have been taken by surprise by the coup led by General Pinochet. William Ratliff wrote, �The PCRCh, which has for years argued that, that �revolution would come to Chile only by armed struggle and people�s war,� was not surprised by the military coup of September 1973. � As an exile party leader said in December 1973, the party had examined the armed forces carefully in 1971�the results were published in the group�s unofficial journal Causa Marxista-Leninista No. 21�and thus knew what to expect. The leader acknowledged, however, that the PCRCh lacked adequate communication with the people and thus had not been able to prepare most Chileans for the events of 11 September.�[255]
The fall of Allende and the rise of the Pinochet dictatorship served to confirm belief by the PCRCh in the correctness of its own strategy of revolution. In a statement issued by the underground Central Committee of the party in April 1974, it said, �The Chilean people, consisting of the workers, poor peasants, middle groups of the city and the countryside, students and progressive intellectuals who, together, represent more than 95 percent of the population, have no possibility of advancing in their liberation if they do not have for the purpose of their own organization an army. Only the proletariat and its vanguard party can lead the anti-imperialist, anti-monopolist and anti-landowners struggle effectively and to the end.�[256]
Undoubtedly during the first years of the Pinochet dictatorship, the Chilean Maoists, like all far Left groups in Chile, had to function deeply underground. Occasional copies of its periodical El Pueblo were published,[257] but it is doubtful that its activities went far beyond such occasional efforts. William Ratliff noted in 1978 that �The PCRCh has been weakened in recent years by Chilean government suppression and by internal dissension.�[258]
However, Ratliff later noted that by 1979, under the leadership of party Secretary Jorge Palacios, �the group has become increasingly active, both domestically� (where its role in strikes, demonstrations, and agitation is still limited) and especially abroad. Palacios toured the United States in late 1979, speaking on college campuses, sometimes under joint sponsorship of university departments.�[259]

The PCRCh and Changes in Chinese Policies

The Partido Comunista Revolucionario of Chile, like many Maoist groups elsewhere, was seriously affected by the zigs and zags of the policies of the Chinese party and government during the 1970s. However, it put the best face possible on the first of these shifts in policy, the visit of U.S. President Richard Nixon to China in 1972. The PCRCh argued at the time that the visit was �an admission of defeat by the United States and was not seen as a Chinese betrayal of its revolutionary ideals.�[260]
However, by 1974 it was reported that �Changes in Chinese Communist foreign policy since 1970 evidently led to some internal dissension within the PCRCh, and to the spread of �petty-bourgeois� and �revisionist� ideas among the party members.�[261] By 1978, William Ratliff noted that �confusion over the direction of Chinese international policies� was weakening the party.[262]
There are indications that the PCRCh was particularly alienated by the friendly attitude of the Chinese to the Pinochet dictatorship.[263] There is no indication that the Chilean party sent any message to Hua Kuo-feng congratulating him on becoming Mao�s successor and on overcoming the Gang of Four.[264] After death of Mao, the PCRCh denounced the Three Worlds Theory as �revisionist.�[265]
At first, the PCRCh was apparently attracted by the Albanian Party of Labor in its growing quarrel with the Chinese. It was one of the seven Latin American �Marxist-Leninist� parties that was represented at the 7th Congress of the Albanian Party of Labor in November 1976, and signed a joint statement with these other organizations. That declaration claimed, �Progressive forces around the world, assisted by Socialist China and Albania, are building a broad international front in opposition to both superpowers.� The parties concluded their statement by expressing sorrow over the death of Mao Tse-tung and their support for the �brilliant success� of the Albanian party�s congress.[266]
However, although alienated from the Chinese successors of Mao Tse-tung, the Partido Comunista Revolucionario de Chile did not become an �Albanian� party. Rather, it joined the far Left group of former pro-Chinese parties.
The Chilean party joined with the Revolutionary Communist Party (RCP) of the United States in efforts to establish an international organization of Maoist parties disillusioned with the successors of Mao Tse-tung. In 1980, they drew up a joint document with the RCP setting forth �Basic Principles for the Unity of Marxist-Leninists and for the Line of the International Communist Movement.�[267]
According to Carl Dix, the National Spokesperson of the Revolutionary Communist Party of the United States, the PCRCh subsequently underwent a split, and went out of existence in the 1980s.[268]
During that decade there did exist a small Chilean group, the Partido Comunista de Chile (Acci�n Proletaria) that was aligned with the Albanians. It was represented at the 1986 Congress of the Albanian Party of Labor.[269] We have no information as to whether this group was formed as a result of a split in the PCRCh. However, by the 1990s Maoism appears to have ceased to exist in Chile.


Maoism in Colombia

After the late 1940s, Colombia was a permanent center of guerrilla conflict of one kind or another. For a decade, this consisted of fighting between competing groups loyal to the traditional Liberal and Conservative parties. After 1957, when those two parties struck a compromise, by which they alternated in power for sixteen years, armed conflict degenerated for some years into rural banditry without much ideological content. By the late 1960s, however, there were clearly at least three ideological tendencies among the rural guerrillas�orthodox pro-Moscow Commnunits, pro-Chinese Communists, and Castroites. By the late 1970s and 1980s, the situation became even more complicated by the growth of the illegal cocaine cartels based in Medellin and Cali, which had their own relationships with at least some of the guerrilla groups.
It is against this background that the history of the Colombian Maoists developed. To a very considerable degree, the quarrel between them and the pro-Soviet Communist Party of Colombia centered on conflicting views of the role that guerrilla activities should play in the struggle for the Colombian Revolution. At the same time, the Maoists differentiated themselves from the Fidelistas with regard to the nature of the rural guerrilla activity.

Origins and Development of Colombian Maoism

The Maoist split in Colombian Communism began in the party�s youth organization. As early as July 1963, the Chinese sought to influence a visiting three-man delegation from the Colombian Communist youth against the leadership of the very proSoviet Secretary-General, Gilberto Vieira. Although the three Colombians died in an air crash in the Soviet Union on their way home, word of the proselytizing by the Chinese nonetheless reached the Colombian Communist Party leadership and provoked a protest from that leadership.[270]
Nonetheless, Maoist proselytism continued. The result of this was summarized by the French periodical Les Informations Politiques et Sociales in April 1964. It wrote �A few weeks ago, at the end of February, the partisans of Moscow and of Peking confronted one another at the Fifth Plenum of the Central Committee of the Communist Youth, producing a controversy which ended with a split. The pro-Soviets purged the organization, expelling the militants of the opposing tendency. But if they were able to take firmly in their hands the reins of the organization, they did not claim a victory. On the contrary, the communiqu� which they published indicated anxiety, accusing the Chinese of �fractional� activity in the Communist organizations.�
The report went on, �The anxiety of these militants is easy to understand, if one takes into account the fact that the partisans of Peking expelled from the organization did not remain inactive. In their turn, they had a meeting and named the Central Comittee of a new organization: the Juventud Comunista Colombiana, in frank opposition to the Juventud Comunista de Colombia, of Muscovite tendency. And in their first communiqu� they denounced the policy of the �leadership of the Party,� accusing it of being �rightist,� at the same time inviting all militants to fight against the present line of the CP.�[271]
The Peking Review hailed the split in the Colombian Communist youth group. It published an article on it entitled �Revisionist Line of Colombian CP Leadership Denounced.�[272]
The struggle soon shifted to the Communist Party itself. In September 1964, the Maoists tried unsuccessfully to gain control of the party organization in Bogot�, the national capital, resulting in the expulsion of a number of their leaders. However, the Maoists claimed to have won over regional organizations in Magdalena and North Santander, as well as �decimating� the pro-Soviet ranks in a number of other parts of the country.
Shortly afterward, the Maoists called the �First Extraordinary Conference of the Regional Committees� of the party. A resolution of that meeting indicated that regional party groups in Magdalena, Guajira, and North Santander had attended, and that there had been favorable �public declarations of many zones and cells throughout the country.� At this conference, the Colombian Communist Party-Marxist-Leninist (PCC-ML) was estabhshed.[273]
However, Cecil Johnson concluded that at that time, �the Chinese were not prepared to accept the work at the conference as proof that a new Marxist-Leninist party had been founded at that time.�[274] It would be some while before the Chinese extended their �franchise� to the PCC-ML.
Meanwhile, in the summer of 1965, the Maoists summoned what they called the �10th Congress of the Colombian CP.� Several dozen people attended, as well as representatives from the pro-Chinese elements in Peru, Ecuador, and Venezuela. The Congress officially �expelled� the principal pro-Soviet party leaders.
Although a report on this meeting was published in Peking Review, Cecil Johnson argued that the decision of this �10th Congress� fell short of Chinese Communist orthodoxy. Johnson wrote, �The political resolution adopted by the Congress lacked several of the characteristic features of a Chinese analysis of world and domestic problems. Its analysis of the world situation made no reference to various contradictions in the contemporary world, and consequently did not expressly state that the main contradiction was that of the oppressed peoples of the Third World and U.S. imperialism.�
Johnson went on, �Compared with Chinese class analysis, that presented in the resolution was certainly inadequate. Nowhere in the document� can one find the �scientific analysis, allegedly required for decision-making by the Communists. There was no statement regarding the national bourgeoisie or the policy to be followed in regard to this class. Several months before, the pro-Chinese position� was that this class could not be treated as part of the united front. One would also have expected the Colombians to have described as a semi-feudal and semi-colonial country. Nor was there any indication that the revolutionary process would consist of two distinct but closely connected stages.�[275]
However, the Maoist congress did reflect the altered view of the Chinese toward Castro. Cecil Johnson noted �The Colombians strongly denounced a neutralist stand in the struggle against revisionism. From the context it would appear that Fidel Castro was the principal target that the Colombians had in mind. When the 10th Party Congress of the Colombian party was held in July 1965, the Chinese had conveyed their displeasure with Castro to their followers in Latin America. The fact that the Colombian resolution did not even mention Cuba in its discussion of the revolutionary movement in Latin America would seem to support this interpretation. Only a few months before, the �First Extraordinary Conference�of the same party had declared that the Cuban people were leading the revolutionary forces of Latin America.�[276]
By 1968, the PCC-ML was clearly an orthodox Maoist party. It lauded the Chinese Cultural Revolution. The August 1968 issue of its newspaper, Revoluci�n, argued, �Facing these reactionaries there rises the gigantic force of socialism which flourishes invincible in the huge China of the Cultural Revolution and in the battle-hardened Albania which symbolizes the victory of all countries which rise resolutely against all the enemies. The enormous force of the world proletariat besieges imperialism and the exploiters in their own lairs. The force of the proletariat of the countries dominated by revisionism, whose only revolutionary role is to rise in arms against the social traitors and against their imperialist Allies.�[277]
The PCC-ML remained a clandestine organization. Its principal leader, until his death in 1969, was Pedro V�zquez Rond�n.[278] Subsequently, Pedro Leon Arboleda, the First Secretary, and Francisco Garnica, were reported to be its main figures.[279]
In its early years, the PCC-ML had under its influence a small trade union organization, the Bloque Independiente, the membership of which was estimated at about 20,000 workers.[280] Also in the late 1960s, it was reported as having some influence in the Oil Workers Federation, where its forces were led by Alfonso Romero Buj, who was �causing trouble� for the pro-Soviet Communist oil workers leader, Diego Monta�a Cuellar.[281] It did not have any influence in the Confederaci�n Sindical de Trabajadores Colombianos, the trade union central controlled by the pro-Moscow Communists.[282]
In contrast to the pro- Moscow party, the PCC-ML rejected electoral action. It argued �To vote is like making the whip for the master, to give arms to the holdup man. It is to give approval to the oppression of imperialism and the bloodstained oligarchy. It is to collaborate with the enemy. It is to support tyranny. � Our task does not consist of insulting the voters, who in the end constitute the idled masses, but to enlighten them, help them to assimilate their experiences. And for that we must unmask without hesitation the electoralists, among whom the most criminal are the revisionists, since they consciously falsify principles and betray the working class, using the usurped title of �communists.��[283]
The PCC-ML remained very small. In 1970, William Ratliff commented, �the PCC has only marginal influence in Colombian national affairs, and the PCC-ML practically none.�[284] This judgment was borne out in 1968 by Gloria Gait�n de Valencia, a leader of a rival far Left Colombian political group.[285] However, in the early 1970s it did have considerable influence in the student movement.[286]
In 1975, the PCC-ML suffered a severe blow when its Secreatary-General, Pedro Le�n Arboleda, was killed by police in Cali.[287] At that time, it had an estimated membership of 1,000 and was publishing a periodical, Revoluci�n.[288] It still had guerrilla forces in the field in the late 1980s, having repudiated an agreement made in 1984 to cease military action after some of its people were killed by government forces. In 1988, Daniel Premo noted that �its impact in terms of national life is insignificant.�[289]
The PCC-ML was much influenced by changes in the Chinese party after the death of Mao. From 1980 on, it moved toward the Albanians. By 1984, it was reported to have adopted the Hoxha line, including rejection of the teachings of Mao Tse-tung. The PCC-ML was denouncing, among other things, �the negative influence of the theory of Mao Tse-tung on prolonged popular war.�[290] Although the PCC-ML was listed as a founding member of the Revolutionary Internationalist Movement (RIM), the international organization of orthodox Maoists,[291] its name was not subsequently on the list of member organizations.
Another Maoist splinter appeared after the PCC-ML veered toward Enver Hoxha. This was the Grupo Comunista Revolucionario (GCR), which apparently arose from a split from the PCCML. It appeared in the early 1980s and began publishing a periodical, Alborada Comunista, in 1983. This organization proclaimed its support for orthodox Maoism and the Gang of Four, and participated in the formation of the RIM.[292] Although it proclaimed its task to be �to construct the Revolutionary Communist Party,�[293] in 1988 the GCR was �a party in formation,� and it apparently had not completed that task eight years later, since its name remained the same.[294] Although the GCR professed belief in �popular war as the only road to power, we have no indication that it in fact engaged in such a conflict.
The Marxist-Leninist League of Colombia
In 1977, the Chinese press began to report activities of the Marxist-Leninist League of Colombia, which was publishing a periodical, Nueva Democracia. That organization sent a letter to the Central Committee of the Chinese party acclaiming the holding of the 11th CCP National Congress, and congratulating Hua Kuofeng on being elected Chairman of the CCP Central Committee.[295]
The League also sent a letter to the Chinese Central Committee in September 1977, commemorating the first anniversary of Mao Tse-tung�s death. It said, �Please accept the feeling of deep revolutionary memory cherished by the National Direction of the Marxist-Leninist League of Colombia and its cadres and militants for Chairman Mao Tse-tung, a great teacher of the proletariat and the peoples, on the occasion of the first anniversary of his passing. On the occasion of the first anniversary of the death of Chairman Mao Tse-tung we incline our combat banner with deep emotion and grief to honor his memory, resolve to march forward forever in the light of his brilliant thought, and are determined to study his wise teachings and apply them to our revolution.�[296]
Arturo Acero was referred to by the Chinese press as the Political Secretary of the Marxist-Leninist League of Colombia. Daniel Premo suggested that Acero�s organization was in fact the Partido Comunista de Colombia-Marxista-Leninista) under another name.[297] However, this seems unlikely, since the League sent a message of congratulations to Hua Kuo-feng on becoming Mao�s successor and on the defeat of the Gang of Four,[298] whereas the PCC-ML was reported as labeling the Three Worlds Theory as �revisionist,� and siding with the Albanians against the Chinese.[299]

The Popular Liberation Army

In its July 1965 congress, the Partido Comunista de Colombia-Marxista-Leninista announced its intention to launch a guerrilla war. Establishment of �at least two new guerrilla forces� was described as its �most important task.�[300]
This primary emphasis on guerrilla war as the road to power contrasted sharply with the position of the pro-Moscow party. It also had guerrillas in the field, but did not put primary emphasis on them. In February 1970, a leader of the pro-Moscow party, Jos� Cardona Hoyos, wrote that although the PCC thought �the armed path the most probable for the development of the revolution in Colombia� the principal form of struggle in Colombia was the peaceful one.� He added, �Of course, if the armed struggle becomes the principal form of struggle, becomes widespread and gains the broad and decisive support of the people, it will become the principal form of struggle throughout the country.�[301] However, that was clearly not considered to be the case in 1970.
It was not until June 1967 that the Maoists began their guerrilla activities. They labeled their military organization the Popular Liberation Army (Ej�rcito Popular de Liberaci�n; EPL). In October 1968, it was described in the U.S. Maoist publication DeSaf�o as being �composed of peasants and workers: and it is the armed branch of the Communist Party of Colombia (M-L).�
This article went on to say that �the components of the EPL, which is under the direction of the Party, know the countryside like the palm of their hand. This has permitted them already to obtain great victories and defeat the government garrisons and the patrols sent out to annihilate them.�
The article claimed, �In the face of the rude blows suffered at the hands of the popular forces of workers and peasants guided by the luminous thought of Comrade Mao Tse-tung, the puppet army punishes the peasant masses of neighboring regions, establishing concentration camps, where hundreds of girls, boys, old people, women and unwary peasants are subject to famine and outrages. � These outrages of the government, far from cowing the people, only serve to elevate the combativeness of the Popular Army of Liberation (EPL) and the Revolutionary Peasant Militia.�
This article ended by saying that a statement of the EPL, signed by its political commissar, Pedro V�zquez Rend�n, and its military commander, Francisco Caraballo, �reports that it toasts the success achieved by the Colombian people and all the exploited and oppressed peoples of the world, as well as our brothers of the already liberated countries like China and Albania.�
This same statement clearly condemned the Castroite guerrillas who were also in the field by that time. It said, �This struggle is not being carried on by a simple guerrilla group�as are various others�headed by some intellectuals who hardly know the countryside; who pretend to occupy a �neutral� position between the alliance of popular forces and the alliance of antipopular forces; �and who think that the ideological dispute is a debate about the sex of angels.��[302]
The EPL was operating in the Alto San Jorge region, �which covers the departments of Antioquia and Cordoba, near the Caribbean Sea.�[303]
In September 1968, The New York Maoist newspaper Desaf�o reported an example of the EPL guerrilla war in terms reminiscent of operations of Chinese Red guerrillas in the 1930s. It said, �On April 23, guerrilla fighters of that section attacked three large haciendas. The proprietors of those haciendas, in collaboration with the government and reactionary and pro-Yankee troops, had converted the haciendas into centers of operations for oppression of the popular armed struggle. The guerrillas executed various counterrevolutionaries guilty of bloody crimes, captured a large quantity of arms, and distributed the haciendas among the poor peasants. At the same time a unit of the same sector carried out an ambush of another unit of the army on the way to the haciendas. The commander of that unit was killed.�[304]
The EPL suffered severe setbacks in the early 1970s. Daniel Premo reported in 1973 that �the EPL has not fully recovered from the loss of its principal leaders who were killed in a clash with the government troops in December 1971. Colombian army units continued to inflict heavy casualties on the EPL in 1972, and reportedly captured two of the movement�s founders. � At the end of the year surviving units of the EPL were operating principally in Antioquia Department.�[305]
In 1973, the EPL suffered further setbacks. In February, one of its principal leaders, Luis David Manco, was killed in a clash with the army. In September, the Colombian army claimed that �the EPL has for all practical purposes been eliminated� fewer than 20 members are believed to remain. � The surviving guerrilla unit is led by Francisco Caraballo. Its activities have been confined to a small area near the C�rdoba-Antioquia border.�[306] Colombian President Misael Pastrana Borrero declared early in November that the EPL had been �exterminated.�[307]
However, these announcements of the extinction of the EPL were clearly premature. In April 1975, it was reported to be operating in the department of Santander del Sur.[308] In the following year, �one attack on a town in C�rdoba was attributed to members of the EPL,� and the EPL was said to have engaged in �various terrorist attacks,� and to have engaged in a number of �rural attacks and kidnappings� in 1977.[309]
However, according to Daniel L. Premo, writing in 1979, although �The basic form of struggle adopted and approved by the PCC-ML is rural guerrilla warfare, peasant indoctrination, and the creation of a popular liberation army that will eventually achieve revolutionary victory. � the EPL has limited its operations largely to urban areas since 1975, although several rural attacks and kidnappings were attributed to the group in 1978.�[310]
In February 1979, the EPL rejected a government appeal to all guerrilla groups to cease fighting. It was also reported to have engaged in several �operations� during 1979, although it was said that �The EPL�s leadership was further weakened in 1979.�[311]
The EPL was still active, at least to some degree, in 1988. Although it had signed an agreement to cease activities in 1984, it had repudiated that accord after several of its people had been killed.[312] We have no later information on the guerrilla efforts of the PCC-ML.

The MOIR

Another Colombian organization widely considered to be Maoist in orientation was the Independent Revolutionary Workers� Movement (Movimiento Obrero Independiente Revolucionaro; MOIR). It had some small influence in the Confederaci�n Sindical Trabajadores de Colombia (CSTC), the trade union group controlled by the pro-Moscow Communist Party. Its faction in that organization was reported as being split over tactics to be pursued at the CSTC 2nd Congress in 1975.[313] In the following year it was �active in supporting the formation of an independent labor movement from the PCC domination.�[314]
Daniel Premo wrote in 1979 that MOIR"aspires to become the first mass-based Maoist party in Latin America, with leadership and organization independent from those of the PCC-ML.� Its Secretary-General was Franciso Mosquera.[315]
There is no indication that the MOIR sought to engage in any significant guerrilla activity. Furthermore, unlike the PCC-ML, it participated in elections more or less regularly. It claimed that such participation was �an additional means to develop the revolutionary consciousness of the masses.�
Founded in 1971, the MOIR first participated in elections in a coalition with a number of other small far Left groups in the parliamentary election of 1972. The coalition got less than 0.5 percent of the total vote.[316] The MOIR continued its electoral action in 1974, joining with the pro-Moscow party and some other groups in the presidential election of that year. That coalition won 2.6 percent of the total vote.[317] In 1976, it ran its own slate of candidates, with results that we do not know.[318] In the following year, it was reported as supporting �the new coalition of the revolutionary left� for electoral purposes.[319]
In 1988, Daniel Premo reported that the MOIR"has no military branch and has been unable to strengthen its political position in recent years.� The MOIR Secretary-General was still Francisco Mosquera.[320]

Conclusion

The party that for more than a decade had the �Chinese franchise� in Colombia, the Partido Comunista de Colombia-Marxista-Leninista, was one of the few such organizations in Latin America to actually undertake guerrilla warfare. It did so with very modest results. The Ejercito Popular de Liberaci�n was one of the smaller of the numerous guerrilla groups operating in Colombia in the late 1960s and thereafter.
The PCC-ML concentrated on its guerrilla activities. Its influence in civil society was very limited, although in the early years it had some modest influence in organized labor, and rather more substantial importance in student organizations.
By the late 1970s, the PCC-ML was an exceedingly minor element in the Colombian far Left. After Mao�s death it joined forces with the Albanians, against the Chinese. Its place as the pro-Chinese party of Colombia was taken by the Marxist-Leninist League of Colombia. Another faction, the Grupo Comunista Revolucionario, became a member of the Revolutionary Internationalist Movement, formed by the orthodox Maoist followers of the Gang of Four.
The only other organization that conceived of itself as being loyal to Maoist teaching, the Independent Revolutionary Workers Movement (MOIR), did not engage in guerrilla activities, but concentrated on trying to gain a foothold in the segment of the labor movement controlled by the pro-Moscow Communists, and in electoral activity. Its influence in the general political Left of Colombia was perhaps modestly greater than that of the PCC-ML. The MOIR does not seem to have received any official recognition from the Chinese.


Maoism in the Dominican Republic

Between 1930 and 1961, the Dominican Republic suffered from the most absolute and tyrannical dictatorship in Latin America, that of Generalissimo Rafael Le�nidas Trujillo. After the murder of Trujillo in 1961, President Joaqu�n Balaguer, the last man chosen by Trujillo to be his puppet president, began the process of dismantling the dictatorship. In the first few months, three principal parties emerged: the Dominican Revolutionary Party (PRD), headed by Juan Bosch, which gained wide support among urban workers, peasants and some professional people; the National Civic Union (UCN), principal spokesman for the economically better-off part of the population; and the 14th of June Movement, which was the major spokesman for the more radically inclined, particularly among the youth, and later one source of Dominican Maoism.
Balaguer was overthrown by a military coup in January 1962, and the succeeding Council of State called elections at the end of the year. They were won by the PRD, and Bosch was elected President. However, his regime lasted only seven months, and he was overthrown by another military coup. A so-called �Triumvirate� regime, headed by a businessman, Donald Reid Cabral, ruled until April 1965, when a new uprising took place, particularly in the capital, headed by Colonel Francisco Caama�o; its avowed purpose was the return of Bosch to the presidency. However, before it could be successful, President Lyndon Johnson, fearful of �another Cuba� and the alleged Communist connections of those supporting Caama�o, sent in U.S. troops.
Finally, in 1966 there were elections once again, with the principal candidates being ex-Presidents Juan Bosch and Joaqu�n Balaguer, who had organized the so-called Reformist Party. The latter won, in large part because people feared that the United States would not recognize a new victory of Bosch and the PRD. Balaguer was reelected in 1970 and 1974. In 1978, the PRD won at last, with the candidacy of Antonio Guzm�n.
It was against this political background, and a continuing economic crisis that saw a large part of the population in severe if not dire poverty, that Communism developed in the Dominican Republic. There were two pro-Moscow parties, the Dominican Communist Party, and a splinter of the PCD, the Popular Socialist Party (PSP). A variety of Maoist groups emerged, none of them from the pro-Moscow parties.
The evolution of Maoism in the Dominican Republic was complicated not only by the bitter quarrels among the various Maoist groups but also by the competing attraction of Castroism. To some degree, this was a phenomenon in many Latin American countries, but it was particularly important in the Dominican Republic.
We shall look at each of the Maoist parties. These included principally the Dominican Popular Movement (MPD), the Communist Party of the Dominican Republic (PACOREDO), and the 14th of June Movement and its offshoots.

Dominican Popular Movement

The Dominican Popular Movement (Movimiento Popular Dominicano), the oldest Maoist group, was established by a group of Dominican exiles in Cuba in 1956. Jos� S�nchez noted that �it originally was a heterogeneous group of no definite ideology, united mainly by its members� opposition to the Trujillo dictatorship. However, when its leaders and members returned home after Trujillo�s death in 1961, it quickly evolved in a Marxist-Leninist direction, and those who were not of that persuasion abandoned the party. The MPD was formally organized as a political party in August 1965. It quickly became, together with the Dominican Communist Party and the 14th of June Movement, one of three major elements in the much splintered far-left of Dominican politics. It was the principal representative of Maoism in the country.�[321]
Soon after the formal establishment of the MPD as a political party, there developed an internal quarrel that reflected, in addition to personal rivalries, the conflicting Castroite and Maoist tendencies within Communism in the Dominican Republic, and Latin America in general. The first Secretary-General of the MPD, M�ximo L�pez Molina, wrote a letter to the Cuban Communist Party, with a copy sent to the Chinese party, �charging Fidel Castro with having failed the international proletariat by not intervening in the Dominican uprising in April 1965.� Subsequently, the MPD�s delegate to the Tricontinental Conference in Havana, �instead of supporting the MPD leader�s accusations against Castro, declared that L�pez� letter had been discredited by the central committee of the MPD.� L�pez Molina then withdrew from the MPD in the spring of 1966 to form his own pro-Chinese Orthodox Communist Party (PCO).
At the time of establishing the PCO, L�pez Molina said that what separated it from the MPD was �the difference between the thinking of Mao Tse-tung, constituting the Marxism-Leninism of our epoch, and the counterrevolutionary line of revisionism. There is no intermediate line, there is no position of �neutrality.��[322] The Cubans were undoubtedly the �neutrals� to whom he was referring. The PCO had apparently disappeared by the early 1970s.
In 1967, the MPD was clearly aligned with the Maoists. In November of that year it issued a statement saying that it �firmly and resolutely� supported the Great Cultural Revolution, adding, �Since the great cultural revolution started in China there has been an increase in the revolutionary upsurge both inside and outside China.� According to Carol Stokes, �The statement declared that Chairman Mao�s teachings, such as �political power grows out of the barrel of a gun,� were frequently quoted by the revolutionary workers, peasants and students.�[323]
After the exit of L�pez Molina, the principal leader of the MPD was Secretary-General Maximiliano G�mez. Other important figures were Otto Morales and Julio de la Pe�a Vald�z, who was Secretary-General of Frente Obrero Unido Pro Sindicatos Aut�nomous-Central Sindical de Trabajadores Dominicanos (FOUPSACESITRADO), one of the several central labor organizations that developed in the years following the death of Trujillo. By 1969, the MPD had regional organizations in Santiago, La Romana, Barahona, San Francisco de Macor�s, and Santo Domingo.[324]
During the 1960s, the MPD suffered two splits in addition to that led by L�pez Molina. The first took place soon after the 1965 insurrection of Colonel Caama�o. It resulted in establishment of the Communist Party of the Dominican Republic, often referred to as the PACOREDO. The other occurred in February 1968 when a small group broke away from the MPD to establish Proletarian Voice.[325]
In the early 1970s there were violent clashes between MPD adherents and those of PACOREDO. In January 1971, the MPD joined with the Red Line of the 14th of June, Proletarian Voice, and two other groups to fight PACOREDO�s �criminal aggressions and provocation by words and arms,� accusing that party of a �coldly calculated series of murders of MPD members.� A further communiqu� of these four groups, which said that the country�s political situation was �worsened by bands of delinquents and disrespect for court orders,� and that �U.S. imperialism and its lackeys� were supporting �savage economic exploitation and cruel political repression� in the Dominican Republic, was given publicity by the New China News Agency.[326] In subsequent years, the Proletarian Voice group aligned itself with Red Line and Red Flag factions of the 14th of June Movement.
At the time of the 1970 election, the MPD called for a broad front of elements of both the Right and the Left �to overthrow the Trujillistas,� that is, to defeat President Joaqu�n Balaguer. The pro-Moscow PCD strongly attacked the position of the MPD.[327]
In 1970, two of the principal figures in the MPD were killed in clashes with the police. These were Otto Morales, who �was considered a party ideologist,� and Amin Abel Hasb�n. In March of that year, MPD gained international attention by kidnapping Lt. Col. Donald Crowley, a military attach� at the U.S. Embassy, who was released after the freeing of Maximiliano G�mez, who had been under arrest since 1967, and eighteen other political prisoners. At the time of his arrest, G�mez, when accused by the head of the Security Police of �extending terrorism in the country,� had replied, �Sir, I am a follower of Karl Marx, not Al Capone.�[328]
In student elections at the University of Santo Domingo in October 1970, the student group Fragua, in alliance with the students of the Red Line of the 14th of June Movement, almost defeated the supporters of the Dominican Revolutionary Party. As a consequence, the MPD held �strong positions� within the co-government� of the university.[329] In the following year, the MPD-Red Line coalition won the election for student members of the co-government of the university.[330]
In 1971, the MPD suffered more important casualties. Maximiliano G�mez, the Secretary-General of the MPD, who had been in exile, was found dead in Brussels on May 23. His death was attributed to poison. The widow of Otto Morales was also found murdered in Brussels.[331] G�mez was succeeded as Secretary-General of MPD by Rafael Taveras, who was jailed in 1971 on charges of having conspired to overthrow the Balaguer government.[332]
Early in 1973, Colonel Caama�o, who had been in exile since 1965, landed with a small group of followers, and sought unsuccessfully to launch a guerrilla war against the Balaguer regime. At that time, the MPD �urged its followers to evaluate the general situation in light of the landing of the guerrillas.� It also demanded that troops be withdrawn from the University of Santo Domingo, and that the government present proof of charges being made that Juan Bosch had been implicated in the Caama�o effort. Subsequently, the MPD asserted that Caama�o landing, which resulted in his death, had been made without notifying of the MPD or any other Dominican Party. It added that once the landing had taken place, there was not enough time to organize any movement in its support.[333] Later that year, the MPD urged the formation of a coalition government to assure the holding of honest elections in the following year.[334]
In 1974, the MPD was accused of moving to the right by leaders of the Red Line and Red Flag splinters of the 14th of June Movement. They said that �the right-wing shift we are talking about here can be found in the policy pursued by the MPD, although at the same time we believe that the MPD is a democratic and revolutionary organization and we are sure that it will straighten itself out again.�[335]
By 1976, the MPD continued to control the FOUPSACESISTRADO trade union group. It also was reported as having some influence in another central labor group, the General Confederation of Workers (CGT).
By that time, the MPD was trying to become more �responsible.� In an interview in February 1976, some of the party�s leaders conceded that the party had made �grave errors,� but that it was �frankly on the road to their rectification.� At about the same time, a faction dubbing itself the �MPD Legalists� accused the leadership of both forming alliances with elements of the �proimperialist oligarchy in the opposition and having mistakenly gotten involved in guerrilla activities. The group called for the party to intensify its study of Marxism.[336]
At the time of the 1978 election, which was won by the Dominican Revolutionary Party, the MPD formed a coalition with several other far Left groups. However, just before the balloting, the MPD called upon its followers to abstain.[337] By 1980, the MPD was described as being divided into minifactions.[338]

The Pacoredo

The Communist Party of the Dominican Republic (PACOREDO or PCRD) had its principal strength among university students. It formed its own youth group, the Communist Youth (JC). Seven leaders of the JC were expelled from the Santo Domingo University Council in May 1967 for �organizing violence during the student elections of 23 May and refusing to obey a University Council resolution banning the raising of �any foreign flag� above the National Flag on the university building.�[339]
However, in 1969, the JC somewhat increased its voting strength in elections for the Federation of Students at the University. It received 385 votes, compared with the 134 it had gotten the year before.[340]
The PCRD also had a smattering of support in the organized labor movement. In 1970 a list of candidates in which the party participated, along with the MPD and the Dominican Revolutionary Party, won elections in the Port Workers Union in Santo Domingo.[341]
The PCRD strongly attacked the Soviet invasion of Czechoslovakia, saying that the conflict there was �a row between revisionist birds of prey who lead Soviet satellite countries through the path of peaceful evolution to capitalism,� and urged that the Czechoslovakian workers �organize the ranks of the real Communist Party and� pardon each other so that it may be ready to take over the government for the restoration of the proletarian dictatorship through violent revolution.�
The party endorsed the Chinese Cultural Revolution. Pin Montas, the party�s Secretary-General, proclaimed it �the greatest anti-imperialist movement of our epoch, without precedence in the history of humanity.� He also stated, �The theoretical base of our party is the thought of Mao Tse-tung.�[342]
The PCRD differentiated itself strongly from the Cubans. Thus, in 1969, it argued that the Cuban regime was not a proletarian dictatorship but a bourgeois state. Instead of looking to Cuba, the workers and peasants of the Dominican Republic should take �the road of Mao Tse-tung�s ideology.�
As we have noted, the PACOREDO centered much of its attention on attacking other far Left groups, particularly the MPD. Often these attacks were physical as well as verbal. However, in 1970 the party expressed its opposition to terrorism and to �opportunistic groups under the guise of fighting reaction and Yankee opportunism.� It proclaimed that �individual terrorism is wrong and could �only be used to justify future repressive acts against the people� by the government.[343]
The party strongly condemned the MPD�s kidnapping of a U.S. military attach in 1970. It claimed that such actions rejected the �popular masses as the moving force� in the revolution and, furthermore, were �completely ineffective in achieving the liberation of the people in general and political freedom in particular.� In that same year, it denounced the government of Bolivian General Juan Jos� Torres, which had the support of the pro-Moscow Communists and some Trotskyists, as being �reactionary, bourgeois and landholding.�[344]
In 1971, when clashes between MPD and PACOREDO members were at their height, the PCRD called for a �policy of nonaggression and mutual respect� between the two parties. It urged talks be held to that end.[345]
The PACOREDO continued to be active, particularly among the students, through the mid-1970s. In spite of its supposed allegiance to Maoism, it was not reported to have sent any message to the Chinese at the time of the death of Mao Tse-tung, although several other Dominican groups did.[346]
The PCRD took no part in the 1978 election, and was reported one leader of the Dominican Revolutionary Party to have �virtually disappeared.�[347]

The 14th of June Movement and Its Offshoots

The 14th of June Movement got its name from the date, June 14, 1959, of an invasion of the Dominican Republic by a group of young exiles coming from Cuba. Soon after the defeat of the invasion, the survivors organized as a political party, and after the assassination of Trujillo, the exiles returned and for a while their party was one of the three most important ones of the post-Trujillo period.
In the beginning, the 14th of June undoubtedly had people of quite varied ideological allegiances. At least some of its leaders thought of it as a party comparable with the Aprista Party of Peru and Venezuelan Acci�n Democr�tica. Soon after Trujillo�s death, twenty-six members of the party were sent to the Institute of Political Studies in Costa Rica, a school for the training of secondary leaders of Apra, AD, and similar parties.[348]
After the overthrow of Juan Bosch in 1963, the 14th of June mounted a guerrilla effort to overthrow the successor regime. It was disastrous, and a large part of the original leadership of the party, including its founder, Manuel Tavares Justo, were killed. this precipitated a series of splits within the party. The first struggle was between a group of �nationalists� led by Luis G�mez Espaillat and elements that considered themselves Marxist-Leninists. In mid-1966 the �nationalist� group was eliminated from the party. Later in the year, another group, led by the party�s Secretary-General, Rafael Tavares, withdrew and joined the MPD, saying that it was �the nucleus around which the Dominican proletarian party was developed.�[349]
However, the ideological position of the 14th of June remained unclear. Carol Stokes wrote in 1968, �In international affairs, the MR-14J has revealed certain �opportunist� tendencies, vacillating between Castroist and Chinese positions.� However, on the occasion of the fiftieth anniversary of the Bolshevik Revolution the party attacked the �Soviet revisionist clique,� and charged that it was restoring capitalism in the USSR, �in league with U.S. imperialism.�[350]
In 1968, the 14th of June called for a boycott of municipal elections, which �only served the interests of a reduced group of capitalist exploiters and landholders,� calling instead for �active struggle of the masses and violent revolution,� which was not possible �without the thought of Mao.� In that same year, it condemned the Soviet invasion of Czechoslovakia as a �vulgar, imperialist action� that was a �flagrant violation of a nation�s rights, independence and territorial integrity.�[351]
In assuming that position, the 14th of June differed from the line of Fidel Castro, who gave a grudging endorsement to what had happened in Czechoslovakia. However, the leaders of the party were still reported to maintain close contact with Cuba. It had had a delegation at the Latin American Solidarity Organization (OLAS) conference in Havana the year before.
In 1968 there was a further split in the 14th of June, with a group breaking away that was clearly Maoist. These dissidents formed the Red Line of the 14th of June. Its orientation was evident in its condemnation of the Soviet invasion of Czechoslovakia, which it proclaimed was �the culmination of the entire process of political, ideological and cultural degeneration of the Soviet state and the Communist parties of both countries. � Similar cases will not occur in the People�s Republic of China or in Albania, where socialism and Marxism-Leninism is the most consolidated.� The new group also sent a message of solidarity to the People�s Republic on the nineteenth anniversary of its establishment.
On the occasion of the twentieth anniversary of the People�s Republic, the Red Line of the 14th of June sent a message to the Chinese party in which it greeted Mao as the �undeniable leader of the international proletariat.� It said that both the U.S. and Soviet �revisionists� were working �against the Chinese revolution and its Marxist-Leninist principles, frightened by the advances of socialism in China and its current influence throughout the world.�[352]
Before the 1970 presidential election, the Red Line appealed to the Dominican Revolutionary Party to endorse the line of �dictatorship with popular support,� which Juan Bosch was then expounding, and to join in a campaign for a broad abstentionist coalition, which would exclude only the �oligarchs� and the �revisionists of the PCD and PSP,� the two pro-Soviet parties.[353]
By 1972 another Maoist group had broken away from the 14th of June. This was the Red Flag. It joined with Red Line and Proletarian Voice, a splinter of the MPD, in April 1972, on the occasion of the seventh anniversary of the 1965 civil war, in a call �to teach the people about the revolutionary heroism and patriotism of the combatants in the 1965 war.� The statement also called for the workers to form a labor party as an �indispensable step for the construction of a socialist society.�[354]
At the time of the 1974 election, Red Line, Red Flag, Proletarian Voice, and several other far Left organizations tried to organize a coalition of virtually all the political forces opposed to President Balaguer, to abstain. In an interview with the newspaper Ahora, Ivan Rodr�guez of Red Line and Juan B. Mej�a of Red Flag argued that they would not support Antonio Guzm�n, candidate of the Dominican Revolutionary Party, because �(a) We maintain that the May elections are a farce and we oppose them; and (b) Mr. Antonio Guzm�n is the candidate of the Parties� which divided the opposition.� They argued that until the �reelection apparatus� of the Balaguer government had been dismantled, elections would be a farce.
In justifying their efforts to get even right-wing parties that opposed Balaguer to join in the electoral abstention campaign, Rodr�guez and Mej�a said, �We Marxist-Leninist revolutionaries formulate our policy guided by the theory whose living soul is the concrete analysis of the concrete situation. In spelling out our positions a specific situation, we determined the objective to be attained by basing ourselves on an analysis of the correlation of existing forces. To start from any other premise would be to move from Marxism-Leninism.�[355]
In 1977, when President Balaguer sent a message to Congress repeal of the illegalization of the pro-Soviet PCD, spokesmen for the Red Line claimed that if the measure was passed, it, too, would carry out political activities publicly and openly.[356]
The Red Line received at least limited recognition from the Chinese party. In December 1976, the Peking Review published a letter from the Red Line congratulating Hua Kuo-feng on being appointed Chairman, and expressing support for the purge of the Gang of Four.[357] Also, in August 1977 a delegation from the Red Line that visited China was given a banquet by Li Hsien-chien, member of the Chinese Politburo.[358]
The Red Flag also received certain Chinese recognition. In April 1977, it, too, sent a delegation to China that was given a banquet by Li Hsien-chien. Later in the year, the New China News Agency gave publicity to a message from Juan B. Mej�a congratulating the Chinese Party on its 11th Congress.[359]
In 1979, Red Line and Red Flag (rechristened Proletarian Flag) announced their intention of joining to form a new party, the Dominican Workers Party (PDT), and that they would immediately merge their periodicals, Lucha Obrera and Bandera Proletaria, into a new newspaper, Unidad Marxista-Leninista.[360] That new party was finally established in 1980. It ended up aligning with the Albanians against the Chinese.[361]
Meanwhile, a new group, Uni�n Comunista Revolucionaria, had been established. We have no information about its origins, but it became aligned with the orthodox Maoists supporting the Gang of Four.[362] In 1980, it signed the Joint Communique� calling for establishment of the first Maoist international organization,[363] the Revolutionary Internationalist Movement (RIM), and in the early 1990s was listed as one of the sixteen parties belonging to that group.[364] However, in January 1995, the RIM periodical A World to Win announced that the Uni�n Comunista Revolucionaria had been �dissolved.�[365]

Conclusion

Maoism emerged in the Dominican Republic in the 1960s, taking the form of several competing parties, and for several years facing strong competition from Castroism. Recognition by the Chinese party came only shortly before the Chinese lost interest in fomenting International Maoism. Subsequently, the small Dominican group associated with the orthodox Maoist followers of the Gang of Four was �dissolved.�


Ecuadorean Maoists

Soon after the Chinese Communist Party began the policy of encouraging the formation of Maoist parties in other countries, such a group appeared in Ecuador. For a short while, the new party controlled the country�s Communist trade union group, and for a longer time, it dominated the university student movement. As was the case in most countries where Maoist parties emerged, the party that had been recognized by the Chinese continued to exist as long as the Chinese remained interested in fomenting International Maoism.

Emergence of Ecuadorean Maoism

By 1963 there was clearly a struggle for power in the Ecuadorean Communist Party (PCE), which had been established in the late 1920s, between pro-Moscow elements and those favoring the Chinese. The former were dominant in the port city of Guayaquil, the base of the party�s Secretary-General, Pedro Saad, who had held that post for several decades. The pro-Chinese dominated the party organization in the national capital, Quito.
In 1963, the pro-Chinese sent Jos� Maria Roma, a member of the Central Committee, to China to solicit help, including funds. There are various accounts of what the funds were to be used for. Cecil Johnson suggested that they were to be used to finance a wide distribution of Maoist literature in Ecuador.[366] An American who was in Quito at the time claimed that the money was to be used to organize a guerrilla effort in the country.[367]
Upon his return, Roma�s baggage was searched, and $25,000 was discovered in it.[368] This scandal caused great embarrassment to the Ecuadorean Communist leaders, and Pedro Saad hurried to Quito to lecture the local Communist leadership on the error of their ways.[369]
Not long after this incident, the government of President Carlos Arosemena was overthrown in July 1963 by a military coup. The pro-Chinese elements had been predicting this for some time, and as a result, they had gone into hiding before it occurred. Pedro Saad and the pro-Moscow element in the leadership ignored the warnings of the pro-Chinese party members, and as a consequence were quickly rounded up once the coup had taken place.[370]
These events may have postponed the showdown within the Ecuadorean Communist Party between the pro-Moscow and pro-Chinese elements. However, that showdown did take place on March 31, 1964, when leading figures of the Maoist group, including Jos� Rafael Echeverr�a Flores, Jos� Mar�a Moura Cevallos, and C�sar Mu��z Mantilla (all members of the Central Committee), as well as Carlos Rodr�guez and Jorge Arellano, were expelled from the Communist Party of Ecuador. Soon afterward, they took the leadership in organizing the Communist Party of Ecuador (Marxist-Leninist) (PCEML).
The new party, like that from which it originated, had its followers both in the organized labor movement and among the university students. For some time in the mid-1960s, the PCEML had control of the Confederaci�n de Trabajadores del Ecuador (CTE), the central labor body that had traditionally been under Communist control, although the pro-Moscow party soon captured control of the CTE.[371]
Maoist control of the university students� organization was longer-lasting. The Federaci�n de Estudiantes Universitarios del Ecuador (FEUE), which had long been under Communist leadership, became the scene in the late 1960s of struggles for power among the pro-Moscow and pro-Chinese Communists and followers of Fidel Castro. Lynn Ratliff noted, �At its congress in November 1968 the FEUE elected a predominantly pro-Chinese national board and a pro-Chinese president. � Although Maoists hold many key positions, there remains considerable resistance to their leadership among FEUE leaders. The organization of secondary school students, the FESE, remained under control of the pro-Moscow PCE.�[372]
In the late 1960s the PCEML played a not inconsequential role in national politics. One U.S. State Department source reported that its �hard-line� leaders �played a prominent role� in the ouster of the military government that had ruled the country from July 1962 and until mid-1966.[373]
In 1969, the PCEML conducted an extensive campaign against a petroleum agreement with a foreign group dominated by Texaco and Gulf oil companies. This accord had been reached during the 1963�1966 period of military rule but, with some modifications, was ratified by the succeeding regime of President Jos� Mar�a Velasco Ibarra. The PCEML accused the Velasco Ibarra regime of �surrendering our sovereignty to Texaco-Gulf.�[374] However, the Maoists� campaign did not prevent the Velasco Ibarra regime from going ahead with the agreement with the foreign syndicate.

Ecuadorean Maoists and the Chinese Party

Cecil Johnson noted that the Chinese were slow in giving their benediction to the PCEML.[375] This may well have been because the leaders of the party quickly began to feud among themselves. By 1968 the party had split into three separate organizations, led respectively by Jos� Rafael Echeverr�a, Jorge Arellano, and Pedro Sorroza. That headed by Echeverr�a continued to use the name Partido Comunista del Ecuador (Marxista-Leninista), and in 1969 was given recognition as the �true� Maoist party in Ecuador, and its pronouncements were being carried in the Peking Review and other Chinese media.
By 1969, the pronouncements of the PCEML had an orthodox Maoist ring to them. For example, one article appearing in its periodical En Marcha proclaimed, �The revolution in Ecuador� will be a new-democratic revolution led by the proletariat and this revolution is in essence a peasant war. Therefore, the party should strike deep roots in the rural areas if it wants to mobilize the peasant masses and to make revolution. The party will be consolidated and will develop in the course of armed struggle. Without armed struggle there will be no place for the proletariat and its party. Without a people�s army the people have nothing.�
In order for the party to be able to carry out its objectives, it had to �apply Marxism-Leninism to the concrete reality of Ecuador and integrate Mao Tse-tung Thought, Marxism-Leninism of our time, with the concrete conditions of the country.� There is no indication that the Maoists established any substantial base among (predominantly Indian) peasantry.
In May 1969, the PCEML sent greetings to the 9th Congress of the Chinese party. Three months later, one of its pronouncements castigated the Soviet party at the time of military incidents on the Sino-Soviet border. It denounced the �Soviet revisionist renegade clique�s armed provocations against China� and added, �The degeneration of the Soviet revisionists is becoming more barefaced every day. The October Revolution led by Lenin has been despicably betrayed. The new tsars have pursued a fascist policy, merely paying lip service to socialism while in fact engaging in clearly imperialist undertakings.�[376]
Typical of the adherence of the Ecuadorean Maoists to the Chinese line was an article in the April 1974 issue of En Marcha, the party�s monthly paper, entitled �The Peoples of the World Struggle.� It said, �The contemporary world�as Lenin pointed out�is divided and convulsed by 4 great contradictions: between the imperialisms and the nations exploited and oppressed by them; among the same imperialisms, in their permanent dispute to divide up zones of influence; between the countries which form the capitalist system and the socialist countries; and finally, between the bourgeoisie and the proletariat in the developed capitalist countries.�
The article went on, �In this set of contradictions there is formed a general anti-imperialist united front�at the present time especially against the two superpowers (USA and USSR)-which crystallizes in the struggle for national and social liberation of the proletariat and the rest of the people in the capitalist and imperialist countries, and in unlimited support which these struggles give to the socialist countries, China and Albania.�[377]
After some hesitation, the PCEML broke with China and joined the Albanians, following the death of Mao. In 1976 a delegation of the party visited six Chinese cities.[378] And in February 1977 En Marcha indicated its support for the Chinese when it �applauded the victory of the Chinese Central Committee over the Gang of Four� while elaborating upon Mao�s contribution.[379] However, by the end of the decade, the Ecuadorean party was labeling Peking�s policy �right revisionist� and was supporting the Albanians.[380] In 1986 it was represented at the congress of the Albanian party.[381]

Electoral Activities of the Ecuadorean Maoists

In spite of their revolutionary rhetoric, there is no indication that the Ecuadorean Maoists actually attempted to organize guerrilla warfare�with the possible exception of the incident in 1963, before the PCEML had been formed. By the late 1970s, they had gone so far in the opposite direction as to participate in elections.
When, after another period of military rule, presidential and parliamentary elections were held in 1978, the Maoists participated in the latter but not the former. The pro-Soviet party had organized a left-wing coalition called the Frente Amplio de la Izquierda (FADI). The Maoists sought to counter this with a front organization of their own, the Popular Democratic Movement (MPD). It held a convention in March, reportedly attended by 5,000 delegates, that nominated Camilo Mena Mena as its MPD presidential candidate. When the MPD was denied recognition by the Supreme Electoral Tribunal, the PCEML called upon its followers to abstain from voting.[382]
But in congressional elections the Maoists were somewhat more successful. John Martz wrote in 1981, �The PCE continued to be confronted with the antagonism of the MPD, whose Maoist radicalism aided its victory over the PCE in 1979 congressional elections by 4.8 percent to 3.2 percent of the vote. One MPD deputy sits in the legislature and is often at odds with FADI�s Chiriboga.�[383]
By the early 1990s, the Maoist-oriented MPD had apparently lost its one seat in the Chamber of Deputies. John Martz noted that the FADI had two deputies, but did not indicate that there were any MPD members of the Chamber.[384]

Conclusion

One of the earliest Maoist parties to be established in Latin America was that of Ecuador. After a bitter internal struggle within the Communist Party of Ecuador, the Maoists, with their principal center of strength in Quito, were expelled early in 1964, and organized the rival Partido Comunista del Ecuador (Marxista-Leninista). After some hesitation, the Chinese finally recognized one of the three factions of the PCEML as �their� party in Ecuador, and continued to maintain relations with it as long as they were interested in encouraging an international movement in their own image. However, the PCEML ended up siding with the Albanians against Mao�s Chinese successors, and the party lost enough of its revolutionary fervor that it participated in the electoral process.


Maoism in Guadeloupe

The Caribbean island of Guadeloupe has been officially a department of France since shortly after World War II. Most of the political parties of the island are the same as those in France, including the Guadeloupean Communist Party (PCG) which, however, ceased being a �federation� of the French party, and became a separate organization, in 1958. The Communists became a major party following World War II, and for many years held the mayoralty of Pointe-�-Pitre, the capital, and had one of the three Guadeloupean deputies in the French National Assembly.
Maoism in Guadeloupe originated among Guadeloupe Communists resident in France, who in 1963 established the Guadeloupe National Organization Group (GONG). In 1964, it proclaimed itself Maoist, accused the Guadeloupean Communist Party of being �revisionist,� and called for �independence for Guadeloupe by means of armed struggle.�[385]
In 1966 it was noted that �Although the GONG is a small group, operating from Paris headquarters, its influence appears to have permeated the ranks of the PCG, prompting� exclusions from the party�s central committee. � The dissident elements within the PCG were not expelled from the party, and in view of the semi-clandestine nature of the GONG (some of whose leaders appear to be, also, members of the PCG) no exact delineation can be made of the conflict within communism in Guadeloupe.�[386] However, in February 1967 four GONG leaders�Henri Delagua, Herbert Kherel, Nicolas Ludger, and Yves Leborgne�were expelled from the PCG.[387]
In 1967, the GONG was officially organized in Guadeloupe.[388] In May, �The GONG played an active part in the Basse-Terre and Pointe-�-Pitre riots. Consequently, many of its adherents were arrested,� and allegedly �the organization was largely destroyed by repressive measures.�[389]
During these riots, the police fired on a crowd outside of the Chamber of Commerce Building in Pointe-�-Pitre, and there were numerous casualties. Subsequently, the Council of State of France condemned the use of excessive force by the police.[390]
On July 17, 1967, the Politburo of GONG issued a resolution on the riots. It �declared that the events confirmed that the French imperialist policies had not changed, that the �revisionists� were collaborating with the �colonialists� and that �the struggle of Guadeloupe people for national independence entered a new phase which will lead to victory.��[391]
In February 1968, a number of GONG leaders allegedly involved in the May 1967 riots were brought to trial. Thirteen were acquitted, and six were put on probation.[392] One member of the Central Committee of the PCG claimed that some of those who were tried were afterward given government jobs.[393]
One result of the riots was that the GONG gained some foothold in the unions, particularly those of the Conf�d�ration G�n�rale du Travail (CGT), controlled by the pro-Moscow Communist Party. This was particularly true of the construction workers� union of the CGT.[394]
Apparently the appearance of GONG on the island worried the leaders of the orthodox Communist Party. Evremond Gene, the PCG�s Secretary-General, speaking to the 1969 meeting of Communist parties in Moscow, strongly attacked the �menace from the Left.� He said that in Guadeloupe there had been �emergence of Leftist tendencies and groups, honeycombed with colonial agents operating hand in glove with traitors in the labor movement.� He charged that �Leftism and colonialism� were �in an alliance against the Communists.� He also charged the Chinese with responsibility for such developments.[395]
In 1967, GONG presented two candidates for election to the French National Assembly, Yves Leborgne and Nicolas Ludger, but neither was elected.[396] However, in 1969 GONG greatly annoyed the PCG by refusing to endorse Jacques Duclos, the leader of the French Communist Party who ran for President of France, in the first round of voting. The PCG paper, L�Etincelle, editorialized that �At least for the first round of the presidential elections, one thing is sure; the French bourgeoisie has underwritten a radio broadcast of abstentionist position of GONG, since it refused support of the Guadeloupean Communist Party�s backing of Jacques Duclos.�[397]
By the early 1970s, GONG was publishing a monthly journal, also called GONG. Another periodical, V�rit� et Progr�s Social, likewise supported Maoism, and supposedly was associated with GONG.
By the late 1970s, a faction had broken away from GONG to establish the Union for the Liberation of Guadeloupe. Neither it nor GONG had any representation in municipal or islandwide legislative bodies.[398]
By the end of the 1970s, the Maoists had not become a significant factor in Guadeloupean politics. Their principal appeal, for the independence of the island, had very little popular support. The orthodox Communists went no further than demanding the �autonomy� of Guadeloupe, and no other party went even that.
In 1977, the East German Communist Party, the SED, reported the existence of the Party of Workers of Guadeloupe.[399] We have no further information about this Maoist group.

Guyanese Maoists

Communism in Guyana (then the colony of British Guiana) had its origins in the People�s Progressive Party (PPP), which was established in 1950. The PPP was originally organized as a nationalist organization�unlike most of the parties that had preceded it, which had been organized on the basis of ethnic affiliation, principally of people of African and East Indian origin.
In 1953, British Guiana was given a new constitution, and in the first election under this document, the People�s Progressive Party won a substantial majority and its head, Cheddi Jagan, became Leader of Government Business. However, within a few months, the British government removed the PPP government, claiming that it was trying to establish a Communist regime.
Elections were not held again until 1957, when the PPP won once again, and Jagan became Premier in a new semi-autonomous government. The PPP remained in power until 1964. However, during this second period, the party received support overwhelmingly from only the East Indian population.
The 1964 election put in power the People�s National Congress, and its leader, Lynden Forbes Burnham, became Prime Minister. In the following year, he negotiated with the British, and presided over the establishment of independent Guyana in 1966.
The People�s National Congress (PNC) had been organized in 1957 by Burnham, who until then had been second-in-command in the PPP. He proclaimed his party to be Democratic Socialist, and accused the PPP of being a Communist party. In fact, the PNC became the principal representative of the people of African origin, and for more than three decades Guyanese politics remained divided between Afro-Guyanese and Guyanese of East Indian origin.
The PNC remained in power from 1964 until 1992. It was widely recognized that it maintained its control through a combination of manipulated elections and coercion.
Until 1969, the PPP and its leaders denied that theirs was a Communist party. However, at the 1969 Moscow Conference of Communist Parties, Cheddi Jagan represented the PPP and �made an unequivocal move to align the party with the Soviet Union. In turn, the PPP was recognized by the Soviet leaders as a bona-fide communist party.�[400]

Working People�s Vanguard Party (Marxist-Leninist)

Not all of the PPP leaders went along with the party�s Soviet alignment. Those who did not were led by Brindley Benn, a former Chairman of the party, and one of the principal Afro-Guyanese who had not gone along with Burnham�s split from the PPP.
Under Benn�s leadership, the Working People�s Vanguard Party (Marxist-Leninist) (WPVP) was established. The immediate issue over which the WPVP was organized was the PPP�s participation in the 1968 election, the first one held under the Burnham government, which the PPP later claimed Burnham had won through manipulating the results. Benn and his followers were strongly opposed to participation in the election.[401]
However, Brindley Benn also had serious ideological differences with Cheddi Jagan and the rest of the PPP leadership. Concerning this, Lynn Ratliff wrote in 1973, �Benn questioned Jagan�s form of Marxism and held that the PPP was following the path of �opportunism and revisionism.� The WPVP is opposed to participation in elections, on the ground that both the PNC and the PPP are �racist� and thus are impeding the unification of workers. Unequivocally giving his allegiance to Mao Tse-tung, Benn applauded the Cultural Revolution and criticized the Soviet Union as a class-dominated society. The PPP�s alignment with the Soviet Union was branded by Benn as �betrayal� of Guyanese and others fighting for national liberation.�
However, although the WPVP pledged support of the Chinese, it apparently did not completely adhere to the Maoist �line.� It did not adopt the Chinese criticism of the Castro regime�s alignment with the Soviet Union. As late as 1972, Brindley Benn praised the Cuban Foreign Minister�s speech to that year�s Non Aligned Conference. He said that it �underlines Cuba�s staunch loyalty to the principle of international solidarity of the working class.�[402]
The WPVP remained a very small organization, and continued its opposition to participating in elections under the Burnham regime.[403] For a number of years it participated in a coalition of groups opposing both the PPP and the PNC, the Working People�s Alliance (WPA), led by Walter Rodney, a professor at Guyana University.[404]
In 1979 Cheddi Jagan wrote to me about the relationship of the WPVP and the WPA: �Working People�s Alliance and the Working Peoples Vanguard Party at one time were closely associated. The Working People�s Alliance was formed in December 1974 as a federation of four groups�ASCRIA, IRPA (Indian Revolutionary Political Associates), the Ratoon Group (the University of Guyana) and the Working Peoples Vanguard Party (WPVP). The latter was formed by the ex-Chairman of the PPP after he broke away around 1968. These groups generally took an ultraleft and Maoist position. In September 1976 the WPVP withdrew from the WPA and in March 1976, the WPA came out in support with some modifications for the PPP�s call for a National Patriotic Front and a National Patriotic Front Government based on a democratic, anti-imperialist and socialist oriented programme.�[405]
The Maoists apparently took little part in events leading up to the eventual defeat of the People�s National Party in the election of October 1992, as a result of which Cheddi Jagan became President of Guyana. Jagan wrote to me in May 1989, �The parties now active in Guyanese politics are the People�s Progressive Party, the Working People�s Alliance, the Democratic Labor Movement, the People�s Democratic Movement and the National Labor Front. These are grouped together in the opposition Patriotic Coalition for Democracy (PCD). United Republican Party also opposes the government. The opposition parties which are not so active are the United Force and the National Labor Front.�[406]
Guyanese politics continued to be dominated by the People�s Progressive Party and the People�s National Congress. Maoism never became a major factor, even in the Guyanese far Left.


Haitian Maoism

For nearly forty years after the advent to power of Dr. Fran�ois Duvalier ("Papa Doc") in 1957, Haiti was governed by successive dictatorships (his, that of his son Jean Claude, and succeeding military regimes). In these circumstances, the possibility of organizing a successful Communist Party, or any party at all, were slim, and at best intermittent.
During this period Communist parties loyal to Moscow were organized on several occasions. It was dissidents from one of these, the Parti Populaire de Lib�ration Nationale (Popular Party of National Liberation; PPLN) that established the country�s first Maoist party, the Parti des Travailleurs Haitiens (Haitian Workers Party; PTH) . It was founded in 1986 by exiled members of the PPLN.
Leslie Pean noted that �the only weapon of the organization was the dedication of its militants who were committed to the ideals of relying on the peasantry to take up arms against the tyranny of Duvalier.� Pean also noted that �After launching of the government�s so-called liberalization policy after Fran�ois Duvalier�s death, and the ideological shifts resulting from the political changes in China after Mao�s death, the PTH engaged in severe introspection to determine a new course.�[407]
The PTH continued to exist, and continued to be Maoist. The East German Communists estimated that in 1983 it had about 350 members. The same source categorized the party as advocating �ultra left elements of Mao Tse-tung Theory� by the 1980s. It also noted the existence of a splinter group of the PTH, the Groupe Haitien R�volutionnaire Internationaliste (Haitian Revolutionary Internationalist Group; GHRI), which was said also to be �ultra left Maoist.�[408]
In the spring of 1986, the PTH and GHRI issued a joint �Appeal to the Haitian Revolutionary Movement� in which they argued, �To assume the historic tasks of the working class there is needed an avant-garde party guided by Marxism-Leninism-Mao Tse-tung Thought. � But a party must be constructed on a solid base. It must in particular differentiate itself from all tendencies allied with the Soviet Union, Cuba, Albania, the China of today or social democracy. It must be based on the international plan of the forces regrouped in the Revolutionary Internationalist Movement.�[409]
In spite of this joint endorsement of the Revolutionary Internationalist Movement (RIM), the organization of the orthodox Maoist supporters of the Gang of Four, only the Groupe Haitien R�volutionnaire Internationaliste was listed among the founding organizations of the RIM.[410] In December 1986, the GHRI was still its only Haitian affiliate.[411]
In the winter of 1987�1988, the GHRI issued a pamphlet elaborating on its program and policy. That document stated: ��Revolutionary Marxist-Leninist, we are not idealists but materialists who begin with a concrete analysis of Haitian society to draw up the responses and solutions of the problems of Haiti and of the Haitian masses. This is indicated in four points: 1) that the revolution in Haiti must be a revolution of new democracy having for its objective the overthrow of the dominion and power of the imperialists, exploiting classes which they support, including the comprador bourgeoisie and large landholders; 2) that this revolution can be possible only by the outbreak of a popular war; 3) that for the purpose of launching the popular war and carrying out the new democratic revolution, a united front of all classes presently oppressed in Haitian society is necessary, with its spinal column the alliance between workers and peasants; that to assure the victory of the new democracy revolution, it is necessary to have a revolutionary party at the head of the popular war and the front, so as to make the revolution advance to its second stage, socialism,�[412] (emphasis in the original).
In spite of its Maoist endorsement of �popular war,� there is no indication that the Groupe Haitien R�volutionnaire Internationaliste (or any other organization) actually undertook to launch such a conflict.

Honduran Maoists

In the 1960s, the principal leftist dissidents from the pro-Moscow Honduran Communist Party were sympathetic to the Castro regime in Cuba. By the end of the decade they had split away to form the Honduran Communist Party (Revolutionary). There also existed another small Castroite group, the Francisco Moraz�n Movement.[413]
However, by the early 1970s, there also existed the Honduran Communist Party (Marxist-Leninist), or PCH(ML). It was reported to have its principal strength among the country�s students.
In July 1971, the Central Committee of the PCH(ML) proclaimed the Chinese Communist Party to be �the bulwark of the world revolutionary movement in the struggle against imperialism, modern revisionism, and all reactionaries,� and praised it for defending Marxism-Leninism against the �deviations of modern revisionism� of which the CPSU was guilty.
William E. Ratliff reported in 1973 that �The party has outlined its objectives as the destruction of the existing government through mass movements and armed struggle, and the establishment of a revolutionary government which would carry out agrarian reform, recover the national wealth, give state power to the people, establish economic independence for the country, and carry out a cultural revolution.� The PCH(ML) denounced the Honduran pro-Moscow party as being �right opportunist� and accused it of �betraying the fundamental principles of Marxism and the interests of Honduran people.�[414]
In September 1973, the PCH(ML) sent greetings to the 10th Congress of the Chinese Communist Party, and praised its �persistent and just struggle against imperialism, colonialism and revisionism.�[415]
The Chinese gave some publicity to the statements of the PCH(ML). This was particularly the case after the death of Mao Tse-tung, when they publicized a letter sent by that party�s Political Bureau on October 31, 1976, expressing support for Hua Kuo-feng in �the struggle against the � Gang of Four.�� In 1977 a delegation from the PCH(ML) visited China and Chairman Hua hosted a banquet in their honor.[416]
The New China News Agency announced that in June 1978 the PCH(ML) had sent greetings to the Cambodian government of Pol Pot, and that in July it had a �friendly meeting� in Honduras with a delegation from the Marxist-Leninist Communist Party of Argentina. Those two parties had issued a joint declaration branding the USSR �the principal warmonger� and calling for unity of all Marxist-Leninist parties against it.[417] In April 1980, the New China News Agency announced a �cordial and friendly� meeting in Beijing between Xi Xiannian, Vice Chairman of the Chinese Central Committee, and an unnamed delegation of the PCH(ML).[418]
There is no indication that the Honduran Communist Party (Marxist-Leninist) had any significant influence in the country�s labor movement, and it certainly played no role of any importance in Honduran politics. Nor, in spite of its revolutionary rhetoric, did the party attempt to launch any kind of guerrilla activity. We have no information as to whether the Honduran party long survived the loss of interest of the Chinese party and government in International Maoism.

Maoism in Martinique

Like Guadeloupe, the West Indian island of Martinique became a department of France after World War II. The Communist Party had considerable strength, as a �federation� of the French Communist Party, until 1957, when it assumed the name of Communist Party of Martinique.
In 1956�1957, the Communists of Martinique suffered a severe split when Aim� C�saire, Communist member of the French National Assembly and Mayor of the Martinique capital of Fort de France, strongly opposed the Soviet repression of the 1956 uprising in Hungary. He said that no Socialist country had the right to carry out such an invasion, adding that the French Communist Party had a �colonialist� attitude toward Martinique and Guadeloupe. C�saire, one of the leading French poets of the period and one of the founders of the concept of �Negritude,� broke with the Communists, and organized the Parti Progressiste Martiniquais (PPM), which for a number of years was the largest party on the island.[419]
In the 1960s and early 1970s there was a Maoist organization in Martinique that reportedly had �some following.� However, according to one of the principal leaders of the pro-Soviet Communist Party, by 1979 it had �virtually disappeared� as a result of Chinese hostility to the Castro regime and the friendliness of the Chinese regime to the dictatorship of General Pinochet in Chile.[420] In 1985 it was reported that �Ex-Maoists published the newspaper Apel or Ase plere au nou lite, which is Creole for Stop complaining and let�s fight.�[421]
In 1988 Brian Weinstein reported that a delegation from the Martinique Communist Party had recently visited China for the first time since 1967. They met with members of the Central Committee of the Chinese party �and expressed hope for expanded relations in the future.� A mission from the Chinese party had visited Martinique in August 1987.[422]

Mexican Maoism

Several Maoist parties appeared in Mexico in the middle 1960s, at least one of which had more or less extensive contacts with the Chinese party. However, after the student strikes of 1968, culminating in the massacre in the Plaza of the Three Cultures in Mexico City, where troops fired into a large demonstration, the Maoist groups seem largely to have disintegrated. Efforts by the Progressive Labor Party of the United States, both before and after its break with the Chinese, to help bring about establishment of a party in its own image in Mexico bore no fruit.
The traditional Mexican Communist Party, although in later years adopting a �Eurocommunist� position, was loyal to Moscow during the 1960s. Thus, its 14th National Convention in December 1963 �unanimously condemned the stand taken by the leadership of the Communist Party of China on the basic problems of the time, such as the fight for peace and peaceful coexistence. The position of the Chinese comrades, it declared, runs counter to the general lines of the international Communist movement.�[423]
The most significant of the pro-Maoist parties of the 1960s was the Mexican Movement of the Marxist-Leninist Antirevisionist Unification (MUMAM). It was led by two former members of the pro-Moscow Mexican Communist Party (PCM), Javier Fuentes Guti�rrez and Federico Emery Valle. It published a Spanish-language version of �Chairman Mao Tse-tung on a People�s War� with a preface that supported Mao�s theories on the subject and rejected those of Ch� Guevara. It also published a newspaper, Chispa.
When he was arrested in 1969 on charges of having bombed two government buildings, Emery Valle said that he had twice visited China. He also said that he had circulated materials sent to him by the Chinese.[424] However, according to Ricardo Ochoa, writing in the U.S. Trotskyist periodical Intercontinental Press in July 1971, the MUMAM had �vanished virtually without a trace. There is only a dying echo for some of its members who have stayed in some skeleton �Comites de Lucha� (Struggle Committees), the organs of the 1968 student movement, which have degenerated and no longer have any representative character.�[425]
Another significant pro-Maoist party in the late 1960s was the Bolshevik Communist Party of Mexico (PCBM). It was mentioned by a U.S. State Department source in 1968 as the most important of the pro-Maoist groups. The same source said that the PCBM�s operations had been hampered by the banning of the return to Mexico of the official representative of the New China News Agency.[426] The PCBM was led by Leonel Padilla, Arturo Velasco, F�lix Gonz�lez and Antonio Farf�n, and its official publication was El Machete.[427] This name was taken from a newspaper published by the original Mexican Communist Party in the 1920s and early 1930s.
Another Maoist group was the Communist Spartacus League (LCE), which published El Militante and was led by Professor Bernardo Bader Campo.[428] According to Jos� Revueltas, who was then a Trotskyist, the LCE was �Maoist but not as unconditionally followers of Mao�s thought� as the people of the MUMAM.[429]
According to Ricardo Ochoa, the LCE �took an outspokenly ultra leftist and ultimatist position� at the time of the 1968 student uprising. He alleged, �As the Maoists� cadres succumbed to the pressure of events, the organization cracked.�[430]
In 1972, Ochoa wrote, �The Liga Comunista Esp�rtaco� was dealt a mortal blow by the 1968 movement. It broke up into a movement of �brigades� in which a primitive populism and a complete lack of political perspectives led hundreds of activists to dissipate their energies in a strike �march to the people.��[431]
By the late 1970s and early 1980s there still existed several small Maoist groups in Mexico, although apparently those of the 1960s had disappeared. According to Jorge Villamil, a leader of the Partido Mexicano de los Trabajadores, a non-Marxist leftist party, the two most significant Maoist groups in this period were the Organization of the Revolutionary Left-Line of the Masses, and the Popular Revolutionary Movement.[432]
The Progressive Labor Party, the organization that held the �Chinese franchise� in the United States until its break with Mao and the Chinese leadership in 1971�1972, sought to keep in touch with events in Mexico. However, it is interesting to note that in an article by Federico Orozco, �Who Won the Mexican Revolution?� in the PLP newspaper Challenge (October 1966), which sketched the parties of the Left at that time, there was no mention of any Mexican counterpart of the PLP.[433]
In 1970, the PLP still did not regard any of the Mexican political groups to be genuinely Maoist. This was indicated by a letter to the editor of Challenge from Cuauhtemoc Reyes that ended, �Finally I am very grateful for your printing my letter in your newspaper. I will continue reading it since you think like real communists and not like the traitors, self-styled �communists� of Mexico.�[434]
After the PLP had abandoned Maoism following President Nixon�s visit to Beijing in 1972, it was still lamenting the lack of a true revolutionary Communist party in Mexico. This was reflected in an unnamed �sympathizer of the PLP in Mexico,� who wrote a letter to the editor of Desafio lamenting the lack of and need for �the construction of the Revolutionary Communist Party.�[435]
Although several groups and �parties� that considered themselves Maoist, continued to exist in Mexico, they gained little attention locally or internationally. Evidence of this is the fact that after 1972, the Yearbook on International Communist Affairs did not consider them of sufficient significance to be mentioned in its entry on Mexico.
However, in March 1978 a pro-Albanian party, the Partido Comunista Mexicano (Marxista-Leninista) was formed through merger of two small far Left groups. It professed to be inspired by the ideas of Enver Hoxha.[436]
Barry Carr, an Australian student of Mexican Communism, has indicated that the importance of Maoism in Mexico was not to be found in the small parties that were formed on the basis of seeking association with the Chinese (or Albanian) party. Rather, it was in the wider diffusion of Mao�s ideas in the Mexican Left.
Professor Carr wrote in 1993, �I believe that the influence of Maoism was quite considerable in that country, especially in the period from the late 1960s until the mid-1980s. The influence came, however, not from the minuscule Maoist split from the Communist Party (PCM) that occurred in the 1960s, but was more diffuse�more an assimilation of Maoist precepts and style which was propagated in the urban popular movement and in some kinds of peasant organization by groups which were shaped by (among many influences) Maoist ideas�like the Linea Proletaria, Organizaci�n de Izquierda Revolucionaria and Linea de Masas. These two latter organizations eventually merged.�[437]
In a subsequent letter, Professor Carr wrote that �one thing is clear�that diffuse Maoism was a critical influence in a whole series of urban social movements, grass roots movements of the urban poor and marginalized and poor peasant organizations, especially in Durango, Coahuila, Nuevo Le�n and then Oaxaca and Chiapas.�
Professor Carr added, �Linea Proletaria and many of the figures involved in it and similar organizations with Maoist antecedents were interesting because they combined political and union militancy with a flexible (some would say opportunist) approach to forming alliances and �coincidences� with sectors of the ruling PRI and its constellation of mass (peasant and workers) organizations. The �moderation� and �populism� of Linea Proletaria gave rise to a good deal of criticism by other groups on the left.�
Two important movements during the 1980s and 1990s were particularly influenced by �diffuse Maoism,� according to Professor Carr. One of these was the revolt within the PRI-aligned teachers union, the Sindicato Nacional de Trabajadores de la Educaci�n (SNTE), which succeeded in bringing about the fall of the long-standing SNTE leader, and rank-and-file representation in the highest reaches of the union.
The other of these movements was the Indian peasant revolt in the southern state of Chiapas, led by the Federaci�n de Liberaci�n Nacional, the so-called Zapatistas, which broke out in January 1995. Concerning this, Professor Carr wrote that �the southern �maoists� of Linea Proletaria eventually joined their efforts with radical Christians, Trotskyists and school-teacher activists and helped build a new network of peasant unions (Union of Unions) in Chiapas in 1980. The Maoist-influenced cadres and their followers succeeded in merging liberation theology, armed struggle (via an organization known as the FLN), indigenous peasant self-management decision-making and the participatory �go to the people�learn from the people� tradition of maoism�to form a political and ideological style of popular consultation through village assemblies that the Zapatistas eventually drew on.�[438]

Maoism in Panama

The traditional Communist Party of Panama has since World War been known as the Partido del Pueblo de Panam� (PPP). It remained loyal to the Soviet party. However, a pro-Chinese faction did develop at some point, and took the name Partido Comunista Marxista-Leninista). We have no information on when this party was founded or its membership or early activity, although it is clear that it did not gain any significant influence in the organized labor movement or general Panamanian politics.
Marian Leighton reported in 1985 that �Another party that was not very active in 1984 was the Maoist Communist Party (Marxist-Leninist). During 1982 this party launched a violent attack on the PPP, accusing it of being nonrevolutionary, collaborationist, and acting against the interests of the people.�[439]
We have no information on the subsequent history of that party.

Paraguayan Maoism

During the 1960s and 1970s, Paraguay was under the control of the dictatorship of General Alfredo Stroessner, who had been President of the Republic since 1954. Communism of any sort was severely persecuted by the Stroessner regime, and Paraguayan Communism was very largely an exile movement, located principally in Argentina and Uruguay. Lynn Ratliff estimated that in 1970 only about 10 percent of the Paraguayan Communists were actually in Paraguay.[440]
The first �outbreak� of Maoism in the ranks of the Paraguayan Communist Party (PCP) took place in 1963, when a small group broke away from the PCP to establish the Paraguayan Leninist Communist Party. Cecil Johnson, who traced the early evolution of Maoist parties in several Latin American countries, apparently had no information concerning this group. There is no indication that it had any direct contact with the Chinese, and in 1969 it was reintegrated into the pro-Moscow branch of Paraguayan Communism.[441]

The Oscar Creydt Maoist Party

In August 1965, Oscar Creydt, the long-time Secretary-General of the Communist Party of Paraguay was faced with the formation of the Commission for the Defense and Reorganization of the Paraguayan Communist Party, which was led by Obdulio Barthe and Miguel Angel Soler, and had Soviet backing. This group claimed �that the majority of the party leadership under Secretary-General Oscar Creydt had left the Soviet fold, held a meeting with the leadership of the Chinese Communist Party, gone over to the enemy territory of calumny and insult against the Central Committee of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union and to acts of provocation.�[442]
This committee undertook to �expel� Oscar Creydt from the party. It �accused Creydt of being too lenient with dissident pro-Chinese members of the party and of acting in a highhanded, dictatorial manner in the conduct of party affairs.� Lynn Ratliff noted, �Creydt, followed by many of his colleagues, then established what he claimed was the legitimate PCP. The party, however, remained securely under the control of the pro-Soviet leaders.�[443] Creydt was reported to have taken with him �most of the young members.�[444]
Oscar Creydt�s party claimed to have the support of the majority of the Paraguayan Communists, both inside the republic and in exile. Exaggerating its influence, it claimed to have the backing of �the masses of workers and peasants� of the country. It stated that the pro-Soviet party was �an insignificant rightist group� totally isolated from and disdained by the working class and by all truly democratic forces.�[445]
In its early years, the Oscar Creydt version of the Paraguayan Communist Party, although anti-Soviet, was not clearly aligned with China. It continued to show sympathy for the Cuban party considerably after the Chinese had broken with Castro. Thus, in 1968, Creydt wrote to Fidel Castro, supporting his expulsion from the Cuban party of a pro-Soviet �microfaction.� In January of the following year, the Central Committee of Creydt�s party ended its New Year message �with a salute to the tenth anniversary of the Cuban Revolution.�
However, Creydt and his organization did support China against the USSR. Thus, in attacking the participation of the pro-Moscow Paraguayan party in the international conference of Communist parties at Moscow in 1969, it claimed that the conference was ��a limited, discriminatory, exclusive and divisive� meeting organized by the CPSU to isolate China while the Soviet Union was carrying on �super-secret negotiations� with the United States.� The same document denounced the presence of Soviet troops in Czechoslovakia as �military occupation.�[446]
In 1970, a U.S. State Department source reported, �The PCP faction headed by Oscar Creydt appears to be increasingly Peking-oriented.� Certainly, by the middle 1970s, the Creydt party, which was publishing the periodical Unidad Paraguaya, was clearly in the Chinese camp. It was accused by the Paraguayan Ministry of Interior of receiving aid from China.[447]
The loyalty of the party of Oscar Creydt to the Chinese Party leadership apparently was not undermined by the changes in personnel and direction in the Chinese party after Mao�s death.
Oscar Creydt hailed the defeat of the Gang of Four as �the great victory of the Chinese people,� and said that it �has further strengthened our trust in China. � Our conviction in the worldwide victory of the proletarian revolution has become firmer than ever.�[448]
In March 1977, Oscar Creydt visited China at the invitation of the Central Committee of the Chinese party. He was received by Politburo member Chi Teng, and Creydt �had a cordial and friendly conversation with him.�[449] Creydt�s party thus somewhat belatedly received the full �Chinese franchise� in Paraguay.
After the 11th Congress of the Chinese Communist Party, the Creydt PCP�s Political Commission wrote to the Chinese party in March 1978 that it was �fundamentally in agreement with the ideas you have formulated in the principal report approved at the Eleventh Congress.� That letter, signed by Creydt, said that the PCP was �most satisfied with the fact that Chairman Hua has energetically reaffirmed the proletarian revolutionary line of Mao Tse-tung and demonstrated that �Russian revisionist imperialism is the greatest danger in the present world.��[450]
There is no indication that, although theoretically committed to the violent road to power and guerrilla warfare, the Paraguayan Maoists ever sought to launch any kind of armed struggle.


Peruvian Maoists

One of the first Maoist parties of Latin America to be �recognized� by the Chinese was that of Peru. However, as was true of many Maoist groups, it was soon characterized by bitter factionalism, and by 1970 had split into at least three recognizable groups; other schismatic elements were added in subsequent years.
The Peruvian Maoists were of considerable importance in the student movement. Although the pro-Moscow party continued to have the most influence of all Communist groups in organized labor, the Maoists had certain elements of strength there, too.
Unlike most Maoist parties in Latin America, one of the factions into which the movement split sought to put into practice the model of Mao Tse-tung�s �popular war under the leadership of the working class,� that is, of the Communist Party. That group was what became known as the Communist Party of Peru-Shining Path (Partido Comunista del Peru-Sendero Luminoso). In 1980 it launched a guerrilla war that is still underway as this is being written. It became one of the major heirs to the tradition of International Maoism long after the Chinese Communist Party leadership had lost all interest in the subject.

Background of Peruvian Maoism

The origins of the Communist Party of Peru go back to the late 1920s, when Jos� Carlos Mari�tegui, one of the few original Marxist theoreticians Latin America has produced, established the Socialist Party of Peru, which became a �fraternal� member of the Communist International (CI). Mari�tegui was condemned by a Comintern conference in 1929, and he died soon afterward. In 1930 some of his followers, led by Eudosio Ravines, reorganized the Socialist Party as the Communist Party, which became a fullfledged member of the CI.
For the next forty years, the principal significance of the Peruvian Communist Party was as a far Left opponent of the Aprista Party, led by Victor Ra�l Haya de la Torre, which during all that period was the most significant popular party in the country. The Communists collaborated with a variety of dictatorships and right-wing regimes, in an effort to capitalize on such cooperation to get control of the labor movement and popular politics generally. For a quarter of a century after World War II, however, organized labor was firmly in the hands of the Apristas, and the Communists amounted to not much more than a minor, although very active, irritant to them.
Throughout all of this period, the Peruvian Communist Party remained exceedingly loyal to Moscow. Its founder, Eudosio Ravines, was for some years an international agent of the Comintern. Even after he broke with the Comintern in 1942 and formed his own party, the Communist Party of Peru continued to be a faithful collaborator with the CPSU until the collapse of the latter.
During the period in which Maoism was developing in Peru, there were a number of significant changes in the country�s general political picture. A military coup in 1962, carried out largely to prevent the Aprista Party from coming to power, was followed by elections in 1963, in which a �populist� candidate, Fernando Bela�nde Terry, was chosen. A very modest agrarian reform and some other changes were enacted.
Then, before the election scheduled for early 1969, there was another coup. Although it, too, was designed at least in part to keep the Apristas from power, the military men who seized power in October 1968, led by General Juan Velasco Alvarado, were reform-minded. They enacted a very fundamental agrarian reform, tried an experiment with �industrial communities� in which, over time, workers would supposedly come to have majority control of their enterprises, and a variety of lesser measures.
However, the military men�s enthusiasm for finding a �third way� between capitalism and the Soviet system flagged. Finally, in 1978, elections for a constitutional assembly were held, and in the following year general elections took place, once again won by Fernando Bela�nde.

Emergence of Peruvian Maoism

There are indications that by the late 1950s there was considerable discontent among the secondary leadership with those who had controlled the Communist Party of Peru since Eudosio Ravines had abandoned it in 1942. The Lima Committee of the party at its 15th Departmental Congress in 1958 demanded the establishment of a �Leninist Provisional Central Committee,� a demand that the national leadership claimed was an attempt �to make it appear that the Communist Party is divided and to denigrate its past and its political line.�[451]
Three and a half years later, in 1962, �a period of intense and prolonged struggle began.� In 1963, after a number of the top party leaders had been jailed following a military coup, the split in the party started. By that time, the Sino-Soviet split was out in the open, and the top leadership of the party was divided on the issue. The seventeenth plenary session of the Central Committee was held when most of the pro-Soviet leaders were still in jail, and it purged several pro-Soviet leaders who refused to accept this measure. A few months later the split in the party was formalized.
In January 1964, the pro-Chinese element held what they called the Fourth National Conference of the Communist Party of Peru. It formally expelled the principal pro-Soviet leaders, who, however, kept control of the party�s paper, Unidad, as a consequence of which the pro-Chinese group launched its own paper, Bandera Roja. Since both parties continued to call themselves Communist Party of Peru (PCP), they became known by their papers as the PCP Unidad and the PCP Bandera Roja.[452]
Eugenio Chang Rodr�guez has noted that in addition to adapting their position to that of Mao Tse-tung, the PCP Bandera Roja (PCP-BR) also looked back to Jos� Carlos Mari�tegui for inspiration. Chang Rodriguez wrote that the PCP-BR �postulated the study of Mari�tegui and the beginning of the armed struggle. It believed that revolutionaries should not await the spontaneous development of subjective conditions; on the contrary, they had the �obligation to create them, develop and organize them.� Its National Conference of November 1965, following Mari�tegui, characterized Peruvian society as semi-colonial, and following Mao, adopted the revolutionary tactic of the march from the countryside to the city in a prolonged popular war.�[453]
Cecil Johnson noted that the Chinese Communist Party �recognize� its Peruvian counterpart immediately upon its establishment. He said that it did so because the Peruvian party followed closely the international line then being put forward by the Chinese. He wrote that �on the international scene, the Peruvian analysts perceived a situation �favorable to the people of the world fighting for national liberation.� They accepted Mao�s idea, articulated at the Moscow Conference of 1957, that the �East Wind prevails over the West Wind,� and they adhered to his instructions to select, as a basis for policy-making, the principal contradiction of the present historical moment. � Similarly, the stand taken by the Peruvians on questions of war and peace coincided precisely with that of the CCP. They insisted, for example, that imperialism, not the bellicosity of People�s China, was the source of modern war. Emulating their Chinese mentor, they also rejected the Soviet understanding of �peaceful coexistence.� Suffice it to say that the Peruvians held that revolutionaries must not be awed by the nuclear power of the United States. If they were, their will to struggle for national liberation would be paralyzed.�[454]
In spite of its revolutionary rhetoric, the Bandera Roja in its early years was not totally averse to running candidates in elections. For instance, in Ayacucho, in the municipal election of 1966, the party had a slate of candidates and elected one member of the city council, coming in third overall in the city. However, in the by-election for a member of the Chamber of Deputies in Lima in 1967, the party called for its supporters to cast blank ballots.[455]

Splits among Peruvian Maoists

The two principal leaders of the Partido Comunista Bandera Roja were Saturnino Paredes, who was elected Secretary-General of the pro-Chinese group, and Jos� Sotomayor P�rez. They very soon came to head rival factions within the party, and in the Fifth Congress of the organization there was a new split, with Sotomayor breaking away to establish the Partido Comunista-Marxista Leninista.[456]
The Bandera Roja party of Saturnino Paredes continued to hold the Chinese �franchise� in Peru. Thus, the Chinese Maoist parties in other countries gave publicity to a letter sent by Paredes late in 1967, on the occasion of the eighteenth anniversary of the establishment of the People�s Republic. In that letter, Paredes claimed that �The Marxist-Leninist ideas developed by Mao Tsetung guide the world revolution,� and �when they are understood by the masses they will be converted into a material force more potent than nuclear arms.�[457]
The Sotomayor schism was only the first of several in the ranks of the Peruvian Maoists. Discontent with the leadership of Saturnino Paredes increased within the party. Rogger [sic] Mercado has noted that �basing itself on the discontent of the rank and file, there was formed a fraction headed by the Central Regional organization, the organ of which was Patria Roja, and its Secretary-General, Od�n Espinoza. There was thus created chaos in the rank and file, which in many cases acted on the basis of sympathies and discontent.�[458]
This crisis reached its high point in the Sixth Conference of the PCP Bandera Roja in March 1969. According to the Yearbook on International Communist Affairs, �At the Sixth Congress� the �Patria Roja� faction repudiated the policy of �closed doors� imposed by Secretary General Paredes, three members of the Political Commission of the Central Committee, two Central Committee members, a member of the �revolutionary committee,� and a member of the Executive Bureau of the party�s youth group, the JCP. Paredes was charged with opposing in practice the thought of Mao Tse-tung, distorting and sabotaging the tasks established by the party�s Fifth Conference, advocating a �sterile sectarianism which isolated the party from the masses,� of establishing a �bureaucratism which isolated the leadership from the rank and file.��[459]
Both the Paredes group and those who ostensibly had expelled him continued to call themselves the Communist Party of Peru. Paredes� party therefore came to be known as the Partido Comunista del Peru (Bandera Roja) and that of his opponents as the Partido Comunista del Per� (Patria Roja).
However, the defection of the Patria Roja group was not the last split in the ranks of the Partido Comunista del Per� (Bandera Roja). One of the people who had supported Saturnino Paredes in the 1969 schism had been Abimail Guzm�n, head of the party in the region of Ayacucho, a heavily Indian area in the Andes in south-central Peru. He emerged from the 1969 split as the head of �Agitprop� for the party, and in that capacity was editor of Bandera Roja. He became increasingly critical of Paredes� leadership.
Rogger Mercado noted that �the struggle took place internally, openly headed by Abimail Guzm�n� who published the editorials of Bandera Roja, giving the rank and file, and the readers in general, the image of a double line.�[460]
This conflict reached a head in the Plenum of 1970, where the Guzm�n group demanded the calling of the 6th National Conference of the Party (the Paredes group did not recognize the validity of the �6th Conference� the year before, which had expelled Paredes and others), and Paredes refused that demand. Guzm�n and his supporters also �criticized the �liquidationist� line, the cult of personality and the ignoring of clandestine work by the leadership of Saturnino Paredes, who had gathered together phrases and slogans of his in a book similar to the Red Book of Mao.�[461]
As a result of this conflict, Guzm�n and his followers withdrew from the Partido Comunista del Peru (Bandera Roja) to form still another Maoist faction. It came to be known as the Partido Comunista del Peru (Sendero Luminoso) or Communist Party of Peru (Shining Path), a name taken from the writings of Jos� Carlos Mari�tegui.
Thus, from 1970 forward there were at least four significant Maoist parties in Peru, each of which was following different policies and strategies. These were the Communist Party of Peru (Bandera Roja) of Saturnino Paredes, the Partido Comunista (Marxista-Leninista) del Peru of Jos� Sotomayor, the Partido Comunista del Per� (Patria Roja) of Od�n Espinoza, and the Partido Comunista del Per� (Sendero Luminoso) of Abimail Guzm�n.
In addition to these four principal Maoist parties of the 1970s, there were numerous other groups professing support of Mao Tse-tung Thought. In 1975, the editor of the pro-Moscow party�s paper, Unidad, claimed that he could identify twenty-three different such groups.[462] At the time of the Constituent Assembly elections of 1978, a U.S. Trotskyist source identified five �more orthodox Peruvian Maoist groups� that had formed one of the electoral blocs, Uni�n Democr�tica Popular. These were the Revolutionary Communist Party (PCRO), Revolutionary Vanguard (Marxist-Leninist, Mao Tse-tung Thought), Revolutionary Left Movement (Rebel Voice), Revolutionary Left Movement (Rebel Voice-Fourth Stage) and the Proletarian Action Movement.[463] We have little information on the origins or peculiarities of these groups.
To further analyze the Maoist movement in Peru, it is most useful to look separately at each of the four most significant organizations.

Partido Comunista del Per� (Bandera Roja)

Even after the splits of the PCP-ML and the Patria Roja group, Saturnino Paredes� Communist Party of Peru (Bandera Roja) continued for some years to hold the Chinese �franchise.�[464] However, it was by no means the largest of the Maoist groups in Peru by the middle of the 1970s.
In 1970, the Bandera Roja group controlled one of the several factions of the country�s principal peasant group, the Confederaci�n Campesina del Per�.[465] However, it was reported that by 1975 that peasant organization, still headed by Saturnino Paredes, was �dying.�[466]
Bandera Roja did not have major strength in the labor movement. It was reported in 1976 it controlled �only local organizations with fewer than 100,000 affiliates.�[467]
Paredes and his party recognized their weakness in the peasant and worker movements. In May 1973 they engaged in �selfcriticism� that noted that �One of the most important problems in connection with the composition of the Party is the improvement of the social composition of the mass militants of the Party. It is necessary that the Party be the avant-garde of the national liberation movement, and to accomplish this, it is essential that the best elements of the working class join the Party without delay. � The proletarian nature of the Party will come to be a reality when the working class is represented in party agencies from the lowest to the highest through the medium of the most advanced elements of the proletariat. It is necessary that the Party be composed of the working class so that the peasant movement may develop properly and that a unity of steel may be forged.�
This document clearly reflected the student base of much of the Bandera Roja membership. It said that it was necessary �to develop a campaign directed toward the enrollment in the Party of the best sons of the peasantry, the revolutionary intellectuals, in other words the best sons of the working masses.�[468]
The Partido Comunista del Per� (Bandera Roja) did not make any attempt to launch a guerrilla war, in spite of its supposed endorsement of the idea. In the 1978 Constitutional Assembly elections, the party joined a far Left coalition, the Workers, Peasants, Students and People�s Front (FOCEP).[469]
Apparently, after the split between China and Albania, the Bandera Roja party joined the Albanian side. In 1982, Rogger Mercado wrote of the organization that it was �always with Paredes and the solitary support of Albania.�[470]
In 1977, an English scholar specializing in the study of the Peruvian Left, Lewis Taylor, reported that �Bandera Roja is moribund.�[471]

The Partido Comunista (Marxista-Leninista) del Per�

The first splinter from the PCP (Bandera Roja), the Partido Comunista (Marxista-Leninista) del Per�, headed by Jos� Sotomayor P�rez, had its main center of strength in the southern city of Arequipa.[472] It was the smallest and weakest of the Peruvian Maoist parties.
The PCP-ML did not remain loyal to orthodox Maoism. Its 1971 May Day proclamation had no mention of Mao Tse-tung or Mao Tse-tung Thought. Nor did it say a word about the need for violent overthrow of the existing system, or of �the countryside surrounding the cities.�
Rather, in the face of the reformist military regime that was in power at that time, the May Day proclamation said that �the working class cannot remain in the national democratic phase of the revolution. Its goal is not the simple destruction of dependency and the liquidation of feudal remains. As these objectives are achieved, it must prepare its forces to carry the revolution forward, to socialism.�
Although in the issue of the party�s periodical carrying the May Day Manifesto there was a reference to �the sadly famous Khrushchev Day (XX Congress of the CPSU),� there was no denunciation of �revisionism� or of Soviet �social imperialism.� The only extended reference to China was an article about the visit of a Chinese diplomatic delegation to Peru, which commented that �it must be taken into account that, for many reasons, the Chinese Popular Republic is more similar to all of the colonial and dependent countries, with which they form, in fact, a sole bloc in the struggle against imperialism.�[473]
In January 1976, the pro-Moscow party�s newspaper, Unidad, reported that at its Seventh Congress the Partido Comunista (Marxista-Leninista) del Per� had decided to dissolve itself. Its resolution to that effect said that �a revolutionary organization of the working class cannot be built on the basis of Maoism.�[474]

The Partido Comunista del Per� (Patria Roja)

The most important of the Maoist parties during the 1970s was the Partido Comunista del Per� (Patria Roja). Not only did it have significant influence in organized labor, and dominate the leftist student movement in much of the country, but there were indications that by the middle of the decade, the Chinese �franchise� had been transferred to it.
The core of the Patria Roja�s strength was among students and teachers. For much of the 1970s, the party controlled the student organizations in many of the country�s universities.
However, the most important organization under control of the Maoists of Patria Roja was the Sindicato �nico de Trabajadores de la Educaci�n Peruana (SUTEP), the national teachers� union. In 1978 and 1979, the Maoists led SUTEP on two national strikes. The party also controlled some unions of manual workers, and in 1980, Daniel Premo credited it with having more than 100,000 workers under its influence.[475]
During the 1960s and 1970s there were several competing central labor organizations in the country. The oldest of these, the Aprista Party-dominated Confederaci�n de Trabajadores del Per� (CTP), was the dominant group until the reformist military regime took power in 1968. Thereafter, for some time the government of General Velasco Alvarado favored the General Confederation of Workers of Peru (CGTP), controlled by the pro-Moscow Communist Party. However, in the early 1970s it aided in establishing a new group, the Revolutionary Confederation of Workers of Peru (CRTP).
In addition to these central labor bodies, there were some other groups seeking to establish such organizations. One of these was the Comit� de Coordinaci�n y Unificaci�n Sindical Clasista (CCUSC), which was controlled by the Patria Roja Maoist Party.[476]
As did the Bandera Roja, the Patria Roja party participated in elections at the end of the military period of 1968�1980. In the presidential election of 1980, it organized a coalition with a number of other groups, the Revolutionary Union of the Left (UNIR), which had Horacio Zeballos, a leader of SUTEP, as its presidential candidate. Zeballos came in sixth of fifteen candidates, getting 152,272 votes, or 3.7 percent of the total.[477]
In its earlier years, Patrio Roja seemed to deviate somewhat from the Maoist theoretical analysis, at least insofar as Peru was concerned. Although at its first national meeting, the Sixth Conference, it characterized Peru as being �semi-feudal and semi-colonial,� at the Seventh Conference, it modified this description, categorizing Peru as �a semi-feudal and semi-colonial society in the process of transformation into dependent capitalism.�[478]
However, by the middle 1970s, the Chinese seemed to be favoring the Patria Roja instead of Saturnino Paredes� Bandera Roja, which, as we have noted, was gravitating toward the Albanians. Chinese sources reported in October 1975 that Patria Roja had sent greetings to Mao Tse-tung and Chou En-lai on the occasion of the twenty-sixth anniversary of the establishment of the People�s Republic.[479] In 1977 delegations of Patria Roja visited China and Albania. In September of that year, Patria Roja sent greetings to the 11th National Congress of the Chinese party and congratulated it on the selection of Hua Kuo-feng as its chairman.[480]Patria Roja�s loyalty to the Chinese party was also reflected in its attack in February 1979 on Vietnamese �Soviet-backed aggression against Kampuchea.� At about the same time, the party noted that the Soviet Union was using Cuba �as a tool for its social-imperialist expansion.�[481]
Patria Roja suffered its share of internal bickerings and schisms. In the 1970s, at least two other �national groups separated from it, one taking the name Tierra Roja (Red Land), and the other, Partido Comunista Marxista-Leninista Maoista.[482] There were also schisms in all or part of several of the party�s regional organizations.[483] Little information is available concerning what became of these dissident groups.
Lewis Taylor reported in 1997 that �Patria Roja still exists but is much diminished in size and influence since the crisis in the Left after 1988. � It still has influence in SUTEP but both party and union are a shadow of their former selves. Equally, what influence Patria had among the peasantry is much reduced.�[484]

Partido Comunista del Per� Sendero Luminoso

The only faction of Peruvian Maoism that sought to put into practice the guerrilla war teachings of Mao Tse-tung was the one popularly referred to as Sendero Luminoso (Shining Path), although, like most of the other Peruvian Maoist groups, it claimed to be, and referred to itself as, the only real Communist Party of Peru.
The popular appellation for the party led by Abimael Guzm�n Reynoso was derived from a slogan used by one of the student organizations that it controlled, the Revolutionary Students Front (FER). That slogan was �By the Shining Path of Mari�tegui.� �Shining Path thus became the shorthand way of differentiating the Guzm�n group from all of the others claiming to be the Communist Party of Peru.
To a large degree, the story of PCP Sendero Luminoso is the story its leader, Abimael Guzm�n. He arrived in Ayacucho in 1962, as a faculty member of the newly established National University of San Crist�bal de Huamanga (UNSCH). A member of the Communist Party, which until then had been very weak in Ayacucho, he was put in charge of work among the youth, particularly the university students.
During the 1960s, under Guzm�n�s leadership, the Partido Comunista del Per� Bandera Roja came largely to control both the student body and the university. Working through the Frente Estudiantil Revolucionario (FER), they succeeded in getting their candidate for Rector chosen in 1962, and dismissed seven years later when they had quarreled with him.
Meanwhile, in 1966 Guzm�n and the PCP Bandera Roja reached outside the university, organizing parents of university students and would-be students when the government sought drastically to reduce the UNSCH budget. For this purpose, they organized the Frente de Defensa (Defense Front).
With the advent in 1968 of the reformist military regime, which Guzm�n (and subsequently the PCP Sendero Luminoso) labeled �fascist,� major socioeconomic changes occurred in the Ayacucho region. Execution of the various reform programs of the regime led to a substantial increase in government personnel in the area. Agriculture was modernized to some degree and was commercialized to a greater degree. Within the university, substantially different elements�people not native to the region were added to the professional staff, while among the students there were increasingly large numbers who were not children of the provincial intelligentsia, professional people, and more prosperous peasants�who had hitherto constituted the student body, and among whom the PCP Sendero Luminoso had largely found its supporters. Outside the university, substantial new peasant organizations and labor unions, not under Sendero Luminoso control, were estabhshed.[485]
Although certainly not giving up their struggle in the university and outside of it, the first reaction of Sendero Luminoso to its reduced influence in the UNSCH was to turn inward. On the one hand, it launched an intensive study among its members of the works of Mari�tegui. On the other hand, it stressed the need to �reconstruct the party�, which as Rogger Mercado has noted, �basically signified making the Party organizationally, ideologically and politically� an apparatus capable of carrying forward the armed struggle.�[486]
From 1977 on, Sendero Luminoso virtually withdrew from work in the university. For the next three years, it concentrated on preparing for guerrilla war. Eugenio Chang Rodriguez has written of this period that the SL �maintained schools for indoctrination, which like other of their enterprises remained hermetically sealed from the eyes of the public. The membership was organized with extreme caution. The loss of Sendero influence in the University of Huamanga was compensated for by the progress in proselytization among the peasantry and the urban and rural poor, members of the Indian communities and workers in the Ayacuchan villages.�[487]
The French journalist Nicole Bonet noted that in this two years of preparation, the �popular schools� of Sendero Luminoso �recruited and indoctrinated several hundred future combatants. For Sendero Luminoso rejected the �war of the elite� or vanguard, and the �foco� theory. � Their war is a �popular� war, prolonged, which must destroy the �semi-feudal society led for a half a century by fascist regimes.��[488]
On April 15, 1980, the PCP Sendero Luminoso held its 6th National Congress, at which �it was announced that the party had been reconstructed and consequently the prewar period was at an end.� Chang Rodriguez noted that �When they had incorporated contingents from the MIR and Political Military Vanguard, Sendero decided that it had the minimum of activists necessary to begin the popular war.�
Among the other organizations established in this period was a party �military school.� A few days after the 6th Congress, Abimail. Guzm�n spoke to the graduating class of this school, saying, �This first military school of the party is a closing and an opening. � It closes the times of peace and opens the times of war. The phase of disarmament is ended. Today we begin our war. The phase of disarmament is ended. Today we begin our armed work: to arouse the masses, raise the peasants under the unmatched banners of Marxism-Leninism-Mao Tse-tung Thought. We close here what has been, we open the future. The key is action, the objective: power.�[489]
Guzm�n�s messianic vision of what his party was about to do was reflected in his claim that �we enter into the strategic offensive of the world revolution.� Then, after citing such revolutionary events as the Commune of Paris, the October Revolution, the Chinese Revolution, and the Cultural Revolution, Guzm�n said that �all this great action of centuries has been concentrated here. The promise opens, the future is displayed.�[490] In due time, his followers (and he himself) would label Guzm�n �the fourth sword of Marxism,� after Marx, Lenin, and Mao.[491]
On May 18, 1980, the Partido Comunista del Per� Sendero Luminoso launched its guerrilla war. Elections were in progress that day, and the first �military� act of Sendero was to descend on the community of Chuschi near Ayacucho, �breaking into the building where the ballot boxes were kept and burning them in the public plaza.� Although new ballot boxes were soon acquired and the people voted, Carlos Ivan Degregori noted that ��Sendero Luminoso� recognized this event as the of the �popular war� which since then has developed with increasing violence in the country.�[492]

Sendero Luminoso�s �Popular War�

During the dozen years or more following the outbreak of its �popular war,� Sendero was the largest and most important armed revolutionary movement in Latin America. By the late 1980s it had become a serious challenger for control of the country.
Gustavo Gorriti sketched the nature of the Shining Path insurgency in the early 1990s. He wrote, �Among Latin Americas� revolutionary movements, the Shining Path insurgency stands alone, unrelated to other Latin rebellions, and it does not depend on any foreign country for support. Dispensing the same unconditional hostility to the Chinese, Soviet, Cuban, North Korean and U.S. governments (to name just a few), Shining Path wages revolutionary war according to Maoist People�s War doctrine, preserves its orthodox course through regular Cultural Revolution purging trials, and maintains unity through a personality cult of gigantic proportions.�
Gorriti also commented on the evolution of the Sendero Luminoso rebellion, saying, �Yet the Shining Path insurgency has grown to proportions approached by no other rebellion since Peru became independent in the 1830s. The ragtag guerrillas of the early days, who had no military training and poor weaponry, have been replaced in several parts of the country by battle-hardened, company-size groups armed with machine guns and riflepropelled grenades. � The organization has a well-developed strategy, disciplined cadres, and, of course, Guzm�n. It was evident from the beginning that Guzm�n was the insurgency�s key protagonist.�[493]
Although professing to be fighting for the peasants, Sendero Luminoso�s rebellion was not a peasant uprising. Tom Marks cited an unnamed U.S. Embassy official as saying that �the heart and soul of the movement remains youth from the disenfranchised, landless, former middle class. Frequently, the youth who join Sendero will have university training and be twenty to twenty-five years old; their parents will often have held land. All the modalities are present in Peru for a popular uprising, but one has not happened. This is not a campesino movement. True, it can recruit from disenfranchised peasants, but at least fifty percent of Shining Path columns come from the middle class whose parents were small landowners.�[494]
In the beginning, the Sendero Luminoso concentrated its insurrectionary efforts in the highlands of Ayacucho and neighboring departments. However, it soon spread outside of that region. An article in the periodical of the international grouping of parties loyal to orthodox Maoism and to the Gang of Four boasted early in 1992: The government has seen its military situation worsen drastically, even from the point of view of its own decrees and statistics. It has been compelled to declare a state of emergency in most of the mountain highlands� the long, fertile river valleys of the eastern foothills and the more populated of the eastern jungle lowlands, many of the short, steep valleys leading west to the Pacific coast� and the entire area around Lima.�[495] In the heavily Indian rural areas, the Sendero at first met with considerable sympathy from the peasants, who saw it attacking people whom they saw as oppressing them. However, the peasants soon began to have their doubts. Perhaps a typical case was the area in and around Chuschi, where the �popular war� had begun. There, according to Billie Jean Isbell, �SL leaders became� the new mestizos and lords, Shining Path had simply transformed the power structure with itself at the top and with the peasant masses, whom it considers in need of leadership and instruction, at the bottom.�
In Chuschi, as elsewhere, it sought to have the peasants avoid �the capitalistic market,� insisted on a kind of morality foreign to the peasants, and outlawed fiestas. When the peasants continued to take goods to market, Sendero Luminoso people took �informers� out of the trucks and killed them on the spot. The Chuschi peasants ended up asking the army to send troops to protect them.[496]
One area in which Sendero at first had considerable success was in the Puno region near Lake Titicaca. However, there it met with strong resistance not only from the government (then headed by the Aprista Party) but also from the nonviolent Left of the Izquierda Unida, which had a strong following among both the peasants and the urban people of the region. Shining Path finally virtually withdrew from the Puno area.[497]
The way in which the Senderistas used violence was undoubtedly an important factor in turning against them peasants and others who originally were sympathetic. The U.S. Embassy official previously cited was quoted by Tom Marks as saying, �Sendero is brutal but not indiscriminate� we are seeing carefully designed and calculated terror. They target individuals in advance, then execute them in ways which have symbolic meaning. � Horrible methods of execution will be used, ways which are symbolic in a mythological sense.�[498]
One rural area in which the Sendero Luminoso had success for a considerable period of time was the upper Huallega Valley, the most important source in Peru of coca, the base of cocaine. There Sendero was able to establish control for some time through protecting the peasant growers of coca from both the government (and U.S.) authorities seeking to wipe out coca planting and sales, and from exploiting coca dealers. Control of the valley provided Sendero Luminoso with large amounts of money from the �taxed� it levied on the coca operation.[499]
Starting in 1989, Sendero Luminoso concentrated an increasing degree of attention on Lima and its environs. There it worked particularly in the shantytowns, the number and size of which had greatly expanded due in large part to the flight of peasants from the rural areas in which Shining Path had been operating. It had considerable success for some time in imposing its will on many of these pueblos j�venes (youthful towns, or shantytowns). However, it was generally not able to penetrate the organized labor movement.[500]

The Capture of �Presidente Gonzalo� and the Decline of Sendero Luminoso

Shining Path continued to expand its area of operations through the administrations of President Fernando Bela�nde Terry (1980�1985) and his successor, the first (and only) Aprista Party president, Alan Garcia (1985�1990). The 1990 election of the dark horse candidate, Alberto Fujimori, in complete repudiation not only of the Apristas, but also of the right-wing parties, and of the United Left (IU) coalition, was undoubtedly due in part to the desperation that many citizens felt at the inability of succeeding chief executives to deal with the menace of the Sendero Luminoso revolutionaries.
Faced with a Congress controlled by the Opposition, President Fujimori in March 1992 carried out the autogolpe (self coup), dissolving Congress, purging the courts, and assuming dictatorial power�with the support of the armed forces. He justified this by saying that Congress refused to allow him to carry out policies to achieve two basic objectives�control the inflation that was totally out of control, and deal adequately with the guerrilla terrorism of Sendero Luminoso.
In the remainder of his first term, President Fujimori carried out a drastic neoliberal economic program that cut inflation dramatically, but at the cost of a massive increase in unemployment and intensification of inequalities of wealth and income.
In dealing with the problem of Sendero Luminoso, President Fujimori�s secret police were able�either from expertise or great good luck�to carry out a major coup only six months after the autogolpe. In September 1992 they arrested in Lima not only Abimail GUZM�n but also more than half of the National Central Committee of Sendero Luminoso, the body responsible for �setting of ideology, strategy, and policy for the entire organization.�[501]
The Shining Path leaders were caught shortly before they were set to launch a terrorist attack in the Lima area, designed to establish what they called �strategic equilibrium� in the country.[502] What they meant by strategic equilibrium was described by the article in the pro-Sendero periodical already cited, which said �Strategic equilibrium does not imply that the main forces of the PGA [ People�s Guerrilla Army] (in addition to its local forces and militia) have already achieved equality with the government�s larger and much better equipped military. But this stage has been made possible by the PGA�s success in going over from guerrilla warfare to more regular warfare. Now it is able to mount biggerscale, better coordinated and more effective operations against the enemy.�[503]
Right after his capture, Abimail Guzm�n called upon his followers to go ahead with their proposed attack in the Lima region. Carlos Degregori noted that �Lima was almost paralyzed by the fear of this new offensive,� particularly since two months earlier, in July 1992, Lima had been virtually closed down by a strike called by Shining Path.[504]
However, the planned Sendero Luminoso attack in the region of the capital passed without any serious crisis for the government. The arrest of much of the leadership of Shining Path had obviously inflicted a serious blow on the Maoist insurrection.
After the arrest of Abimael Guzm�n and other top figures of Sendero Luminoso, a split developed within its ranks. One faction urged that there be negotiations with the Fujimori government, apparently designed to bring the �people�s war� to an end. The other group, including at least some members of the Central Committee of Shining Path who had avoided capture, called for a continuation of the war.
The most striking aspect of this controversy was the fact that there was considerable evidence that Abimail Guzm�n (�Presidente Gonzalo�) himself supported ending the insurrection. In October 1993, Guzm�n appeared on national television, urging such a policy. Of course, Guzm�n was a prisoner, and there might be reason to believe that he had somehow or other been forced to make such a talk. However, even those writing in A World to Win, the periodical of the international group of orthodox Maoists and supporters of the Gang of Four, which had strongly supported the Peruvian �popular war,� and with which Sendero Luminoso was affiliated, clearly were not certain at the end of 1996 whether or not Presidente Gonzalo really favored bringing the conflict to an end.
Two other pieces of evidence tended to indicate that perhaps he did. In 1995, Margie Clave, �a principal CC member� was captured and, although immediately thereafter she called for the war to continue, six months later she stated that she had changed her mind, as a result of conversations with Presidente Gonzalo. Also, Luis Arce, who published a Sendero Luminoso periodical, El Diario Internacional, in Europe, likewise urged negotiations to end the struggle because that was what Guzm�n wanted.[505]
The capture of Guzm�n and other Sendero leaders came at a time when peasant resistance to the Sendero was growing substantially. The rural folk had increasingly organized�sometimes with government help, sometimes independently�what were called rondas campesinas (peasant guards), paramilitary peasant groups, to confront the Sendero. One Peruvian observer said that by November 1992 there were 120,000 families organized in these groups in the South Central departments alone, with additional groups organized in other parts of the country.[506]
Early in 1995, having had the constitution altered to make it possible, President Fujimori successfully ran for reelection. When I visited Peru twice a few months afterward (visiting several different parts of the country), it was clear to me that Fujimori had clearly won the support of the majority of the people. In conversations with a wide range of people of many different sorts, I was told that there had been two basic reasons for his victory: he had ended the runaway inflation, and he had drastically curtailed the menace of Sendero Luminoso. At least in the urban areas of the country, the people had lost their fear of Shining Path.
The hostility of a large part of the population to guerrilla attacks was also made clear when another armed revolutionary group, the Tupac Amaru Revolutionary Movement (MRTA) seized the Japanese Embassy in Lima at the end of 1996. At that time, journalists on the scene reported that there was little or no sympathy in the Lima shantytowns for those who had seized the Embassy, and that, on the contrary, there were demonstrations against them.
Of course, Sendero Luminoso was not dead. It still existed and was more or less active in various parts of the country. A World to Win claimed, �A country-wide series of guerrilla attacks in late July and August 1996 marked a high point in the People�s War in the last several years,� and �the PCP is active in 15 of Peru�s 24 departments.�[507] However, with the growth of increasing resistance to it both among peasants and in urban slum areas, and with incarceration of its �fount of all wisdom,� Abimael Guzm�n, and splits within its own ranks, it no longer seemed to have much capacity to overthrow the existing economic, social, and political system and to seize power and impose the kind of society prescribed by Marxism-Leninism-Mao Tse-tung Thought-Gonzalo Thought, as elaborated by Guzm�n.
Whether Sendero Luminoso will be able to recover from the setbacks that it sustained in the early 1990s will depend, of course, in large part on whether the social and economic conditions that originally provided Shining Path with fertile ground in which to plant the seeds of a Maoist �popular war� are substantially changed. Undue optimism on that score is perhaps not justified.

Conclusion

Peru was the American country most influenced by Maoism. The Maoist split in the local Communist Party was one of the first such divisions to take place in Latin America. However, as was characteristic of Maoist groups in many countries, the followers of the Chinese leader in Peru soon split into several warring factions.
It was one of these factions, the Communist Party of Peru (Shining Path), which began in 1980 to try to put into effect the Maoist credo of �popular wax� by launching a guerrilla effort to seize power�the only such attempt made in the western Hemisphere. Developing his own version of Maoist doctrine, Abimail Guzm�n, who took the nom de guerre Presidente Gonzalo, converted his following into a serious challenge not only to the government of Peru but also to the whole social, economic, political, and cultural structure of the country. However, with increasing popular resistance to Sendero Luminoso and the capture of much of its top leadership (including Presidente Gonzalo), the Maoist revolution in Peru suffered severe setbacks after 1992. Although half a decade later Shining Path had by no means totally disappeared from the scene, its future remained very uncertain.


Puerto Rican Maoists

Maoism in Puerto Rico was largely the creation of Juan Antonio Corretjer. He had been Secretary-General of the Puerto Rican Nationalist Party of Pedro Albizu Campos, but resigned from it as a result of serious disagreements with Albizu Campos in 1944. Subsequently, he joined the Puerto Rican Communist Party, and for a while he worked on the New York Communist newspaper Daily Worker. At the time of the ouster of Earl Browder as Secretary-General of the CPUSA, he offered his resignation from the Puerto Rican Communist Party, but it was rejected. However, in 1948, he was expelled from that group �for a long list of alleged deviations.�[508]
In 1959, Corretjer organized the Acci�n Patri�tica Unitaria (Single Patriotic Action), a Puerto Rican nationalist group. However, in 1964�1965 serious internal disputes resulted in the dissolution of that group, and Corretjer led one of its factions in establishing the Liga Socialista Puertorrique�a (Puerto Rican Socialist League; LSP). It soon entered into close relations with the Progressive Labor Party (PLP), which then held the Chinese �franchise� in the United States.[509] As early as April 1965, the PLP�s newspaper, Desaf�o, began publishing material from the LSP.[510]
The LSP preached a combination of Puerto Rican independence and socialist revolution, to be achieved by armed insurrection. Corretjer had broken with Pedro Albizu Campos and the Puerto Rican Nationalist Party in large part because he rejected the policy of individual terrorism that Albizu Campos insisted was the principal way of inciting the struggle for independence.[511]
Corretjer put forth his own view in an article in October 1967.
He wrote, �Only an independence movement with military orientation can break the will of imperialist resistance. For reasons of historical necessity that independence movement must be not only military but Marxist. It will definitely seek the road to socialism, moved by the same historic law which transformed the Cuban nationalist revolution into a socialist one. � The Liga Socialista Puertorrique�a seizes the military heritage of the patriotic revolution; it illuminates it with Marxist thought. � For that reason it will win.�[512]
The LSP centered its efforts on several campaigns. One of these was opposition to the application of the U.S. military conscription law in Puerto Rico and, more generally, U.S. military presence in the island. On one occasion, it organized picket lines in San Juan, Ponce, and the town of Adjuntas, protesting the draft. One young man in the picket line outside of Fort Brooks in San Juan carried a placard proclaiming, �My name is Antonio Rivera, I am a Marxist-Leninist and I am not going into the army.�[513]
One of its most spectacular actions on this theme was a riot at the University of Puerto Rico in October 1969, during which the headquarters of the ROTC was set afire. Among those arrested following this event were Juan Antonio Corretjer and half a dozen other leaders of the LSP.[514]
On another occasion, the LSP played an important role in a protest against the use of the offshore island of Culebra for U.S. Navy exercises and target practice. At that time, Corretjer claimed that �Neither by natural right nor by juridical right, does the United States have any power over the Puerto Ricans. Logically-which they know how to be�when any question is involved which affects or can affect, their domination of Puerto Rico, they speak through the chiefs of the armed forces; that is to say, as a government which supports itself on an army of occupation.�[515]
Another campaign of the Liga Socialista Puertorrique�a was against participation in elections. Thus, they strongly opposed voting in a plebiscite held on the subject of the island�s status in 1967. Defending abstentionism, the LSP wrote, �Faced with the reality which we must face, to react any other way would be to join the colonial hypocrisy and simulated reformism and convert ourselves into miserable provocateurs.�[516]
When in 1969 there was discussion of the United States granting Puerto Rican residents the right to vote for the U.S. president, Corretjer wrote, �To authorize the Puerto Ricans to vote for President of the United States, is a project of the Pentagon. With it, the United States reaffirms its invariable policy, of a country submitted to military intervention, which is the only thing which has continued in Puerto Rico. � We wish at this time to express the judgment of the Liga Socialista Puertorrique�a on this criminal project of imperialism and its unconditional servants in Puerto Rico.�[517]
In 1972, right after the election of that year, the LSP proclaimed, �Upon analyzing the Puerto Rican elections� it is necessary to have two important things in mind: 1) the electoral system was invented to maintain the status quo wherever it is in operation; 2) in Puerto Rico, elections are won by those that Washington chooses to have win.�[518]
One annual activity that was of great significance to the Liga Socialista Puertorrique�a was its participation in the celebration of the anniversary of the �Grito de Lares,� the first proclamation of a Puerto Rican republic in 1868. In 1966 it was reported that �The greatest speech of the day was given by the revolutionary tribune and poet Juan Antonio Corretjer, Secretary-General of the LSP. Corretjer, in a maximum revolutionary sentence, announced sure and definitive death of Yankee imperialism, death he said in which a decisive part would be taken by Puerto Rican armed Militants.�[519]
On the occasion of the hundredth anniversary of the Grito de Lares, the LSP and the Progressive Labor Party of the United States issued a joint proclamation. It ended, �On the basis of authentic proletarian internationalism, we salute our fraternal revolutionary Marxist-Leninist parties, the Chinese Communist Party and the Communist Party of Albania, and all of the fraternal Latin American parties.�[520]
The LSP sought, not too successfully, to get a foothold in the island�s organized labor movement. Milorad Popov wrote in 1970 that the Liga seemed �to have some support within the small Confederation of Independent Puerto Rican Unions.�[521]
That the LSP was an onlooker rather than a leader of the strikes in which it did try to involve itself was indicated by a comment of the party at the time of several strikes in Ponce in April 1970. It said that �The Southern Regional Committee of the Liga Socialista Puertorrique�a� loyal to its tradition of supporting the workers in struggle against the bourgeoisie, has been present in 2 of the most important strikes. We have gathered many opinions from workers against capitalist exploitation. The leaders of the strikes have shown certain unfounded fears when they have entered into contact with leaders of the Liga Socialista Puertorrique�a. � With the workers that has not been so, we have gathered a pair of interviews which reflect the real reasons for which the workers went on strike.�[522]
Until 1971, the LSP expressed strongly pro-Chinese sentiments. Thus in 1969, at the time of clashes on the Sino-Soviet border, it expressed its �friendship and support of the Chinese Communist Party and of Chairman Mao Tse-tung.� It denounced �the military aggression that the Soviet revisionists carried out against the Chinese border.� At the same time, following the Chinese line, the LSP was very critical of the Castro regime in Cuba.[523] In an article in 1970, Juan Antonio Corretjer wrote that his party �shared completely with PLP all of the Marxist-Leninist Mao Tse-tung Thought ideology.�[524]
However, the LSP joined with the PLP in denouncing the rapprochement with the United States that Mao Tse-tung commenced in 1971. The party issued a statement deploring the Chinese move.
The LSP said, �In getting close to China, Washington has everything to gain and nothing to lose; from dollars to prestige. � On the other hand, Peking loses a lot, first among those of us who really matter. During the long and fruitful decades of struggle and hope, comrade Mao Tse-tung was the revolutionary leader of the proletariat and the colonized people. It could be said that when Stalin died, it was useless to search for a successor to his remarkable leadership in the Soviet Union. The leadership was carried forth in China through Mao Tsetung. � Why negotiate away this treasure for an alliance with Washington degeneracy and the filthy Asian royalty?�
The statement went on, �Now taking the wrong road, coexistence with capitalism is intensified. While Peking takes that road, it is developing contrary to the revolutionary development of the proletariat and all colonial and semi-colonial peoples.�
As to its own future position, the Liga Socialista Puertorrique�a said, �The answer is obvious. We are Marxist-Leninist, revolutionary communists. The bankruptcy in principles of Moscow and Peking cannot turn us again towards nationalism. On the contrary, it imposes on us the duty of becoming better communists.�[525]
The Liga continued to be active for at least a decade after it abandoned the Maoist cause. In 1973, Juan Antonio Corretjer and several other members of the organization were charged with illegal possession of arms, but were exonerated.[526] In August 1979, Corretjer appeared before the Decolonization Committee of the United Nations. There he charged that �Yankee imperialism had banned all patriotic organizations, and thus a kind of guerrilla warfare was being waged. The enemy, in the meantime, was able to launch attacks wherever it pleased.� That year Corretjer also was a speaker at the celebration of the Grito de Lares, and announced his support of the Sandinista regime in Nicaragua.[527]

Maoism in Suriname

Suriname, a former Dutch colony on the northern coast of South America, achieved its independence in November 1975. Most of the country�s parties are organized around the nation�s several ethnic groups�Creoles (people of more or less African descent), East Indians, Indonesians. However, a very minor party for several decades has been the Communistische Partij van Suriname (Communist Party of Suriname), established in 1973. For several years it was loyal to Moscow.[528] However, by the 1980s, the Suriname Communist Party not only had become Maoist, but also had aligned itself with the Albanians.[529] It remained a group of very limited influence in national politics.

Maoism in Trinidad and Tobago

Communism has never been a significant factor in the politics of Trinidad and Tobago, the two-island nation off the coast of northern South America. In the 1950s there existed the West Indian National Party, the principal leader of which was Quentin O�Connor, which was on the Left of national politics. It was accused of being Communist, but this was denied by its leaders.[530]
However, in 1979 the Communist Party of Trinidad and Tobago was established. It was Maoist, and in the split between the Chinese and the Albanians, it sided with the latter, professing to be inspired by the ideas of Enver Hoxha.[531] It did not become of any significance in national politics.

Uruguayan Maoists

Uruguay was famous for many years as �the Switzerland of the Americas,� as a country that in the first decades of the twentieth century had enacted a number of substantial reforms under the influence of President Jos� Batlle y Ord��ez. These included nationalization of some parts of the economy, establishment of one of the first social security systems in the Americas, and a very tolerant attitude toward organized labor. In the early 1950s, Uruguay adopted the Swiss form of �collegial� government, with a nine-member Council of the State in place of the President.
However, in the decades following World War II, the solid economic situation and apparently secure democracy of Uruguay deteriorated. Failure to deal with growing economic problems, and irresponsibility in the government under the �collegial� system, brought a major political and institutional crisis by the late 1960s.
In the face of the reforms launched by Batlle and continued by his successors, the Communists remained a small minority party. The Communist Party traditionally battled with the Socialists for control of the labor movement and for the votes of those favoring the far Left in national politics. Through all of this, the Communist Party of Uruguay remained loyal to Moscow. This was demonstrated in its support of the Soviet invasion of Czechoslovakia in 1968, which provoked one Italian Communist leader to remark that the Uruguayans were �more Catholic than the Pope.�[532]
In the 1960s, the Communists were challenged by various groups to their left. The most important of these was the Movement of National Liberation (MLN), popularly known as the Tupamaros, which were basically followers of Fidel Castro, although their terrorist-guerrilla activities were carried out in the cities instead of the countryside.
In the elections of 1968 and 1972, the Communists organized the Broad Front (Frente Amplio; FA), a coalition including the Communists, Socialists, Christian Democrats, and splinters of the country�s two major parties, the Colorados and the Blancos. In the 1972 election, the FA succeeded in gaining more votes than the far Left had ever before received in Uruguay. However, within a year of that election, in spite of the fact that the military had succeeded in virtually breaking the Tupamaros, the armed forces seized power and established a rigid military dictatorship, that lasted for more than a decade, the first such regime in Uruguay�s twentieth-century history.
It was against this background of deterioration of the economy, growing political crisis, and outbreak of political violence, particularly by the Tupamaros, that Maoism made its appearance in Uruguay. This took the form of the Movement of the Revolutionary Left (MIR), which was established in 1963 by dissident younger members of the Communist Party and its youth group. Its leaders included Julio Arizaga and Washington Rodriguez.[533]
The name the new party took was noteworthy, because in other Latin American countries in which Movements of the Revolutionary Left were formed at about the same time, they were Castroite, not Maoist. These included Venezuela, Peru, and Chile.
The MIR did not participate in the electoral process. It refused to join the Frente Amplio when it was organized in the late 1960s, supposedly because of its unwillingness to work with the proMoscow Communist Party.[534] However, in 1972, the MIR reversed this position, and in the election of that year, it endorsed the Frente Amplio program.[535]
William Ratliff noted in 1971 that �The MIR is one of the most important of the six small but active organizations which gathered around the newspaper Epoca and were outlawed in December 1967 for advocating overthrow of the government. The MIR regained its legal status in December 1970. In recent years it seems to have had working relations, at least at some levels, with various movements of the Left.�
In September and November 1970, the Peking Review reprinted editorials of the MIR paper, Voz Obrera, which set forth the position of the MIR. These editorials stressed the need for a �Marxist-Leninist revolutionary party� that would be imbued with �Marxism-Leninism and Mao Tse-tung Thought, which is Leninism of our era.� They also stressed the need for doing away with �bourgeois individualism and egoism, the core of the world outlook of the exploiters,� and its replacement by �the world outlook of the proletariat� in the midst of the broad masses and in the course of the class struggle.�
Although the editorials of Voz Obrera stressed the need also to build a �people�s liberation army led by this party� and a �united front of all revolutionary classes and sections,� the MIR attacked the Tupamaros. In a special MIR pamphlet published in September 1970, the Tupamaros were accused of �adventurism, subjectivism, leftist opportunism and terrorism,� and were said to be �totally at odds with Marxism.�[536]
The MIR maintained contact with some of the Maoist parties in other Latin American countries. In mid-1969 it published a pamphlet entitled Viva el Ej�rcito Popular de Liberci�n, praising the guerrilla efforts of its Colombian counterpart.[537]
In 1973, the MIR changed its name to Revolutionary Communist Party (PCR). On December 1 of that year, the PCR was outlawed by the new military dictatorship, and its paper, Causa del Pueblo, was suppressed.[538]
In spite of being legally banned, the PCR maintained contacts with China, perhaps from exile. On January 9, 1976, it sent a letter to the Chinese party, lamenting the death of Chou En-lai. On September 23 of the same year, it sent a message to the Chinese, deploring the death of Mao Tse-tung. It also sent a delegation to Albania in January 1976, on the invitation of the Albanian Central Committee.[539]
The PCR remained loyal to the Chinese after the death of Mao Tse-tung. In December 1976, Mario Echenique, the party�s Secretary-General, sent a telegram to Hua Kuo-feng, congratulating him being the successor of Mao.[540] Subsequently, Echenique publicly endorsed the Three Worlds Theory.[541]
The Uruguayan Maoists suffered severely at the hands of the military regime. In addition to being banned from all open activities, the PCR saw its Secretary-General, Mario Echenique, jailed in January 1976, and by the end of that year, it was announced that all members of the party�s Central Committee had been jailed.[542] For the rest of the decade, whatever activity the party was able to maintain was necessarily conducted in the greatest obscurity.
In Uruguay, the Maoists never succeeded in becoming a significant influence, even in far Left politics, being unable to challenge the dominance of the pro-Moscow Communists, Socialists, and Tupamaros effectively. Although it may have had some influence among students, Maoism�s impact on the organized labor movement was virtually nil.

Venezuelan Maoism

Maoism in Venezuela was unique in that it emerged out of a guerrilla war instead of launching one. Also, its history underscored the conflict in Latin America between the Castroite conception of the violent road to power and that of Mao Tse-tung and his followers.
Between November 1948 and January 1958, Venezuela suffered under one of the worst dictatorships in Latin America in that period, that of General Marcos P�rez Jim�nez. The overthrow of P�rez Jim�nez was followed, after a year, with the election of R�mulo Betancourt of the Acci�n Democr�tica Party (AD) as President and the establishment of a democratic regime.
However, Betancourt came into office at almost the same time as the victory of Fidel Castro in Cuba. In spite of the very extensive reforms carried out by the Betancourt regime, including a major land redistribution program, impetus for industrialization, great expansion of education on all levels, and extension of the social security system, younger members of AD were impatient with the �slowness� of the democratic process and were inspired by the apparent romanticism of the Castroite experience. In 1960, they broke away to form another party, the Movement of the Revolutionary Left (MIR), which was clearly Castroite in orientation.
The Communist Party of Venezuela (PCV), which had suffered much less persecution by the P�rez Jim�nez regime than had the AD, and emerged from the dictatorship stronger than it had ever been before, was influenced by the same factors that Acci�n Democr�tica was experiencing. The younger elements of the PCV, like those of the AD, were attracted by the Castroite model, and pushed their elders to try to apply that model to Venezuela.
As a result, late in 1962 guerrilla operations were launched with the enthusiastic support of the MIR and the reluctant backing of the PCV. These efforts had been preceded by two unsuccessful and bloody military mutinies by left-wing elements in the armed forces.
The guerrillas under PCV leadership were headed by Douglas Bravo, a young member of the Politburo of the party. They formed what they called the Armed Forces of National Liberation (FALN). Guerrilla operations in more or less isolated rural areas were supplemented by terrorist bombings and other activities in the cities. However, during this period, the Communists almost completely abandoned their activities in the organized labor movement and other legal work. At the same time, the Betancourt government cracked down severely on both the PCV and the MIR, �suspending� their legal recognition and jailing most of their top leaders.
In 1969 the Communist Party decided to abandon the guerrilla struggle. This decision of the PCV leadership brought down upon them a violent verbal attack by Fidel Castro, whose government had supplied arms and some �technicians� to the guerrillas. At the same time, Douglas Bravo repudiated the decision of the rest of the PCV leadership and continued the guerrilla campaign, with the endorsement of Castro.[543]

Douglas Bravo and Maoism

Early in 1970, Douglas Bravo, while continuing his now greatly diminished guerrilla activities, broke with Fidel Castro. At that point, the Castro regime had, following the death of Ch� Guevara and liquidation of his guerrilla forces in Bolivia, downplayed, at least for the time being, its efforts to foment armed revolution elsewhere in Latin America. Rather, it was concentrating virtually all of its efforts on the campaign to turn out a 10 million-ton sugar crop in Cuba.
In a long interview in the Uruguayan magazine Marcha, Bravo elaborated on his differences with Castro. He particularly attacked the book by R�gis Debray, Revolution in the Revolution, which had been widely distributed by the Castro regime. Bravo said that that book �did not formulate profound analysis but little recipes, interpretations which were in large part of a dogmatic variety.�
Bravo concluded that �In short, we can say that the tactic of Debrayism and of the Cuban comrades, who put it into practice in Latin America, is an incorrect tactic. It is a tactic of foquismo, of a shortcut, of not understanding the importance of organizing a party, a front, and of not understanding the importance of organizing the working class and the peasants.�
Bravo also attacked the Cuban concentration on the 10 million-ton campaign. He said, �Liberated Cuba is only the first base of operations on the continent, from which the battle against imperialism and the oligarchies can spread more effectively. There, we think, and this is what has worried us, that the line followed in practice since Comandante Fidel Castro�s speech January 2, when he spoke of putting emphasis on production, on what he called the Year of Decisive Endeavor, is a line which is not related to the strategy of the revolution, to the strategy of liberating this great nation of Latin America.�
Bravo also announced in this interview that his guerrilla force and one other had established a new organization, the Revolutionary Integration Committee. Its �fundamental objective is to create a single army and a single party to make the revolution.�[544]
Clearly, in this interview, Douglas Bravo was adopting the Maoist line rather than the Castroite one. About a year before this, Francisco Parada, one of Bravo�s chief lieutenants, had disclosed that there had been a �bitter ideological conflict� within the FALN, and that a �leftist faction which wished to apply the concepts of Debray in a mechanical manner� had broken away from Bravo�s group.[545]
In January 1971, in another interview that appeared in the Caracas magazine Vea y Lea, Douglas Bravo further indicate his inclination toward China. He said that the conflict between the Soviet and Chinese parties was one between the �revisionist� Soviet Union and the �anti-revisionist� Chinese People�s Republic, and that in that conflict he stood with the Chinese.[546]
A meeting of the Revolutionary Integration Committee in October 1971 issued a call for setting up a �single Marxist-Leninist Party to bring together all Venezuelan revolutionaries.� Lynn Ratliff noted that the Committee �apparently hoped that such a party could recruit the pro-Chinese Organization of Revolutionaries� whose leader, Julio Escalona, had called for such a united party of revolutionaries early in the year.�[547] The Escalona group was a splinter of the MIR.[548]
By 1973, the party advocated by Douglas Bravo had been established, with Bravo as its Secretary-General. This was the Party of the Venezuelan Revolution (PRV). In October of that year, the PRV sent a message to the Central Committee of the Chinese party, on the occasion of the CCP�s 10th Congress. It said that �it is the desire of the Central Committee to send to the Communist Party of China our warmest congratulations as well as the personal regards of Comrade Douglas Bravo, General Secretary of the Party of the Venezuelan Revolution.� Among other things, this message congratulated the Chinese on the �defeat� of Lin Piao.[549]
In 1976, a delegation of the Party of the Venezuelan Revolution, headed by Ali Rodriguez, visited China. It traveled in various parts of the country, and was received by Yao Wen-yuan, a member of the Chinese Political Bureau, who gave a banquet in honor of the Venezuelan visitors.[550]
Douglas Bravo, who was in exile in Colombia at the time, was interviewed in 1978, and told his interviewer that the PRV had ceased �military operations� in March 1974, when Carlos Andr�s P�rez took office as Venezuelan President. He explained that the country�s increased petroleum wealth and the political bloc, including some leftist parties, that formed around the P�rez government, as well as praise of P�rez from international socialist quarters as an anti-imperialist, �weakened the revolutionary movement, making armed struggle inadvisable.�[551] At about the same time that the PRV abandoned guerrilla activities, Bravo had issued an attack on Fidel Castro for having �abandoned� the Venezuelan guerrillas.[552]
Apparently as a consequence of the ending of guerrilla efforts, Douglas Bravo and his followers in 1976 organized a legal party, known as Ruptura, which held its first national congress in Caracas in January of that year.[553] Bravo�s wife, Argelia Melet, was Secretary-General of the new party.[554]
In November 1979, Douglas Bravo returned to Venezuela, ending his clandestine political career. He then officially associated himself with Ruptura, and was greeted by a very large crowd at his first public appearance, organized by Ruptura, in his home state of Falc�n. He announced that the party would particularly center its attacks on Movimiento a Socialismo (MAS), the party organized by Teodoro Petkoff and others who split from the Communist Party after the Soviet invasion of Czechoslvakia.[555]
In spite of Douglas Bravo�s apparent shift of allegiance from the Party of the Venezuelan Revolution to Ruptura, the PRV continued to exist. In 1978, it was reported to have sent a delegation to visit China.[556]

Other Maoist Groups

In addition to the PRV, there was another Maoist group that existed in Venezuela in the early 1970s, the Patria Nueva. We have little information about its origins or how long it continued to exist, although it was certainly still active in 1977.[557]
In 1976, a new Maoist group was established that had some following among the students of the Central University (UCV) in Caracas. This was known as the Popular Struggle Committees (CLP).[558] It was reported that Jos� Demetrio Bonilla of the National Committee of the CLP had �led a campaign in the UCV in which he affirmed that the only socialist country in the world in Albania.�[559]
One other group of unknown antecedents also claimed association with Maoism in the late 1970s. This was the Revolutionary Communist Movement (MCR), which in 1978 �placed paid notices in national newspapers, signed by MCR President Douglas Crespo, calling for defense of the �purity of Marxism-Leninism-Mao Tse-tung�s thought.��[560]

Conclusion

None of the Maoist groups in Venezuela was able to engender any significant popular support. They had no influence in the trade union and peasant movements, and the only place where they did from time to time get some backing was among university students. Although the guerrilla activities of those led by Douglas Bravo (first a Castroite and then a Maoist) caused certain continuing embarrassment to successive governments, they were never really able to carry on a sustained guerrilla operation which endangered the regime once the PCV and most of the MIR had withdrawn from armed insurrection in 1967. No Maoist group put itself to the electoral test.



Part II Albania


Albanian Maoism

The Albanian Party of Labor was the one ruling Communist party that sided with Mao Tse-tung and the Chinese Communist Party at the time of the break between Peking and Moscow. For a decade and a half it was the most important ally of the Chinese party, and Tirana, the Albanian capital, was second only to Peking (Beijing) as the center of �political tourism� for leaders of other Maoist parties.
Albanian Communism was a product of World War II. It came into existence in November 1941, as the result of efforts of the Yugoslav party and the Comintern. Partisan guerrilla groups, fighting the Italian occupiers of the country, had appeared in Albania almost simultaneously with the appearance of similar groups in Yugoslavia. Throughout the remainder of World War II, the Yugoslav and Albanian Communists worked closely together in the military and political struggle against the Axis. Two representatives of the Tito Yugoslav party supervised the emergence of the Albanian party as a more or less orthodox Marxist-Leninist organization from the original conglomeration of local groups that Nicolaos A. Stavrou described as being �thoroughly tribalized.�
The founding meeting of the Albanian Communist Party chose a seven-man provisional Central Committee. One of the Central Committee members, Enver Hoxha, was a compromise choice as Secretary-General�a job he was to hold for the rest of his life. All other members of the committee were, over time, purged and/or executed on Hoxha�s orders.
In the immediate postwar years, the close association of the Albanian Communists with the Yugoslav party continued. However, in 1948, after the break between Stalin and the Yugoslav party leadership, and a widespread blood purge within the ranks of the Albanian party, the Albanian Party of Labor joined the Soviet side in the Soviet�Yugoslavi dispute and roundly denounced the Tito leadership in Yugoslavia. Following that break with the Yugoslavs, the Albanian party and government received substantial economic, political, and military aid from the Soviet regime, and some Soviet military bases were established in Albania.
However, as the quarrel between the Soviet and Chinese Communist parties came out into the open, there was another blood purge of the Albanian party leadership in 1961, after which Enver Hoxha led it into denunciation of Soviet �modern revisionism� and association of the Albanian party and government with International Maoism. During this period the ideas of Mao Tsetung were pictured by Hoxha and the Albanian party leadership as being the only orthodox version of Marxism-Leninism.
However, with the death of Mao Tse-tung, there was another major purge in the leadership of the Albanian party, and Enver Hoxha and the Albanian Party of Labor turned violently against Mao�s successors. Hoxha not only attacked them as �revisionists� but also began to attack the late Mao Tse-tung himself, particularly his Three Worlds Theory.
Thereafter, until the overthrow of the Communist regime in Albania, the Albanian Party of Labor led a major schism within the ranks of what remained of International Maoism. A variety of Maoist parties indicated their support of Hoxha�s post-1976 position, even after the death of Enver Hoxha in 1986. Thus, in 1987, there were delegates from what Nicolaos Stavrou described as �splinter Marxist groups� attending congresses of both the Albanian trade union federation and the Albanian party�s youth group.[561]

Part III Africa and Asia


Maoism in Africa and Asia

A priori, one might have expected Maoism to have its greatest appeal in Asia and Africa. Most of the nations on those continents were clearly part of the Third World, which the Chinese Communists sought to lead. Their populations were mainly rural, a fact that would seem to favor the Chinese thesis of �the countryside surrounding the cities� through a rural-based guerrilla war.
In fact, however, Maoism was close to nonexistent in Africa, while in the Middle East it had scant support. Only in the Asian countries bordering China did Maoism become a significant political and paramilitary factor.
There were undoubtedly several factors that explained the failure of Maoism to be of any real significance in Africa and much of Asia. One of these was the inherent conflict between the Chinese leaders� role as fomenters of a worldwide political movement and their interests as rulers of a nation. In virtually all cases, the latter turned out to be more important than the former.
In Africa, Chinese foreign policy concentrated overwhelmingly on trying to block the interests of the Soviet Union. Consequently, the Chinese supported a range of leaders and political groups that could not, by the furthest stretch of the imagination, be considered Maoist. This policy did little to recommend Maoism in Africa.
Even in the region in which, at first, the Chinese threw strong support to Maoist parties�in South and Southeast Asia�the national interests of China turned out to be more important than the desire of the Chinese leaders to establish an international political movement. In Ceylon (Sri Lanka), India, Bangladesh, Malaysia, the Philippines, and Thailand, the Chinese leadership ended up preferring to establish tolerable state-to-state relations with local governments to continuing to encourage Maoism and, more particularly, Maoist guerrilla activities.
In Indochina, particularly after the end of the Vietnam War, the clash between Chinese and Vietnamese (and Laotian) national interests became much more important to the Chinese leaders than the cause of expanding a Maoist international movement. Only in Cambodia�where Chinese national interests were linked to the Khmer Rouge and its battle with the Vietnamese�did the Chinese continue to concern themselves with supporting a clearly Maoist party.
Finally, the internal politics of China�first Mao�s seeking a rapprochement with the United States in the early 1970s, and then the conflict between the Hua Kuo-feng/Teng Hsiao-ping group and the �Gang of Four"�undermined International Maoism in Asia as it did in other parts of the world. Perhaps most important of all, the ascension to power of Teng Hsiao-ping by 1980 assured that the Chinese leadership would lose virtually all interest in fomenting Maoism groups might continue to serve the Chinese national interest.

Maoism in Afghanistan

The Afghan Communist Party, called the People�s Democratic Party of Afghanistan (PDPA), was established in 1965. Soon after its foundation, the PDPA split into two principal factions, the Khalq (People) and the Parcham (Flag). They were reunited in a single party in 1977, although factionalism within the PDPA continued. The party seized power early in 1978, through a coup by pro-PDPA elements of the army. When the hold of the party was threatened in December 1979, the Soviet Union moved large numbers of troops into the country, beginning a struggle that lasted for a decade.[562]
Both the Parcham and Khalq factions of the PDPA were pro-Soviet. However, for a time there also existed a third element, called Shola-y-Jaweid, which was pro-Chinese.[563] With the political turbulence of 1978 and the subsequent Soviet occupation of the country, that faction appears to have disappeared and to have played no role in those events. However, it was reported that its �Organization Abroad� denounced the Three Worlds Theory as �revisionist� and supported the Albanians in their quarrel with the Chinese.[564]
Early in 1992 it was announced that a new Communist Party of Afghanistan had been founded on May 1 of the previous year. It had been established by the Organization of Revolutionary Communists of Afghanistan, which had fought against the Soviet invasion of the country. The new Communist Party affiliated with the Revolutionary Internationalist Movement, the grouping of orthodox Maoist parties that proclaimed their support of the Gang of Four.[565] Little is known about the subsequent history of this group. It certainly played no significant role in the multifaceted civil war that followed the withdrawal of Soviet troops from the country.

Bangladesh Maoism

Maoism in Bangladesh�formerly East Pakistan�was characterized by more than the usual amount of factionalism among parties and groups claiming adherence to Mao Tse-tung Thought. It was affected, both negatively and positively, by the positions adopted by the Chinese government, first toward the struggle for independence by East Pakistan in 1971-1972, and subsequently toward the various regimes of independent Bangladesh.
The struggle for independence of East Pakistan, leading to establishment of Bangladesh, was led by the Awami League (AL), headed by Sheikh Mujibur Rahman. This fight, beginning as a move for autonomy of East Pakistan, became an open war for independence in 1971. Sheikh Mujibur emerged as first head of the new state.
During this struggle, the Chinese, who because of their hostility toward India had developed particularly friendly relations with Pakistan, supported the efforts of the Pakistan government of General Yahya Khan to put down the rebellion in the east. This attitude of China contributed to the splintering of Maoism in East Pakistan-Bangladesh. In contrast to the Chinese position, the Soviet Union had supported the insurrection to establish Bangladesh, as did the pro-Soviet party of East Pakistan.[566]
In January 1975, Rahman�s government proclaimed establishment of a single-party state, to be governed by a new group, the Bangladesh Khrishak Srami Awami League, and all existing parties were banned. On August 15, 1975, Rahman was killed during a revolt by junior officers. Two and a half months later a revolt by senior officers ousted the government established in August. The new regime was led by General Ziaur Rahman. It is against this turbulent background that Maoism functioned in Bangladesh.
In 1954, the Communist Party of Pakistan had been outlawed, and members had taken refuge in the �polyglot� National Awami Party (not to be confused with the Awami League of Sheikh Rahman). Three years later, the National Awami Party split into a proSoviet group, National Awami Party (M), led by Wali Khan and predominant in West Pakistan, and the pro-Chinese National Awami Party (B), led by Maulana Bhashani, centered in East Pakistan. It was mainly out of the latter that the various Maoist parties appeared. Bhashani himself could not be considered a Maoist, since although he was anti-Soviet and pro-Chinese, he professed a belief in �Islamic socialism.�[567]
In order to clarify somewhat the various contending Maoist groups of the 1970s and after, it is most convenient to analyze the various parties individually.

Bangladesh Communist Party (Marxist-Leninist)

The most important of the Maoist groups was the Bangladesh Communist Party (Marxist-Leninist), or BCP-ML, formerly the Communist Party of East Pakistan (Marxist-Leninist), which had broken away from the pro-Moscow Communist Party of East Pakistan in the late 1960s.[568] From its inception the BCP-ML was headed by Mohammed Toaha, who had at one time been Secretary-General of the National Awami Party.[569]
Justus van der Kroef wrote, �During the 1971 independence struggle the BCP-ML was accused of opposing the Bangladesh freedom fight, reportedly after the Awami League, the CPR and the NAP(M) refused to collaborate with it in a proposed National Liberation Front. BCP-ML sources claim that not just independence, but social and economic revolution needed to be achieved� and that the �reactionary� AL and the �social imperialist� CPB and NAP(M) refused to support this desired broader objective. � CPB critics allege that Toaha and other Maoists were prevented from siding with the independence struggle by their overriding allegiance to Peking.�[570]
However, a U.S. State Department source reported that the BCP-ML had attacked the �imperialist� policies of Peking for its support of Pakistan. That source also reported that during the conflict the party �mounted some effective guerrilla actions� and was the main guerrilla force in one sector, and Toaha �personally gained considerable local power.�[571]
Even subsequent to achievement of independence by Bangladesh, Toaha was reported as arguing that it had been established by a �counter-revolutionary conspiracy hatched by the imperialists and Indian expansionists.� Toaha was said to maintain �contact with the dispersed, shattered �Naxalite� organization of Maoist Indian Communists� and there has been speculation that BCP-ML� continued to favor the creation of a single, independent �Red� Bengal state, combining Bangladesh with the Indian state of West Bengal.�[572]
After the ascension to power of General Ziaur Rahman, his government �tilted toward Peking,� and as a consequence, the BCP-ML �supported the military government�s stance on almost all issues� including Ziaur�s decision to postpone the elections.� John F. Copper reported that the BCP-ML�s �membership grew in 1977, though it is uncertain how large the party is because it publishes no figures on its size or budget.� Copper added, �It is still small and there seems little chance that it will become a mass party in the near future.�[573]
The BCP-ML continued to prosper in 1978. It was reported that in December 1977, �China formally recognized the BCP-ML-marking the first time that Peking had formally recognized any communist party on the sub-continent since Lin Piao�s death. China continued to maintain ties with the BCP-ML, but gave a higher priority to its official contacts with Dacca because of the minor role of the BCP-ML in Bangladesh politics.�[574]
In March 1978, President Ziaur Rahman, in preparation for elections, formed a new Nationalist Democratic Party into which several existing groups, including the National Awami Party, merged, but the BCP-ML did not become part of the new group. Rather, in August it joined with two other parties to establish the People�s Democratic Front. It proclaimed its objective as being to �unite all patriotic democratic forces to launch a democratic movement in the country.� The Front demanded an end to a U.S.-Bangladesh Peace Corps agreement but not to the India-Bangladesh friendship treaty, and the suspension of the constitution enacted under Sheikh Mujib.[575] The pro-Moscow party was particularly critical of this Front, calling it �anti-Soviet, anti-Indian and anti-BCP.�[576]
When the 1979 elections were finally held, Mohammed Toaha was the only Communist of any description to win a seat in Parliament.[577]

The Banglar Communist Party

The Banglar Communist Party, originally called the Purba Banglar Communist Party, or Communist Party of East Bengal (also referred to as the East Bengal Communist Party-Marxist Leninist), or PBCP (ML), established in 1968, was led by its Chairman, Deben Lal Sikdar, and Secretary-General, Abdul Bashar. This party strongly supported the movement for independence of East Bengal (Bangladesh). Justus van der Kroef reported that �It participated actively in the independence struggle, establishing at one time a �free zone� with its own courts and local administration, presumably dominated by its adherents, in Rajaha district in Northern Bangladesh.�
Once the independence of Bangladesh had been achieved, the PBCP-ML did not go underground, as did some of the other Maoist groups, or organize guerrilla activities against the Bangladesh government. Professor van der Kroef reported, �Indeed, its spokesmen profess to support the present program of the Rahman government.�[578] During the first elections in Bangladesh, in 1973, the PBCP-ML joined the Action Committee, a coalition organized by Maulana Bhashani of the National Awami Party, and was given three places on the Action Committee�s list of candidates. However, none of its nominees was elected.[579]

The Bangladesh Communist Party (Leninist)

This party, the BCP-L, emerged during the struggle for independence, under the leadership of Rashed Khan Menon, described as �a popular leftist student leader.� Menon had belonged to the Communist Party of East Pakistan (MarxistLeninist) of Mohammed Toaha, but when Toaha assumed a somewhat equivocal attitude toward the independence struggle, Menon broke with that organization and formed his own.[580] In the beginning, at least, it was reported to have some influence in the small organized labor movement of Bangladesh.[581] The Bangladesh Communist Party (Leninist) was also said to have �links with the Naxalite Communist Party of India.�[582]
According to Rounaq Jahan, the BCP-L �originated in 1971 during the liberation movement when five pro-Chinese groups joined in a Somony (consultative committee) in a bid to unify the leftist forces of the country behind the movement. The BCP-L consists of four of the five groups who originally formed the committee.�[583]
After independence was achieved, the BCP-L functioned openly and was said to have participated in the 1973 elections.[584] However, we have no information concerning how it fared at the polls.
At the time that Sheikh Mujibur Rahman declared the formation of a single party in Bangladesh in January 1975, the BCP-L was reported as being �divided in their attitude toward the single party.� After the August coup, the BCP-L leaders �escaped imprisonment.� However, it was noted that �the leadership of the BCP-L�s mass front, the JSD, had been in police custody since early 1974. After 3 November 1975, some of the JSD leaders were set free and then rearrested within a few days.�[585]
When President Ziaur Rahman called elections in 1977, the Bangladesh Communist Party-Leninist, which had been operating semi-clandestinely after the second military coup of 1975, came out into the open. However, there is no indication that it participated in organizing the Nationalist Democratic Party set up by the President.[586]

Proletarian Party of East Bengal

The Proletarian Party of East Bengal (known both by its English initials as the PPEB, and its Bengali initials as PBSP) was established under the leadership of Siraj Sikdar. It was organized in 1971, and was reported as being �composed mostly of new members. It participated in the independence struggle of Bangladesh.�[587]
Once independence had been obtained, the PBSP was strongly opposed to the government of Sheikh Mujibur Rahman. It was said in 1973 that �it advocates violent overthrow of the bourgeois regime of Mujib.�[588] Two years later, Justus van der Kroef reported that the PBSP was �sometimes called the �Have not Party,�� and that it �claims to be engaged in an avowed �national liberation� struggle against the AL-dominated government and is said to maintain relations with the underground Maoist extremists in the Calcutta area.�[589]
The PBSP strongly opposed Sheikh Mujibur Rahman�s efforts in January 1975 to organize a single party in Bangladesh. A bit later in that year, �PBSP lost its founder-leader, Siraj Sikdar� when he was imprisoned and killed by Bangladesh police. What impact his death would have on the party�s rapidly growing support was unclear. Since Sikdar was the party�s main theoretician and himself a romantic figure, his loss would certainly reduce the party�s support particularly among urban youths.� It was reported that the party�s position on the August and November 1975 military coups was �not clear.�[590]

Other Maoist Groups

Several other Maoist-oriented parties have existed in Bangladesh. One was the East Bengal Communist Party (EBCP), headed by Abdul M. and Mohammad Alauddin, which was said to have been primarily an offshoot of leadership rivalries with the BCPML, and �does not differ from that party in its fundamentally Mao-flavored program.�[591] In 1974 the party was described as being �factionated,� and it was said that it �advocates violence.�[592] Several prominent members of this party were arrested by the Rahman government in 1973.[593]
John F. Copper noted the existence of two other Maoist parties, the Eastern Region Communist Party and the Bangladesh Ciplabi (Revolutionary) Communist Party.[594] These two groups temporarily moved from clandestine activities to legal ones when President Ziaur Rahman called for elections late in 1977. However, little other information is available concerning them.

Bangladesh Maoists in 1980s and 1990s

The Maoists of Bangladesh continued in the 1980s and thereafter to be marked by factionalism. Walter K. Anderson wrote in 1988, �Politics in Bangladesh is characterized by divisiveness and factionalism, and the communist movement is no exception. The major disagreement concerns the Sino-Soviet split. Within these two camps are further divisions, usually personality conflicts disguised as disputes over ideological purity.� He mentioned the United People�s Party Sammyabadi Dal as being the only one having �fraternal relations with the Chinese Communist Party,� and added, �There are recurrent rumors that the various proChinese groups will unite, but the only movement in this direction in 1981 was the amalgamation of several pro-Chinese Marxist-Leninist groups into the Gamatantrik Party.�[595]
Two Bangladesh Maoist parties became affiliated with the international grouping of orthodox Maoists, supporters of the Gang of Four, which was established in the 1980s No group from Bangladesh signed the original call for setting up such an international organization,[596] but by 1992, the Proletarian Party of Purba Bangla Communist Party, which we have previously discussed, and the Communist Party of Bangladesh (MarxistLeninist) were affiliated with the Revolutionary Internationalist Movement (RIM).[597] At the end of 1996 these two groups continued to be part of the RIM.[598] Apparently neither of them had by then launched a Maoist-style �popular war.�

Conclusion

The Maoist tendency in East Pakistan-Bangladesh showed more than the usual degree of division among its adherents, particularly in the 1970s. Although a couple of pro-Chinese groups emerged in the late 1960s, most of the Bangladesh Maoist parties appeared either during or soon after the 1971�1972 struggle for independence. Some, but not all, continued underground activities after Bangladesh became an independent country. A few participated in elections, but only one Maoist, Mohammed Toaha, of the Bangladesh Communist Party-Marxist-Leninist, succeeded in winning a seat in Parliament. Toaha�s party also appears to have been the only one that, for at least a while, held the Chinese �franchise.�


Maoism among Black Africans

Africa was the continent on which International Maoism made least progress. A Communist movement of any sort was very weak in most of the countries, with the exception of Angola, Mozambique, and South Africa, and in those nations it was the pro-Moscow parties that prospered to a greater or less degree.
In part at least, the failure of the Maoist branch of Communism to establish any significant foothold in Africa was due to the policies of the Chinese government with regard to the African countries. In the 1960s and 1970s, Chinese activities on the continent were oriented principally toward opposing those of the Soviet Union. This was perhaps most clear in the case of Angola, where Chinese aid (as well as U.S. and South African assistance) was given to the UNITA faction, which could not conceivably be seen as Maoist.
However, tiny Maoist or pro-Chinese groups did appear in a few of the Black African countries, and among blacks in South Africa, during the 1960s and 1970s. One of these countries was Cameroon, a nation formed by merger of a former British and a former French colony. In 1966 there appeared in Cameroon the Cameroon Marxist-Leninist Group. It published several issues of a journal, Le Communiste. That periodical proclaimed �the steps on the road to the Cameroons revolution� to be �1. Formation of a communist vanguard. 2. The winning over of the popular masses by this vanguard. 3. A people�s war under the absolute direction of the communist party for the achievement of state power and new democracy.�[599]
Although we have no evidence that the Cameroon Marxist-Leninist Group proclaimed the usual adherence to �Mao Tse-tung Thought,� it may be seen as associated with International Maoism, since it was given publicity in Progressive Labor, the periodical of the Progressive Labor Party, which then held the Chinese �franchise� in the United States. We have no information about the development of this group after 1966, although there is no reason to believe that it was successful in launching the kind of �popular war� it advocated.
In the largest country of Black Africa, Nigeria, there was some Maoist sympathy and organization in the late 1960s, although it seems to have been centered largely in Biafra, the Ibo-speaking eastern segment of the country that in 1969 fought an unsuccessful war of secession from Nigeria. A U.S. State Department source reported in 1970 that �communist-leaning groups in Biafra have severed connections with USSR and have openly welcomed Chinese communist support for their cause.� This source added, �There is also a smaller, more radical national labor center in Lagos called the Labor Unity Front (LUF) which is reputed to be pro-Chinese Communist in orientation.�[600]
At about the same time, Lewis W. Gann wrote, �There is no recognized Maoist party in Nigeria. There is, however, a Nigeria�China Friendship Association. � In 1969, Biafran secessionists solicited Chinese arms and political support; in addition, Biafran spokesmen made pro-Chinese statements, but these derived from tactical requirements rather than ideological conviction.�[601]
For a while at least, pro- Moscow Communist elements in Nigeria apparently were worried by pro-Chinese agitation. The Nigerian representatives to the Meeting of Communist and Workers Parties in Moscow in 1969 reported that their group �now faced the peril engendered by Maoists who were engaged in slandering the CPSU and splitting working class unity, and who had decided to line up �with imperialist forces against the vital interests of the Nigerian people, against the forces of national liberation.�[602]
Maoist propaganda in Nigeria appears to have been conducted largely by the Nigerian-China Cultural and Friendship Society, which was established in Kaduna in 1962.[603] A State Department source reported in 1973 that �The Nigerian-Chinese People�s Friendship Association has branches in several states and tends to compete with Soviet-sponsored organizations for left-wing support.�[604] Apparently, no Maoist party was ever set up in Nigeria.
In Senegal there was also some Maoist activity. In the early 1970s, the Parti Africain de l�Ind�pendence, the pro-Moscow Communist party, was said to have �met with some competition from what it calls �pro-Chinese factionalists.�� They seceded from the PAI in 1965 and have carried on active work at lower party levels.�[605] The Senegalese Maoists called themselves the Parti Communiste S�n�galais, and it was outlawed soon after its appearance.[606] In 1980 a faction calling itself Groupe Marxiste-Leniniste du S�n�gal signed a call for formation of an international grouping of orthodox Maoist supporters of the Gang of Four.[607] However, it was not listed in 1992 as one of the members of the Revolutionary Internationalist Movement formed as a result of that call.[608]
In the middle 1960s, there existed on Madagascar, the island nation off the Indian Ocean coast of Africa, the Malagasy Communist Party, which was said to �remain a minor Maoist splinter group.�[609] By the 1970s it was not considered of sufficient significance�if it still existed�to be dealt with by the Yearbook on International Communist Affairs.[610]
In Zaire (Congo), the former Belgian colony, there were at least three Maoist groups. The Group of Marxist Leninists of Zaire supported the Chinese leadership after Mao�s death; the Revolutionary Marxist Party of the Kongo was said to be pro-Albanian; the Revolutionary People�s Party, established in 1967, was said by the East German Communists to have been �radical Left Maoist� a decade later.[611]
The East German Communists identified several other small Maoist groups in various Black African countries, without giving many details about them. These included the Parti Communiste du Togo, founded in the early 1980s, said to be pro-Albanian; the Uganda National Liberation Front/Anti-Dictatorship, said to be �radical Left Maoist�[612]; and Ethiopian Revolutionary People�s Party.[613]
The East Germans also noted the existence in Dahomey (which became Benin) of the Parti Communiste du Dahomey, founded in the 1970s, with Bernhard Toujou as its principal figure and La Flame as its periodical. It was said to be pro-Albanian.[614] In 1991, Michael Radu reported a �surprising rise� in this party, then led by Professor Pascal Fatondji, which he said had been �long the only significant opposition� to the Revolutionary Party of the People of Benin, of longtime military dictator Mathieu Kerekou. The Maoist group was calling for a �truly Communist regime� in Dahomey (Benin).
The Communist Party of Dahomey was the only party to boycott the national convention in February 1990 that forced President Kerekou to hold the first democratic election.[615] That election was won by forces, led by Nic�phore Soglo, favoring free-market reforms. In the subsequent election, Kerekou was returned to power. We have no indication of what role, if any, the Communist Party of Dahomey played in either of these elections.[616]
In Angola there was the pro-Chinese Angola Communist Organization (OAC), which published a periodical, Poder Popular.[617] The East German Communists also noted the existence of the Revolutionary Communist Party in Upper Volta (Burkina Faso), and the General Organization of Students of Gabon, with headquarters in France, both of which supported the Chinese leadership after the death of Mao.[618] In R�union, the island department of France off the African coast, there existed the Marxist-Leninist Organization of R�union, which sent the Chinese party condolences on the death of Mao.[619]
Finally, note should be taken of the fact that one of the smaller Black groups in South Africa, competing with the African National Congress (which was closely associated with the pro-Moscow South African Communist Party), proclaimed itself sympathetic to Maoism in the later 1960s and 1970s. Lewis H. Gann wrote in 1970, �There is no recognized Maoist party in South Africa, but the Pan Africanist Congress of Azania� favors the Chinese cause. A statement� praised China�s new hydrogen bomb test as �a glorious victory for the Thought of Mao Tsetung� and for the cause of the proletariat. The test, �a sorrowful defeat for the imperialists and modern revisionists,� was said to demonstrate the �correctness of the leadership of the Chinese Communist Party headed by the greatest Marxist-Leninist of our time, Chairman Mao Tse-tung.��[620]

Burmese Maoism

Almost from its inception, Communism in Burma was divided into two factions, the Burma Communist Party (White Flag) and the Communist Party of Burma (Red Flag). The former has been by far the more important of the two and has been closely associated with the Chinese Communist Party. Ever since independence in 1948, or even before, both factions were engaged in guerrilla war against successive governments.
The Burma Communist Party (BCP) was founded on August 15, 1939, with �probably 13 members. Thakin Soe was its Secretary General, and he worked until 1946 with the Antifascist People�s Freedom League (AFPFL), headed by U Aung San, organized during World War II first to fight the British, and then after Japanese conquest of Burma, to fight the Japanese. However, in March 1946 Thakin Soe led a split in the BCP, which was then headed by Thakin Than Tun, and organized the Communist Party of Burma (Red Flag).[621]
The Red Flag Communists of Thakin Soe were sometimes accused of being Trotskyists. However, this was not the case. When the Sino-Soviet split occurred, Thakin Soe attacked both the Russian and the Chinese parties.[622]
For some time after the Red Flag split away, the BCP (White Flag) continued to function as part of the AFPFL. However, in July 1948, the White Flag �seceded from the Anti-Fascist People�s Freedom League and went underground in the Prome, Syriam and Kayan districts.� At that point, it was said that �Observers� believe that only alertness of police and loyal troops kept Rangoon from falling into Communist hands. The Insurgents blockaded the capital for four days.�[623] However, the White Flag was not formally declared illegal until October 1953. The Red Flag group had been outlawed in January 1947.[624]
The guerrilla war of the Burmese White Flag Communists continued for more than four decades. In its early phases it enjoyed considerable success. According to M. C. Tun, writing in the Far Eastern Economic Review, �the BCP captured a string of large lower-Burma towns a few months after the country gained independence in 1948. But in 1950, Government troops began retaking the BCP�s �liberated areas� and the communists retreated into the Pegu Hills.�[625]
U On Sein, a leader of the Burmese Socialist Party, and onetime Undersecretary for Foreign Affairs, admitted in 1955 that during 1949 the Communist revolt had been exceedingly serious and the Communists, with allies from the Karen ethnic group, had occupied �virtually all of Central Burma.�[626]
As late as 1951, the BCP �made a bold bid to capture Mandalay, Burma�s old imperial capital. Government troops inflicted such damage on the Communist force that from then on, it ceased to be a military force and degenerated into a fragmented band of jungle guerrillas. � Undaunted, the party continued to fight. � With its headquarters in the Pegu Hills, it set up three main bases in strategic areas: the Irrawaddy delta, west of the hills; western Shan state, just to the north; and northeast Burma, near the Sino-Burmese border.�[627]
On at least three occasions, the White Flag Communists sought to work in the general political arena, without abandoning their guerrilla activities. In the early 1950s, when a split occurred in the Burmese Socialist Party, then the country�s largest party, resulting in the establishment of the Burma Workers and Peasants Party (WPP), the Communists were thought to have made use of this dissident group as a legal front for their activities. However, in elections held soon after the Socialist split, the Workers and Peasants Party won only one seat on the Rangoon City Council, and in parliament got only nine seats, compared with more than 200 for the Socialist Party.[628]
Nor was the Workers and Peasants Party able to make much headway in the organized labor movement. According to a leader of the Socialist-controlled Trade Union Congress Burma, the rival Burma Trade Union Congress, organized by the White Flag Communists through the WPP, only had about 1,000 members, mainly in small factories, compared with 80,000 who belonged to the Socialist-controlled central labor body.[629]
A second abortive effort of the White Flag Communists to undertake legal activities took place in April 1963, soon after the military coup led by General Ne Win established an Army-dominated regime that lasted more than three decades. Ne Win declared an amnesty for everyone except the politicians he had overthrown, and urged groups conducting guerrilla campaigns against the government to confer with the new government. Among those who came to Rangoon at that time was Than Tun of the White Flag Communists, accompanied by several aides who had just returned from China. During his stay in the capital, Than Tun gave interviews that were published in the local press. Soon afterward, he and his associates �returned to the jungle.�[630]
In the late 1960s, the White Flag again sought to conduct some legal activities. It controlled a front organization, the National Democratic United Front. A U.S. State Department source noted that �the only significant element in the Front, other than the BCP/ WF is the left-wing faction of the ethnic Karen insurgents, known as the Karen National United Party.�[631]
In 1970, government troops gained control of the Irrawaddy delta area, where the White Flag had until then been active. Thenceforward, White Flag guerrilla efforts were concentrated principally in the northeastern part of the country, near the Chinese border.
During the long years of guerrilla war, the White Flag Communists experienced considerable internal conflict. M. C. Tun noted that �in 1964, the BCP�s pro-Chinese stance touched off a vicious dispute between the old-timers and the Peking-trained new blood. Than Tun sided with the Chinese trained cadres and soon those who stood out against them were purged for alleged crimes ranging from revisionism to anti-party conduct.� In September 1968 Than Tun was assassinated �by one of his followers.�[632]
In 1975, Than Tun�s successor as party Chairman, Thakin Zin, was killed. Klaus Fleischmann noted soon afterward that �In May 1975 new leaders were chosen, and with Thakin Ba Thein Tin and Thakin Pe Tint, two long-time Peking residents of the BCP came to power� a major reshuffle has taken place and a second generation of BCP leaders, surely all trained in China, got into the Central Committee.�[633]
The Chinese continued to aid the White Flag Communists. Klaus Fleischmann noted that �With Communist Chinese aid given openly after June 1967 and continued secretly after the resumption of full diplomatic relations between Burma and China in 1971, the BCP stepped up its guerrilla activities in the Shan State.�[634]
Fleischmann also noted that �President Ne Win�s visit to Peking in November 1975 evidently resulted in much less open relations between the Chinese and the Burmese Communist parties. � Reports state, nevertheless� that the armament of the Burmese Communists has improved so that they are able now to use heavier weapons than they had in the past, including artillery.�[635]
Even Teng Hsiao-ping visited Burma in 1978, but this did not bring an end to Chinese aid to the Burmese White Flag Communists. Soon afterward, Fleischmann wrote, �There are no indications that Teng Hsiao-ping�s visit led to any cutback in Chinese support for the BCP.�[636]
The White Flag Communists supported the successors of Mao. Thus, in 1977, in greetings sent to the Chinese party after its 10th Central Committee Plenum, the Burmese said that the appointment of Hua Kuo-feng, �good student and successor of Chairman Mao and good leader and supreme commander,� as well as the rehabilitation of Teng Hsiao-ping and the arrest of the Gang of Four, constituted �a very heavy blow to imperialism, revisionism and all reaction and a great encouragement to the revolutionary forces in the world and the further development of the revolution.�[637]
This support of Mao�s successors continued at a November 1978 Central Committee meeting of the White Flag. A report to that meeting by Thakin Ba Thein Tin said that the Chinese party was �the most prestigious leading party in the world communist movement.� It praised the defeat of the Gang of Four, �who would have turned the CCP into �a revisionist party� like the one now dominating the Soviet Union.� That report also presented �an extensive exposition of the Maoist three worlds theory.� Finally, the report denounced the Albanian party for its attacks on Chinese cooperation with the United States, and said that the Albanian Party of Labor was �frenziedly opposing and attacking China, demonstrating very wrong and reactionary thinking.�[638] In 1985, Alice Straub and Jon A. Wiant reported that �BCP propaganda organs have adapted to the shifts in Chinese communism, accepting China�s enemies as the BCP�s enemies, parroting Beijing�s worldview, and subordinating Burma�s problems to larger Chinese issues.�[639]
For some time in the 1980s, it was reported that the Burmese Maoists were benefiting from the drug trade that, since Thailand�s closing down at least some of that activity, was being diverted to India and Bangladesh via Burma. The drug trade was said to be offsetting declines in Chinese aid to the Burmese Maoists. In 1988, it was reported that the armed strength of the Maoists in Burma had declined from a high of 23,000 in the mid-1970s to about 10,000. At that time, �BCP-Chinese relations are stagnant. Chinese aid has never been completely terminated, it is much reduced from the mid-1970s, now primarily party-to-party financial aid and limited quantities of ammunition. � In spite of continued BCP-CCP links, Rangoon-Beijing relations appear good.�[640]
In the late 1980s and early 1990s, Burmese Maoism largely disintegrated. Charles B. Smith, Jr., wrote in 1991, �At least three organizations have emerged from the rebellions against the BCP leadership in March and April 1989� none of the successor groups appears to retain any adherence to communist ideology.� Smith added, �The remnants of party structure left after the 1989 near-total destruction of the BCP have further disintegrated during 1990 with the resignations or removal of much of the old leadership. Communist strength in Burma is now lower than at any time since the founding of the party. The three principal splinter organizations all claim an ethnic, rather than ideological, basis for existence.�
A dozen members of the Communist Party�s Central Committee elected in 1985 decided �to retire to China.� Another one, Aung Win, defected to the Burmese government, and he reported that there were �only about 200 party members remaining, scattered around the country.� Charles Smith reported that �Information on the remnant BCP organization below the top leadership is fragmentary, reflecting the general disintegration since 1988.�[641]

Conclusion

The Burmese arty split into two rival organizations soon after its establishment in 1939. One of these factions, the Red Flag party, soon disappeared. The rival White Flag group supported the Chinese when they split with the Soviet party, and in turn was for two decades strongly supported by the Chinese in its continuing guerrilla war against successive Burmese governments. However, after the death of Mao, support for the Burmese Maoists sharply declined. Although the fall in Chinese aid was for a while at least partly offset by income from the drug trade, by the 1980s Maoist guerrilla activity was largely confined to areas near the Chinese frontier. In 1989 there was a massive revolt against the Burmese Communist Party control of the guerrilla area, and the party itself largely disintegrated.
Burma would seem to be a prime example of the post-Mao Chinese leaders choosing Chinese national interests over the furthering of International Maoism.


Maoism in Ceylon/Sri Lanka

Maoism arrived early in Ceylon, almost simultaneously with the Chinese decision to foster establishment of parties in its own image in other countries. Ceylonese Maoism was also distinctive because it presented one of the clearest cases in which the Chinese leaders chose quite early to give priority to what they conceived to be the national interests of China over the interests of the party and its counterpart in another country.
The origins of the Communist Party of Ceylon were unique. It started as a faction in the Lanka Sama Samaja Party (LSSP), which was established in December 1935 as a �Marxist� party without other qualifying adjectives,[642] but evolved into the world�s single most important Trotskyist party. As the LSSP evolved toward Trotskyism, its pro-Stalinist minority became increasingly unhappy, and finally in November 1940 withdrew from the LSSP to form what became the Communist Party of Ceylon (CPC).[643]
For two decades, the Communist Party of Ceylon faithfully adhered to the line laid down by Moscow. However, by the early 1960s, disagreements over both domestic policy and international orientation splintered the party. On the one hand, there was discord over the party�s alliance with the Sri Lanka Freedom Party (SLFP), led by Mrs. Sirimavo Bandaranaike. Internationally, there was a strong minority that supported the Chinese side in the Sino-Soviet dispute.[644]
The upshot of these controversies was a split in the CPC in December 1963, after the expulsion of the principal pro-Maoist leader, Nagalingam Sanmugathasan. In 1964 each faction held what it called the �Seventh Congress of the Ceylon Communist Party,� and each faction continued to use the party�s name.[645]
This split was the culmination of months of conflict within the CPC. In September 1962, the Central Committee of the party adopted a resolution siding with the Soviet party in its quarrel with the Chinese. Sanmugathasan, who was Secretary of the party-controlled Ceylon Trade Union Federation, and several others objected to this resolution, arguing that since the regularly scheduled December 1962 party convention had not been held, the Central Committee did not in fact represent the views of the party. Sanmugathasan�s supporters, including Premalal Kumarasiri, editor of the party�s periodical, were removed from their control of the labor federation, and the expelled editors of the party papers were named to edit those of the labor group. Also, the pro-Chinese majority of the leadership of the party�s youth group, the Progressive Labor League, expelled the pro-Moscow faction from that body.[646] After the split occurred, the pro-Moscow group organized its own labor federation.[647]
In keeping with its opposition to alliance with the SLFP, the pro-Chinese party ran its own candidates in the 1965 parliamentary election, in which the pro-Moscow party joined in an alliance with Mrs. Bandaranaike�s party and the LSSP. The proMaoist group received 109,684 votes, 2.7 percent of the total, and elected four members of Parliament, 2.6 percent of the total membership.[648]
The pro-Maoist party gained recognition from Peking. A U.S. State Department source reported that �The pro- Peking party�s leading Maoist made one of his periodical visits to Communist China during the summer of 1967, and since his return to Ceylon, has been actively calling for revolution, especially among Tamil elements.�[649]
Sanmugathasan visited China again in 1970, and the same U.S. State Department source reported that �his statements at that time as well as on other occasions have been publicized by the Chinese as evidence of foreign support for their policies.�[650] In 1972, Sanmugathasan visited Albania, and did so again in 1975.[651]
In 1970, the pro-Chinese party announced that it would boycott that year�s parliamentary election.[652] However, the party in fact made a limited arrangement with the SLFP. In accordance with that agreement, the SLFP agreed to name a candidate against Pieter Keuneman, the pro-Moscow party�s principal leader, and not to name a candidate against a Maoist nominee, S. D. Bandaranayake. The Ceylon News commented, �Both these decisions were based on requests made unofficially to the SLFP by the Communist Party (Peking wing).�[653] No pro-Maoist party nominee was elected.[654]
A revolutionary uprising in April 1971 greatly disconcerted all the �Old Left� in Ceylon, including both Communist Party factions as well as the LSSP and other Trotskyite groups. This was an insurrection of young people with a secondary education who were faced with unemployment in a declining economy. According to James Jupp, the organization that led the revolt, the Janatha Virukthi Peramuna (JVP), originated as a secret faction inside the pro-Maoist party, although it also drew recruits from the proMoscow party and from people who had had no party affiliation.[655] The group was popularly referred to as a �Guevarist� party.[656]
For the pro-Moscow party, the LSSP, and the Sri Lanka Freedom Party, this revolt was particularly embarrassing, because it was carried out against a United Front government in which all three were partners. But it was also a serious problem for the pro-Maoist party, because of the Chinese government�s attitude toward it.
Nagalingam S. Sanmugathasan was arrested during the revolt, according to Mukund G. Untawale, �probably as a preventive measure by the UF government,� and �the pro-Chinese party apparently experienced suppression by the government and neglect by Peking.� Untawale added that �China seems to have decided to woo Mrs. Bandaranaike�s government rather than support this small party with a predominantly Tamil membership.�[657]
The Ceylonese Ambassador to China reported to his government a conversation he had with Chinese Prime Minister Chou En-lai concerning the rebellion. He stated that �the Chinese Prime Minister was highly worried and concerned about the developments in Ceylon, especially with regard to suspicions that Chinese arms were being smuggled in.�
The Ambassador added, �The Chinese Prime Minister had also said that the Ch� Guevara movement was a new movement which China disapproved of. He had described it as a counter-revolutionary movement aimed at deceiving the masses and disrupting the Government. China, he said, disapproved of the theories of Ch� Guevara.�[658]
About a year after the JVP revolt, the pro-Chinese party in Ceylon suffered a severe split. While Sanmugathasan was out of the country, Watson Fernando, Secretary-General of the Ceylon Trade Union Federation, called a meeting of some members of the party�s Central Committee, which declared Sanmugathasan expelled from the party. However, on his return home in September 1972, Sanmugathasan summoned the party�s Politburo, which proceeded to expel Fernando and two of his followers.
The two resulting parties took the names Communist Party of Sri Lanka (Marxist-Leninist) or CPSL(M-L), for the Fernando group and Ceylon Communist Party (CCP), for the Sanmugathasan-led organization. The latter maintained control of the Ceylon Trade Union Federation, which expelled from its ranks the Ceylon Plantation Workers� Union and the Ceylon Harbor Socialist Workers� Union, which were controlled by the Fernando forces.
At least one point at issue in this split was the attitude that should be assumed toward the United Front government of Mrs. Bandaranaike. The CPSL(M-L) expressed its willingness to support �progressive� actions of the regime, while the CCP remained unalterably opposed to Mrs. Bandaranaike�s administration and concentrated much of its attention on campaigns for freeing those people who were still in jail as the result of failure of the 1971 insurrection.[659]
Both Maoist groups sought the endorsement of the Chinese, and sent messages to the Chinese party on the occasion of its 10th Congress.[660] Both parties also sent messages of condolence following the death of Mao Tse-tung.[661] Apparently the CPSL(M-L) supported the successors of Mao. Thus, in 1978, it expressed praise for Chairman Hua Kuo-feng�s trip to Europe and called on the Vietnamese government to �cease its hostilities against China and invasion of Kampuchea.� In 1980, it condemned Soviet �aggression� against Afghanistan, which it said was �part of the USSR�s �goal of global hegemonism.��[662]
In contrast, the Communist Party of Ceylon, which in 1991 became the Ceylon Communist Party (Maoist), took a lead in rallying the orthodox Maoists and supporters of the Gang of Four, and in denouncing the post-Mao regime in China. On the occasion of the death of Nagalingam Sanmugathasan in February 1993, the Central Organizing Committee of the party said that he �played an important role in exposing Chinese revisionism, along with that of Enver Hoxha and the Albanian Party of Labor. He played a vital role in rallying and uniting the genuine Maoist parties and organizations of the world in order to accomplish the decisive task of rebuilding the International Communist movement based on the defence and application of Marxism-LeninismMaoism.�[663] The party was a founding member of the Revolutionary Internationalist Movement.[664]

Maoism in Egypt

The original Communist Party of Egypt went out of existence in 1924. When the movement revived, it was divided into several rival factions.[665] After World War II, efforts were made to unite the three factions that then existed. However, it was not until 1957 that the merger of two of the three groups�the Egyptian Communist Party (ECP) and the Egyptian Unified Communist Party (EUCP)�took place. That united group provided �loyal opposition� to the regime of,m President Gamal Abdel Nasser.
Not included in the unification was the Egyptian Communist Party of Workers and Peasants, also known as the Tali�a Leading figures in that group played significant roles in the Nasser regime in the 1950s.[666]
In 1964 and 1965, the two existing Communist factions dissolved to join the ranks of Nasser�s Arab Socialist Union. A U.S. State Department source reported in 1968 that �There appears to have been some opposition to dissolution on the part of the smaller Communist fragments.�[667]
Tariq Y. Ismael and Rifa El-Said wrote concerning those who objected to the liquidation of the Egyptian Communist groups into Nasser�s party: �Al Tayyar al Thawri was composed of a group of old-guard communists who had rejected dissolution of the party. � They believe that because of the special influence of Mohammed Abbas Fahmi and Tahir al Badri, a commitment to Stalinism was clear. This was manifested in the rejection of the �Moderate� Soviet positions such as d�tente, the Cuban missile crisis of 1961 [sic] and the Soviet position vis-�-vis Nasser and the Palestinian issue. They criticized Soviet theories regarding states of the Third World, the noncapitalist road to development, and the new democracies. Their strongest criticism was directed at the position taken by international communism in general, the Arab communists, and particularly toward the Palestinian issue and Israel. They also condemned the moderate position of the Palestinian Liberation Organization. They expressed complete support for the Chinese position both theoretically and practically.�[668]
The Al-Tayyar group soon split into three factions, the most important of which continued to use the group�s name and to be led by Mohammed Abbas Fahmi and Tahir al-Badri. After Nasser�s death, �a new Al Tayyar group began to emerge whose basic ideology was that Egyptian communists are tools in the hands of the Soviets. Soviet policies are reformist and reject the establishment of the dictatorship of the proletariat. It was a grave mistake to support the reforms of Nasser, his nationalizations, and even his anti-imperialist positions because they were only band-aid solutions to reform the capitalist society and prolong its life.�
However, in spite of these apparently militant beliefs, the Al-Tayyar group strongly supported the regime of Anwar el-Sadat �because of the belief that he was building a democratic society in which revolutionary forces could function� and because he opposed Nasser and the Soviet Union.� However, �confusion over its ideological position caused the membership to decline radically.�
The group continued its decline, particularly after the Camp David accords between Egypt and the Israel. One of its two principal leaders, Mohammed Abbas Fahmi, died, and Tahir al-Badri became the principal figure in Al-Tayyar. After the death of Sadat, the group supported President Hosni Mubarak and was able to put out a legal publication.[669] It apparently never developed any close association with the Chinese party or government.

Indian Maoism

In India the Sino-Soviet split resulted in the emergence of three different parties in the 1960s. The traditional Communist Party of India (CPI) remained loyal to Moscow. In 1964, a dissident group broke away to form the Communist Party of India (Marxist) (CPM), which, after toying with alignment with the Chinese, ended up �independent� of both Moscow and Peking. As a consequence, in the later 1960s, various groups broke away from the CPM; some of them joined to form the Communist Party of India (Marxist-Leninist) (CPML), and all of them pledged their loyalty to Marxism-Leninism-Mao Tse-tung Thought.

Background of Emergence of Indian Maoism

There was a long tradition in India�and particularly in Bengal-of peasant uprisings and of political terrorism. Soon after India obtained independence, the CPI launched a guerrilla war in a period when, apparently under Moscow�s inspiration, similar revolts were undertaken by Communist parties in several South Asian countries, including Burma, Malaysia, and Indonesia as well as India.
Kathleen Gough has described these Indian Communist guerrilla efforts. She wrote, �In Telangana in the princely state of Hyderabad� armed peasants seized 3,000 villages and administered them for six months. Communist-organized peasants similarly seized a block of villages in eastern Tanjore in early 1948. � Communists attacked black-market profiteering by seizing grain and distributing it to the landless. In Hyderabad the revolutionary institutions were crushed by the Indian army, which invaded the state and annexed it to the Union in late 1948. Police put down the Tanjore and Kerala revolts and several dozen peasants were shot.�
Ms. Gough said, �The South Indian Communists who guided the revolts of 1947�1948 were influenced by Chinese revolutionary theories, although their national leadership adhered to the Russian line of constitutional opposition. In 1948, the Communist Party�s main line changed again to revolutionary upsurge led by the urban proletariat.�[670]
Justus M. van der Kroef has stressed the importance of the Chinese experience in the CPI uprisings of 1946-1951. He wrote �the Andhra CPI leaders, who had had little actual support in their uprising from the CPI Politburo� formally called for the application of Mao On New Democracy to the Indian condition. Stressing that �our revolution� was to a great extent similar to that of the Chinese Revolution, the so-called Andhra Letter proposed a Mao-style united front of four classes, including sections of the bourgeoisie and the wealthier peasantry, as well as workers and poor peasants, under proletarian leadership and utilizing guerrilla warfare against imperialism and feudalism, which were described as the principal targets of revolutionary action.�[671]
According to the Trotskyist periodical Intercontinental Press, the Telangana uprising was not completely ended until several years after Indian invasion of Hyderabad. �The peasant insurrection in the Telugu-speaking region of southeastern India lasted from 1946 to 1951 and was led by young members of the Communist party of India� the guerrilla actions in Telangana were called off in 1951 under pressure from Moscow.�[672]
During the 1950s and early 1960s, the strategy of the CPI concentrated on the �peaceful road to power.� The party regularly participated in elections, and sought to build up its mass support among urban workers and peasants, while doing as little as possible to incur the displeasure of the government of Prime Minister Jawaharlal Nehru.

Emergence of Communist Party of India (Marxist)

By the early 1960s, the CPI was clearly divided into two hostile factions. This was obvious at the 6th Congress of the party in April 1961. Sharokh Sabavala described these two groupings: �The revisionists, led by Bombay trade union leader S. A. Dange and P. C. Joshi, the leading Communist in northern Uttar Pradesh state, are calling for the building of a �national democratic front� through the continued wooing of Prime Minister Jawaharlal Nehru, the isolation of �reactionary,� right-wing elements within the National Congress Party and the continued support of the government on the India-China dispute. � The leader of the revolutionist faction is the old-guard Stalinist, B. T. Ranadive, who denies Chinese aggression against India and asserts that India�s northern borders, demarcated by the British, must be realigned. According to Ranadive, Nehru is the leader of a reactionary national bourgeoisie which is merely paying lip-service to the ideals of socialism.� In that meeting, a �centrist� group was headed by E. M. Nambooripad, ex-Chief Minister of a short-lived Communist government in the state of Kerala.[673]
Differences were papered over at this meeting, largely because the presence of Mikhail Suslov, �ideological expert� of the Soviet Politburo. Sharokh Sabavala noted, �Thanks to the presence of Suslov, the question of the China-Indian Himalayan border dispute, which had split the party into warring ideological factions and was the main reason for convening the congress, was hardly mentioned. Clearly, the congress had been ordered to avoid taking a stand on the border conflict, to tone down its attacks on Nehru and his National Congress party and to abandon any idea of launching a national insurrectionist movement�as advocated by the party�s leftist leader, B. T. Ranadive.�[674]
The Chinese invasion of Indian border territory claimed, and until then held by India, intensified the conflict in the CPI. It took ten days for the party to issue an official statement that said, �The behavior of socialist China toward peace-loving India� most grossly violated the common understanding in the communist world arrived at by the 81 Parties Conference in 1960 in relation to peaceful coexistence and attitude to newly liberated countries and the question of war and peace. Socialist China has fallen victim to narrow nationalistic considerations at the cost of the interests of world peace and anti-imperialism in its attitude towards India.� This statement provoked the resignation of three leftists from the Central Secretariat of the CPI.[675] A couple of months later, E. M. S. Nambooripad, who had by then aligned himself with the leftwing, was forced to resign as Secretary-General of the CPI.[676]
However, it was November 1964 before a formal split in the party took place, with formation of the Communist Party of India (Marxist) by the left-wingers. At that time, each of the two factions held what it claimed to be a congress of the CPI. The rightwing met in Trivandrum in Kerala, and, as reported by a Pakistani newspaper at the time, �The left-wingers of the party, which included 32 members who were expelled from the National Council of the official Communist Party, met in Calcutta, West Bengal, regarded as the stronghold of the left-affiliated members.�
The same Pakistani newspaper commented, �The split in the CPI came more over their ideological differences between the right and the left than over the Sino-Indian border dispute. While the right-wingers, led by Mr. Dange, were termed as revisionists, collaborators, the left-wingers were abused as being guided by Peking line. No doubt, the split was hastened with growing bad relationship between the Soviet Union and China.�
The founding congress of what came to be the CPM passed several resolutions that presaged a new split within the ranks. The Dacca Times article noted that �the meeting in Calcutta declared a programme which said that the new party believed in constitutional movement and peaceful transition to power. The members described the talk of an armed struggle as �infantile nonsense.�� The conference also declared that they were neither Muscovites nor pro-Peking, and urged the Governments of India and China to try for a �mutually acceptable� solution to the border dispute �in the interest of anti-imperialist movements in Asia.��[677]
In 1969 one Trotskyist source noted, �The CPI(M) had described itself as Maoist when it broke from the pro-Moscow Communist Party of India (CPI) in 1964, but has since become critical of Peking.�[678]

The Naxalbari Insurrection

Although it had owed its establishment at least in part to its support of the Chinese in the Indo-Chinese border dispute, the new Communist Party (Marxist) was by no means Maoist. Indeed, in terms of strategy and tactics, it seemed to differ but little from the CPI, at least insofar as its national leadership was concerned. Within a year it had joined coalition governments in the states of Kerala and West Bengal. Nor did it side publicly with the CPML, which was Maoist, made up particularly of younger cadres, members, and sympathizers. By early 1965, some of these leftists began to plan for a rural insurrection along classical Maoist lines in the region of Naxalbari, in the northern part of the state of West Bengal, near the borders of Nepal, Sikkim, Baluchistan, and East Pakistan.
Justus van der Kroef wrote that the principal organizer of the movement in Naxalbari, Charu Mazumdar, �originally hailed from or had lived in this area (home-ground familiarity was an obvious asset in their struggle). � For the better part of two years, Maoist CPM dissidents� developed their Naxalbari organizational infrastructure, particularly Kisan Sabha, or peasant committees.�[679]
Finally, in May 1967, incidents occurred that enabled dissident CPMers to provoke the peasant revolt they had been planning for. Kathleen Gough has described what happened: �In May 1967, share-croppers and landless laborers revolted. � Landlords refused to give up lands as they were required to do under the land reform laws, and sent armed bands against cultivators who tried to occupy the lands. � The resistance was led by local Left Communists. One policeman and ten peasants died. The Left Communist Minister of Land and Land Revenue tried to effect a compromise but was foiled by continuing battles between police and peasants. The revolt affected 42,000 people in 70 villages, over an area of 20 square miles. The United Front government condemned it as adventurist and the Left Communist Party expelled the rebels.�[680]
Justus van der Kroef has noted that leftist CPM elements �provoked or unleashed a wave of terrorist violence, beginning in April 1967 in Calcutta and throughout West Bengal,� and that this �not only was supportive of the simultaneous rising of the Naxalbari peasantry, but also presaged a new and decisive split in the Indian Communist movement.�[681]

Naxalite Insurrections 1969�1972

From the scene of their first Maoist insurrection, Naxalbari, the left-wing CPM groups came to be known popularly as �Naxalites.� In the three years or more following the Naxalbari incident, they carried out a series of other uprisings. Justus van der Kroef noted, �Not only in scattered areas of West Bengal, but also in Bihar, Uttar and Andhra Pradesh states, the movement was gaining a hold during 1968; by the end of that year the Naxalites seemed to have established a new Yenan in the Strikakulam District of Andhra Pradesh.�[682]
However, the strategy and tactics of the Naxalites in this period were marked by differences from those prescribed by Mao and carried out in the Naxalbari uprising. There was little of the extensive propagandizing and political preparation on the ground for launching a prolonged rural guerrilla war that was advocated by Mao Tse-tung. Rather, the Naxalites, or at least those led by Charu Mazumdar, resorted to what they called �annihilation of class enemies,� first in the countryside, then in some urban areas as well.[683]
The �annihilation of class enemies� policy was carried out largely by young people from the cities�often students or recent university graduates�who were sent to neighboring rural areas. One of those who had been active in these forays explained them to a British journalist.
This young man said, �I�ve seen our activist comrades at work. They enter a village and pull out the landlord. They then convene a people�s court in the village. When the people vote to execute the oppressor, our comrades hand them over to them, with his entire family. The peasant comrades hack them all to pieces. Then, with the bleeding chunks of meat our comrades inscribe the thoughts of Chairman Mao on the village walls.�
This young man continued, �The first time I ever saw this, I felt a little queasy. It was due to my petty bourgeois upbringing. The activist comrades are workers and peasants themselves, and don�t have these sentimental scruples.�[684]
However, early in 1970, Charu Mazumdar and his followers shifted their attention to the cities, particularly Calcutta. Justus van der Kroef has written that �Raids were made on universities (where the staff was often frightfully man-handled in a continuing reign of terror) and on other schools, or hospitals, on public institutions and government offices, and even on railway stations. An orgy of destruction was visited upon such buildings. Not only were books and furnishings destroyed, but the raiders seemed especially intent on vandalizing portraits, photographs, and statues of Indian national and Bengali heroes and leaders� who were seen as exemplifying the old �feudal� culture. � Mazumdar, in an address on August 15, 1970 specifically commended the Naxalite students� attacks on the universities, declaring that no new revolutionary culture or education could prevail unless the colonial and imperialist culture and school system had been eliminated. � Between April and October 1970, according to official figures, Naxalites were reportedly responsible for 108 murders and 1373 acts of lawlessness.�[685]

Emergence of CPML and Other Naxalite Groups

While these events were transpiring, the Naxalite movement was taking on organizational forms. In November 1967, at a meeting in Calcutta, an All India Coordination Committee of Revolutionaries in the CPM was established. Its purpose, according to van der Kroef, was �to proceed with the formation of a new Communist Party to be avowedly Maoist in character. This development was undoubtedly spurred on by demands in China�s media in August 1967 that a �genuinely revolutionary party of Marxism-Leninism, Mao Tse-tung thought� be established in India in view of the allegedly ripening revolutionary conditions.� In May 1968, this group changed its name to All India Coordination Committee of Communist Revolutionaries (AICCCR), which �called for a formal repudiation of all parliamentary participation in favor of an avowedly Mao-inspired, genuinely revolutionary struggle based on the Naxalbari experience.� At this time, there was circulating among the Naxalite groups a long document that �claimed that some fifty revolutionary �bases� had already been established in eight Indian states for the purpose of training peasant guerrillas. It called for a popular rising and a strategy of encirclement of the �the enemy� in standard terms.�[686]
Finally, on April 22, 1969, the hundredth anniversary of Lenin�s birth, the AICCCR was converted into the Communist Party of India (Marxist-Leninist). However, the CPML by no means completely unified the Naxalites. Justus van der Kroef noted that �the formation of the CPML was less the culmination of a spontaneous sense of unity among Indian Maoists than the consequence of a decision taken by the AICCCR in the face of opposition from other Maoist and CPM radical dissidents in Andhra Pradesh, Orissa, Bihar, Uttar Pradesh, and other states, most of whom had their own organizations or also constituted virtually autonomous branches within the CPM. Prominent Mao-oriented CPM splinter groups, like the one led by Nagi Reddy in Andhra Pradesh, declined to participate in the CPML�s founding, though they subsequently maintained an informal on-and-off liaison with the new party.�[687]
A Trotskyist source provided more information concerning the failure of the CPML to unite all of India�s Maoists. It noted that �The three centers of strength of the Naxalites are West Bengal, Andhra Pradesh, and Kerala, although they have some following in Bihar, Assam, Uttar Pradesh, and Punjab. The main Naxalite organizations in both Andhra Pradesh and Kerala have thus far kept their distance from the CPI(M-L).� This source noted that in Andhra Pradesh, Nagi Reddy had formed his own Revolutionary Communist Party, and that it had not taken part in founding the CPML.
This source also noted that even in West Bengal, not all Naxalites had joined the CPML. A rival group headed by Parimal Das Gupta, who had been a member of the AICCCR, had not participated in founding the CPLM. Das Gupta was quoted as saying that �among those who were members of the Coordination Committee when it was first set up, six supported his group, three had become inactive, while only four joined the CPI(M-L).�[688]

Ideology of CPML

However, in spite of the CPML�s failure to unite all of India�s Maoists, it remained the single most important Maoist group in India, and it maintained the Chinese �franchise� for some years. It is of interest, therefore, to look at its official ideology.
The ideology of the CPML was set forth in the resolution of its founding congress, and in some writings of its principal leader, Charu Mazumdar. The resolution proclaimed, �We stated that India is a semi-colonial and semi-feudal country, that the Indian state is of the big landlords and comprador-bureaucrat capitalists, and that its government is a lackey of U.S. imperialism and Soviet social-imperialism. The abject dependence of Indian economy on �aid� from imperialist countries, chiefly from U.S. imperialism and Soviet revisionism, the thousands of collaboration agreements, imperialist plunder of our country through unequal trade and �aid,� the utter dependence for food on Public Law 480, etc., go to prove the semi-colonial character of our society.�
The resolution�s analysis of the internal Indian situation continued: �The fleecing of the Indian people by extracting the highest rate of profit, the concentration of much of India�s wealth in the hands of 75 comprador-bureaucrat capitalists, the utilization of the state sector in the interest of foreign monopolies and domestic big business, and the unbridled freedom of the landlords to plunder and oppress the peasantry with the help of the state machinery�all go to prove that it is the big landlords and comprador-bureaucrat capitalists who run the state.�
The resolution elaborated on the type of revolution the CPML was seeking, at least in the immediate future. It said, �The Indian revolution at this stage is the democratic revolution of the new type�the people�s democratic revolution�the main content of which is the agrarian revolution, the abolition of feudalism in the countryside. To destroy feudalism, one of the two main props (comprador-bureaucrat capitalism being the other) of imperialism in our country, the Indian people will have to wage a bitter protracted struggle against U.S. and Soviet imperialism too.�
The resolution proclaimed the adherence of the CPML to China. It asserted that �socialist China is performing miracles of socialist construction. The Great Proletarian Cultural Revolution has consolidated the dictatorship of the proletariat in every sphere of life and created conditions for the emergence of the socialist man�
As for the road to power, the resolution proclaimed, �As the party of the working class, the Communist Party must take upon itself the chief responsibility of organizing the peasantry and advancing towards seizure of power through armed struggle. To fulfill this task the revolutionary Communist Party must study Chairman Mao�s thought, for it is only Chairman Mao�s thought that can bring the peasant masses into the revolutionary front, and Chairman Mao�s theory of people�s war is the only means by which an apparently weak revolutionary force can wage successful struggles against an apparently powerful enemy and can win victory.�[689]
The attitude of the CPML toward the urban working class was reflected in an article by its Chairman, Charu Mazumdar, entitled �Our Party�s Tasks Among the Workers,� which appeared in the party paper Liberation in March 1970. It began, �The Party is the organization of the workers to overthrow the class enemy by fighting offensive battles, while the trade union is their organization to fight defensive battles against the attacks of the class enemy. But, today, it is not possible for them to defend themselves with the trade union organization. Hence, it is not our task either to organize trade unions, or to bring them under control or to bother ourselves about the trade union elections. Our task is to build secret Party organizations among the workers.�
Mazumdar went on, �We should not prevent the workers from organizing trade unions where there is none. The trade union struggle will be carried on by the ordinary workers, and our Party cadres should not involve themselves in such struggles. The task of our cadres is to propagate revolutionary politics and build secret organizations.�[690]

Government Onslaught on the Naxalites

As was to be expected, the guerrilla and terrorist activities of the Naxalites brought severe governmental responses. Starting in mid-1970, the Indian national government and those of the states began massive roundups of Naxalites. It was estimated that �between June and September 1970, some 12,000 Naxalites had been arrested, that 4,000 Naxalites had been jailed in West Bengal alone, prominent leaders among them.�[691] By February 1972 it was estimated that 4,000 Naxalites had been jailed in West Bengal, 2,000 in Bihar, 1,400 in Andhra Pradesh, and 1,000 in Kerala, Uttar Pradesh, and elsewhere, and �hundreds� of them had been killed in clashes with the police.[692]
Many of those arrested in the early 1970s remained in jail for a long time, often without being brought to trial. As late as 1977, the Bombay Economic and Political Weekly said that �even now, more than 30,000 prisoners belonging to the CPI(M-L) and other such revolutionary groups, and cadres of the CPI(M-L) are languishing in different jails all over India. In West Bengal alone, the number of such prisoners could be anywhere between 15,000 and 20,000.�[693]
Government action against the Naxalites was quite effective. Sharad Jhaveri, writing in the Trotskyist Intercontinental Press, said late in 1978, �As a movement, Naxalism was almost wiped out in 1972 by Indira Gandhi. From 1972 to 1977 things were quiet all over, with the possible exception of Bhojour in West Bengal, where Vinod Misra�s group of Naxalites was trying to establish itself as Provisional Revolutionary Government.�[694]

Schisms within the Naxalites

Certainly a major factor contributing to the decline of the Naxalites was schism within the ranks. From the beginning, Indian Maoism had not been a highly centralized movement. Groups in different states operated more or less on their own, and even within the same state there might be competing Naxalite groups. We have already noted that by no means all Indian Maoists joined the CPML.
Aside from the groups that never joined the CPML, there was severe factionalism within the CPML itself. Mukund G. Untawale noted that as early as 1970, �the West Bengal state committee of the party split into two groups. The Mazumdar group now labelled the other dissident group led by Ashim Chatterji as revisionists for its subscription to the orthodox strategy of establishing �liberated zones� by means of peasant revolt.� Finally, at a meeting of the Central Committee of the CPML in November, Charu Mazumdar was expelled from the party.[695]
However, disagreements over strategy and tactics in India were not the only cause of dissension in Indian Maoist ranks. Events in China were also of some importance. Late in 1974 it was revealed that the CPML had split into a Lin Piao faction and an anti-Lin Piao faction. The former was demanding that the Chinese reveal in some detail the reasons for their repudiation of the man who had been �Mao�s successor� until his apparent defection from the Chinese leadership and subsequent death.[696]
Some notion of the degree of splintering of the Indian Maoists can be gathered from the list of Naxalite groups that the government of Indira Gandhi outlawed in July 1976 under the Emergency Rules she had instituted. According to Robert L. Donaldson, these included � CPI(M-L), both pro and anti-Lin Piao factions; United CP(M-L), the � S. N. Sing-Changra Polly group�; Andhra Pradesh Revolutionary Communist Committees; the � I. Nagy Reddy groups�; CPI(M-L), � Sunity-Ghosh-Sharmar� faction; Eastern India Zonal Consolidation Committee of CP (Communist, Leninist); the Maoist Communist Center; the Unity Center of Communist Revolutionaries of India (Marxist-Leninist); and the Center of Indian Communists. � The last-named group is apparently the newest, having been formed in December 1974 in Kerala at a convention of disgruntled members of the CPI(M) who favored a Maoist armed revolution.�[697]

The Chinese and the Indian Maoists

In the beginning the Chinese were enthusiastic about the appearance of the Naxalites in India. However, they soon became critical of the line of the CPML under the leadership of Mazumdar, and there is at least some evidence that after 1971 they increasingly lost interest in Indian Maoism.
Justus van der Kroef indicated that with the outbreak of the original Naxalbari revolt, the Chinese expressed strong support. He said, �The Peking media hailed the Naxalites, declaring their �torch of armed struggle� will not be put out. � A single spark can start a prairie fire.��[698]
This enthusiasm persisted for some time. Van der Kroef noted, �Throughout 1969 the Chinese Communist press appeared to perceive a rural tide of revolutionary militancy sweeping the Indian countryside while the �parliamentary road��represented by the Indian �revisionist� participation in state governments in West Bengal and Kerala was being repudiated. � These Chinese reports appeared to rely heavily on, and sometimes reprinted extensive excerpts from, Naxalite publications, especially the Naxalites� English-language monthly Liberation and their Bengal language weekly Deshabrati.�[699]
The factionalism within the CPML soon drew the attention of the Chinese. According to van der Kroef, �The CPML leadership crisis apparently did not go unnoticed in Peking (although the Chinese media kept silent). In July 1971 there were Indian press reports that the Chinese were �trying hard� to bring the CPML factions together and that at least one member of the CPML Central Committee had already gone to Peking the previous year and had returned with �guidelines to help the unity effort.��[700]
The Chinese were highly critical of the urban terrorist campaign of the CPML in 1970-1971. Mukund G. Untawale noted that �the CCP reportedly levelled �bitter criticism� of the �style of work� and the tactical concepts of Charu Mazumdar and of the CPI(M-L) leadership generally. The CCP argued that Mazumdar was wrong in concentrating his activities in the Calcutta urban area and neglecting the rural areas; that he had failed to consolidate the gains made in the rural areas during 1967-69; and that he had been guilty of too much centralism as well as of sectarianism.�[701]
An Indian source elaborated on the Chinese chastisement of their Indian followers. It wrote, �As early as 1970, a Naxalite group that visited China had been severely lectured about the futility of extending peasant revolts to urban action and of the programme of �annihilation of class enemies� by isolated, uncharted terrorist attacks by guerrilla groups as advocated by Charu Mazumdar. The Peking leaders also forbade the slogan � China�s chairman is our chairman and China�s path is our path.� The Chinese reportedly explained that the �world is divided into classes and nations. The proletariat of each territory is the chief representative of its country. So we cannot but take into consideration the national limits. To refer to the leader of our country as the leader of another party is against the sentiments of the nation.��[702]
The Chinese may have given up on their Indian friends as too factious and ideologically unsound. When the pro-Lin Piao/anti-Lin Piao split occurred in 1974, the principal document of the former �noted the sudden and continued silence of the Chinese CP and Peking Radio regarding the CPI(ML). �Since 1971 September till this day,� it stated, �the CPC has not had a single word to say about Naxalberi or about the CPI(ML) or about the martyrdom of our beloved leader,� Charu Majumdar.�[703]
At about the same time, Robert H. Donaldson noted, �Despairing of the party�s failure to build a mass base before launching an armed struggle, the Chinese have ceased to mention the CPI(M-L) in their publications.�[704]

Modest Revival of Naxalites

In the late 1970s there was a modest revival of the Naxalites, but on a substantially different basis than earlier in the decade. They continued to be split into rival groups, and at least some of those went so far as to give up the CPML�s total opposition to participation in elections.
In 1975, Prime Minister Indira Gandhi had declared �emergency� and proceeded to rule by decree. When she finally called elections in 1977, her Congress Party lost to the Janata Party, a coalition of anti-Congress groups. Thereafter, many of the Naxalite prisoners were released.
In late 1978, Sharad Jhaveri wrote that �among the other Naxalite groups, the best organized and most widely known is the one led by Satyanarayan Sinha, who called together various Naxalites working in Punjab, Uttar Pradesh, and Bihar and tried to convince them that the March 1977 Congress Party defeat, had brought a �qualitative change� in the Indian situation. � The Sinha group also advocated participation in parliamentary, state and panchayet (village council) elections. Several Naxalites, such as Santosh Rana, are elected members of such bodies.�
Jhaveri also noted, �The Naxalite groups and individuals, as is the case with all the left parties in the country, are divided over their attitude towards the Janata Party and its government. The majority of groups regard it as �comprador� and see the government as a collaborator with U.S. imperialism. These groups believe that, in place of what they describe as the naked capitalistfeudal dictatorship of Indira Gandhi, the new government will tolerate dissent as long as its political power is not threatened.�
According to Jhaveri, only one Naxalite group, led by Vinod Misra, was still trying to carry out guerrilla activity�in a �sixteen-square-mile stretch of forest� where they �receive shelter and sustenance from local villagers.�[705]
However, even the Vinod Misra group apparently abandoned guerrilla activity. Walter Andersen noted in 1980, �Two of the more prominent groups are the Santosh Rana group and the Virod Misra group. � The two disagree over participation in the parliamentary elections. The former will apparently run candidates, although with no greater enthusiasm. The more radical Misra is generally opposed. It is unlikely that any CPI-ML candidate will win, although CPI-ML support for other candidates in certain constituencies may have some marginal influence on the outcome.�[706]
During this period, at least some of the Naxalites abandoned their previous aversion to working in the organized labor movement. In July 1977 the Trotskyist periodical Intercontinental Press reported a strike of miners in Madhya Pradesh state led by �alleged members or sympathizers� with the CPML, who formed their own union in opposition to one affiliated with the All India Trade Union Congress, the trade union federation controlled by the pro-Moscow Communist Party.[707]
The Naxalites continued to be divided in numerous factions in the 1980s. Walter K. Andersen reported in 1982 that �The much splintered radicals (sometimes referred to as �Naxalites�) are more ideologically divided than before, in part because of policy shifts in post-MaoChina. Some of the groups now look to Albania as the center of communist orthodoxy (for example, the Communist Chadar Group), a few have taken an independent Maoist line (the pro-Lin Piao faction); but most are still pro-Chinese.�[708]
This situation had not changed half a dozen years later. In 1988, Walter K. Andersen wrote, �Some of these parties have retained their revolutionary orientation and others have begun to operate by the rules of India�s parliamentary system. Radical Naxalite activity is reported to be growing in West Bengal, Bihar, and Andhra Pradesh. Perhaps the most violent group is the People�s War Group operating in the Telangana region of Andhra Pradesh. It has reportedly been involved in a number of direct encounters with the state police and has built substantial support base by distributing land to the peasantry.�[709]
One Naxalite group, the Central Reorganization Committee, Communist Party of India (Marxist-Leninist), joined in the effort to establish an �international� of orthodox Maoist parties, loyal to the Gang of Four. It signed the communiquę issued in the autumn of 1980 calling for establishment of such a grouping.[710] Its periodical, Mass Line, after denouncing the �Teng Hsiaoping and Co.� regime in China, as well as �Albanian revisionism,� said that �the communiquę marks a historic victory for the revolutionary forces,� adding, �It would be possible only if a principled struggle on defending Mao Tse-tung Thought emerged victorious.�[711]
However, although in March 1992 the Central Reorganization Committee, Communist Party of India (Marxist-Leninist), was still listed as a member of the Revolutionary Internationalist Movement by that group�s periodical, A World to Win, that same periodical carried a polemic over a decision of the Indian party �to dissolve its all India structure� transforming existing State units into national parties and forming a coordination committee.� That decision had been accompanied by an article by the leader of the Central Reorganizing Committee, K. Vanu, attacking �Marxist-Leninist fundamentalism.�[712]

Conclusion

The Sino-Soviet dispute was instrumental in bringing about a three-way split in Indian Communism. However, the first group to break away from the traditional Communist Party of India (which remained loyal to the Soviet party)�that is to say, the Communist Party of India (Marxist)�soon abandoned whatever sympathy it may have had for Maoism, and proclaimed itself neutral in the contest between the Chinese and Soviet parties. It also participated with some success in Indian parliamentary politics, particularly in the state of West Bengal, and in 1996 for the first time entered the Indian national government as a junior partner.
The evolution of the Communist Party of India (Marxist) gave rise to the breakaway of CPM groups in various states, some of which formed the Communist Party of India (Marxist-Leninist). However, the CPML never was a highly centralized organization, and did not have the support of all the adherents of Mao Tse-tung Thought.
The CPML and some of the other Maoist groups did attempt to launch guerrilla war in various parts of the country in the late 1960s and early 1970s, and the main body of the CPML also launched a campaign of urban terrorism in 1970-1971. However, this was largely suppressed by the government of India and those of the various states, a process undoubtedly aided by the splintering of the Maoist movement itself.
Indian Maoism was abandoned by the Chinese much earlier than they abandoned such movements in most of the rest of the world. According to testimony of the Indian Maoists, that took place as early as 1971.
Although what had been Indian Maoism experienced a modest revival in the late 1970s and thereafter, it no longer was engaged primarily in either rural or urban guerrilla activity. At least some Indian Maoists went so far as to participate in elections, something they had strongly condemned a decade earlier.


Maoism in Indochina

Before World War II, the French colonial area of Indochina consisted of four parts. In the southwest was the Kingdom of Cambodia, spreading east from Thailand; north of that, bordering China and Thailand, was the Kingdom of Laos. Along the South China Sea were the Kingdom of Annam in the north, centering on Hanoi, and the colony of Cochin China, with its capital in Saigon, in the south.
After the war, the Kingdom of Annam and Cochin China were officially merged as Vietnam, although after the French were driven out in 1954, Vietnam was divided into two separate republics, until the end of the Vietnam War in 1975. Thereafter, the Indochina region consisted of Vietnam, Cambodia (Kampuchea), and Laos.
Before the arrival of the French in the last decades of the nineteenth century, the whole Indochina area had owed a titular allegiance to China. With the emergence of Communism in the area after World War II, the historic relationships of each of the three countries of the region with China, and with one another, had more to do than did ideology with the positions the respective Communist parties took with regard to the Sino-Soviet quarrel.
Put all too succinctly, the Vietnamese and Laotians, as China�s immediate neighbors, nursed traditional fears of Chinese efforts to dominate them. The Cambodians had similar apprehensions about the supposed Vietnamese desire to control them and their land.
The Communist movement in Indochina made its appearance in 1930 with the establishment, under the leadership of Ho Chi Minh, of the Communist Party of Indochina (CPI). Yuri Antoshin, writing in the New Times of Moscow, sketched the evolution of that party: �Its Second Congress, held in February 1951, decided that a separate party should be formed in each state of those three countries. In Vietnam, the CPI�s cause was continued by the Working People�s Party, renamed the Communist Party of Vietnam in 1976. Some 300 former CPI members, meeting in Laos in March 1955, founded the Marxist-Leninist People�s Party, renamed the Lao People�s Revolutionary Party in February 1972. The First Congress of the Communist Party of Kampuchea, attended by 21 delegates, took place secretly in Phnom Penh at the end of September 1960.�[713]
So long as the Vietnam War was in progress�first against the French, then the civil war between the Communist regime in the north and a U.S.-backed anticommunist regime in the south�the Vietnamese Communists tried to avoid taking sides in the SinoSoviet conflict. The Vietnamese Communist regime desperately needed political, diplomatic, and particularly military help from both the Soviet Union and China. We have noted elsewhere in this volume that at least some foreign Maoists considered that the Vietnamese refusal to support establishment of a Maoist Communist International was to be major factor in the Chinese leadership�s failure to set up such an organization.
Once the U.S. forces were driven out, and South Vietnam had been overrun by the Communists, ancient Sino-Vietnamese rivalries surfaced once again. These culminated in actual armed conflict in 1979. Thereafter, the Vietnamese sided strongly with the Soviet party and the government in its quarrel with the Chinese, and provided the USSR with military bases, until the collapse of the Soviet Union.
Much the same thing happened insofar as Laos was concerned. Arthur J. Domen wrote in 1980, �The Beijing reactionaries� were blamed for disrupting the �trend of peace and security� that had prevailed in Indochina after the 1975 Communist takeovers. � Following China�s attack on Vietnam in February, Lao-Chinese relations all but broke down completely. In an interview with Pravda, Kaysone (Kaysone Phomivihan, head of the Laotian CP) made the point that China was to blame: �The main threat to our revolutionary gains now comes from China, which is pursuing a policy of expansion and great-power chauvinism. The situation on the Lao-Chinese border remains tense.�[714]
Only in Cambodia (Kampuchea) did there arise a party that took the Chinese side, and that was in turn was supported by the Chinese. With the acquiescence of the Chinese, the Cambodian Communists, or Khmer Rouge, carried out one of the most bizarre social experiments organized by any Communist regime anywhere.
Until the overthrow (with U.S. support) of Prince Norodom Sihanouk, who had turned a blind eye to the North Vietnamese use of Cambodia�s eastern provinces as a route to transport men and supplies to their forces in South Vietnam, and the establishment of the regime of General Lon Nol, early in 1970, the Vietnamese had not encouraged Communist guerrilla activities against the Cambodian regime. However, after March 1970 they did so, and it was reported that by 1975, there were as many as 50,000 Communist-led Khmer Rouge troops fighting against the Lon Nol government.
In April 1975, the Khmer Rouge captured the Cambodian capital, Phnom Penh, a city of about 2 million people. Sidney Schanberg wrote in the New York Times about what happened next: �Using loudspeakers, or simply shouting and brandishing weapons, they swept through the streets, ordering people out of their houses. At first we thought the order applied only to the rich in villas, but we quickly saw that it was for everyone as the streets became clogged with a sorrowful exodus. In Phnom Penh, two million people suddenly moved out of the city en masse in stunned silence. � Hospitals jammed with wounded were emptied, right down to the last patient. They went�limping, crawling, on crutches, carried on relatives� backs, wheeled on their hospital beds.�[715]
Fred Feldman and Steve Clark, writing in the Trotskyist Intercontinental Press, described the wider scope of this move by the Khmer Rouge. They wrote, �Similar forced evacuations were carded out in other cities, including Battambang and the port of Kompong Som. At least 3 million people were involved in the exodus. How many died is unknown. But adequate medical care�already much reduced by war and U.S. cutoff of aid�was almost impossible to obtain. The urban population was scattered against its will over the countryside and set to work growing rice, repairing dikes, building dams and canals, digging irrigation ditches, and carving out other projects aimed at restoring and extending agricultural production.�[716]
Feldman and Clark went on, �In its drive to restrict consumption and accumulate a surplus to fund� industrialization, on the other hand, the Khmer Rouge apparatus eliminated most public education; nearly abolished professional health care and hospitals; closed libraries and other cultural institutions; ended phone and mail service; stopped publishing books or newspapers; and slashed recreation and entertainment. Labor was intensified to an extreme. The twelve-hour day was institutionalized.�[717]
The Khmer Rouge regime, led by Pol Pot, was outspokenly Maoist. Peter A. Poole noted that after Mao�s death there was �a carefully arranged memorial ceremony for Mao Tse-tung in Phnom Penh. The Chinese ambassador, who was present, also stated that the Cambodian Revolutionary Organization was Marxist-Leninist and �fraternal� party to the Chinese Communist Party.�[718]
The Khmer Rouge regime soon developed border disputes with Vietnam. In April 1978, Lowell Finley commented on these problems. He noted, �The Vietnamese have released some very detailed accounts of Cambodian attacks. They released photos that were taken in the spring of 1977 in border areas which show villages destroyed and people dismembered and disemboweled, allegedly by Cambodian forces. It�s very difficult to really judge the charges that have come out.�[719]
Finley elaborated on the factors lying behind the border incidents. He said, �It�s not a �simple� border dispute. There�s a definite element in it of disagreement over which maps to use and exactly where border markers should be. But behind it lies a long history of hostility between the two countries that goes back centuries�and of relations between the two Communist movements in Cambodia and Vietnam. There�s also an element of conflict in the background between the Soviet Union and China.�[720] He added, concerning the Khmer Rouge, �Although the current leaders are Marxists, they still identify with the past and feel that there is a national glory that they want to recapture.�[721]
The Khmer Rouge remained in power until January 1979. In the previous month, �the Vietnamese news agency reported that an organization, the Kampuchean National Front for National Salvation, had been formed, held a congress, and elected a fourteen member Central Committee headed by Heng Samrin. The news agency also reported that the National Front through its military arm, the Kampuchean Revolutionary Armed Forces, had as its goal the overthrow of the Pol Pot regime.�[722]
Of course, it was the Vietnamese Army, rather than Cambodian rebels, that ousted the Khmer Rouge regime, and installed one headed by Heng Samrin. That move began a thirteen-yearlong occupation of Cambodia by the Vietnamese.
However, the Khmer Rouge continued to control some border areas of Cambodia, and to conduct guerrilla operations against the Vietnamese-backed regime. Furthermore, the Chinese continued to back the Pol Pot group. Peter A. Poole wrote in 1980 that �Pol Pot and some of his colleagues who survived the invasion continued to receive arms and supplies from China, enabling them to continue to harass Vietnam�s army of occupation.�[723]
The Pol Pot forces called the part of Cambodia that they controlled Democratic Kampuchea (DK), and their party the Party of Democratic Kampuchea. Justus van der Kroef wrote in 1991, �Pol Pot (Saloth Sar), whose exact whereabouts rarely are reported, continues to be� principal military strategist and chairman of the DK�s obscure � Institute of Military History.�� There is considerable evidence that the top command structure remains in the hands of an inner circle. � This group consists of Ieng Sary, a onetime senior Politburo member of the Khmer Rouge or Kampuchean Communist Party (KCP) and the DK�s latest interior minister.�[724]
In 1996, the Khmer Rouge suffered a severe setback. According to Geoffrey Hainsworth, �Threats from Khmer Rouge guerrillas were dramatically reduced in 1996 with the defection on August 8, of Ieng Sary, Khmer Rouge leader Pol Pot�s close associate and former brother-in-law. Ieng Sary was followed by two division commanders� who brought with them at least 1,000 troops. � And after long and intricate negotiations, an agreement in principle was reached to merge the disaffected troops into the national Army.�[725]
In June 1997, it was reported that Son Sen, who had been Pol Pot�s Minister of Defense during the period in which the Khmer Rouge had controlled Cambodia, had been assassinated, together with ten members of his family, on orders of Pol Pot. At the same time, three other members of the �inner circle� around Pol Pot were reported to have been taken as �hostages,� including the titular leader of the Khmer Rouge, Khieu Samphan, who had allegedly been negotiating to surrender to Cambodian government military forces.[726]

Indonesian Maoism

In 1965 the Communist Party of Indonesia (PKI or CPI) was the largest Communist Party in any country in which the Communists were not the ruling party. It had grown from 7,910 members in 1951 to 2.5 million by early 1963. By the latter year, it controlled apparently powerful mass organizations. According to the then Secretary-General of the CPI, D. N. Aidit: �The progressive organizations of the revolutionary masses have also grown rapidly. Of the 4 million organized workers, 1.2 million joined the All-Indonesian Central Organization of Trade Unions (SOBSI). � The peasant movement has made very encouraging progress. In the short period of one year, the membership of the Indonesian Peasant Front has risen from 4.6 million to 6.3 million. The People�s Youth and the Indonesian Women�s Movement each has 1.5 million members. Other progressive organizations-of artists, writers, scientists and university students�have also expanded rapidly.�[727] The total population of Indonesia at that time was about 100 million.
In spite of its apparent potency, the Communist Party of Indonesia was almost totally destroyed in October 1965, after the Indonesian Army, following a frustrated left-wing revolt of some relatively junior officers backed by the Communists, launched one of the most ruthless anticommunist purges ever carried out anywhere. Subsequently, President Ahmed Sukarno admitted that 87,000 people had been killed; other estimates were as high as 500,000 fatalities.[728] Hundreds of thousands were arrested and kept in jail for many years, and late in 1966 it was estimated that there were 350,000 political prisoners in Indonesia, victims of the military�s anticommunist persecution.[729] Most of the party�s leaders were among those killed.
After this horrendous catastrophe, what remained of the Indonesian Communist Party split into pro-Soviet and pro-Chinese factions. In order to understand that split, it is necessary to sketch the nature of the PKI line during the decade and a half preceding October 1965.

The PKI�Sukarno Alliance

The rather meteoric rise in the membership and political strength of the Communist Party of Indonesia had come about largely through the formation of an alliance between President Ahmed Sukarno, who had been head of the Indonesian Republic since its proclamation in August 1945, upon the surrender of the Japanese at the end of World War II, and the PKI. This alliance followed a period in which the Communists had been anything but friendly to the president.
Although the first cabinet of President Sukarno had been headed by a Communist, Amir Sjarifudin, it was soon maneuvered out of office by forces in the Indonesian Republican government that opposed the Communists.[730] Then, although the Communists continued to lead some of the guerrilla groups that were fighting against the Dutch, who were struggling to regain the former Dutch East Indies, a struggle that continued for about four years, they had no part in the national administration.
This period culminated in an attempted Communist uprising against the Indonesian Republican government. Bernard Kalb said, �In September 1948, the PKI leader Musso returned from a 20-year exile in Moscow and led the Party into the disastrous Meduan uprising. There are different versions of the uprising�s origin; it may well be that the attempt to disarm a Communist unit led to a revolt that the PKI felt it had to support. In any case, the consequence was a half-decade of relative impotence for the Party, until new leadership plus a turn of the political wheel gave the PKI an opportunity for new growth.�[731]
The PKI suffered considerably at the hands of the Indonesian regime following the Meduan uprising. It experienced another wave of persecution in 1951 under a cabinet headed by a conservative Muslim Prime Minister, Sukiman.[732]
Also in 1951 a new leadership emerged in the PKI, headed by D. N. Aidit, a man in his thirties.[733] He brought with him several people about his own age. They remained in control of the PKI until the disaster of October 1965.
The Aidit group formed the alliance with President Sukarno. This began in 1953, when Communist members of Parliament gave �unqualified support� to the new Prime Minister, Ali Sastroamidjojo, a member of Sukarno�s Nationalist Party, providing him the majority needed against the opposition Masjumi and Socialist parties. Tillman Durdin wrote in the New York Times in December 1954, �The Communists formerly denounced President Sukarno as an �imperialist tool,� but during the last year have had good things to say about him. Lately the Peiping radio has lauded the President.�[734] In 1957, President Sukarno included some Communists in a new �national council� that he established.[735]
In 1959 the Communists supported President Sukarno�s suspension of the constitution, suppressing of Parliament, and launching of �guided democracy.� A month after this event, Sukarno made a speech that came to be known as the Political Manifesto. Subsequently, this speech was adopted by an appointed Provisional People�s Consultative Conference as �the Outline of State Policy.� In 1963, D. N. Aidit said of this document, �This was an important event in the Indonesian people�s revolutionary struggle for it meant that the concept of the basic questions of the Indonesian revolution had been accepted, and embodied in an official document of the state.�[736] Aidit also argued that �we can draw the conclusion that resolute implementation of the Political Manifesto is tantamount to implementing the Programme of the CPI. The Indonesian Communists, therefore, must resolutely carry out the Political Manifesto and set an example in doing so.�[737]
Aidit explained the theoretical basis of the strategy and tactics of the PKI under his leadership. He said, �The CPI has advanced the theory that there are three forces existing in Indonesia, namely, the progressive force, the middle force, and the diehard force. � The Party�s line towards these three forces is to develop the progressive force, unite with the middle force and isolate the diehard force. While uniting with the middle force, the Party also conducts struggles against it. The Party unites with the middle force in order to oppose imperialism and feudalism. But the Party struggles against this middle force if it wants to weaken the independence of the Party and of the working people�s movement or if it wavers in the struggle against imperialism and feudalism.�[738]
In the early 1960s, according to Aidit, the Communists were agitating �for the formation of a Gotong Royong cabinet with NASAKOM as its fulcrum.� It was explained that Gotong Royong was �an expression signifying all forces working together in unity,� and that NASAKOM �expresses the unity between the three main political trends in Indonesian society: NAS, Nationalists; A, religious groups; KOM, Communists.�[739]
The PKI also endorsed the �five principles,� or Pantjasila, that President Sukarno had put forward soon after establishment of the Indonesian Republic. Aidit commented on this that �Another concept which also reflects national unity and NASAKOM unity is embodied in Pantjasila or the Five Principles. The five principles are: 1) Belief in One God; 2) Humanism or Internationalism; 3) Nationalism or Patriotism; 4) Democracy; and 5) Social Justice. The CPI supports and upholds Pantjasila in spite of the fact that one of the principles is �Belief in One God,� because Pantjasila combines the various trends existing in society, rather than tries to replace the philosophy of those who support it. The Party, therefore, resolutely opposes the attempts of some people to make one of the Five Principles the chief one. Pantjasila must be accepted as a whole, and as a whole it is a means of unity. This point is frequently stressed by President Sukarno, the sponsor of Pantjasila.�[740]
In view of what happened about two years later, it is important to note what D. N. Aidit had to say about the Indonesian Army, when speaking before a meeting in Peking in September 1963. He said, �Today there are no enemy armed forces in Indonesia; there are only armed forces of the republic of Indonesia which were born shortly after World War II in the anti-fascist struggle and the national democratic revolution. In building these forces, the working class and the CPI played an important role. They are not reactionary armed forces. It can be seen from their inception that they have been anti-fascist, democratic and anti-imperialist in character. The duty of the CPI is, therefore, to closely unite the people and the armed forces, so that in any crisis the armed forces, or their greater part, will stand firmly on the side of the people and revolution.�[741]
The apparent closeness of the CPI to President Sukarno was indicated in a comment by Aidit in May 1965 at the celebration of the forty-fifth anniversary of the Communist Party of Indonesia. He said, �Among us� is Bung Karno, Brother Sukarno. The clear sky above is witness to it. Thousands of eyes see him. Millions of people are listening to him on the radio and watching on their TV screens. � Sukarno�s portrait hangs beside those of Marx, Engels, Lenin and Stalin.�[742]

The PCI and the Sino-Soviet Split

As the split between the Soviet and Chinese Communist parties became more and more clear after 1959, the Communist Party of Indonesia sought desperately not to take sides. In March 1963, the CPI sent letters to both the Soviet and the Chinese parties that started, �Dear Comrades! The eyes and hearts of the proletariat, the laboring people and Progressives of all countries turn toward your two parties. They are full of hope and believe that your two parties will fulfill their hopes.�[743]
In 1963, D. N. Aidit told a group at the Party School of the Kwangtung Provincial Committee in Canton, China, �I am making this trip abroad at the invitation of the Central Committee of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union and the Central Committee of the Communist Party of China. Besides visiting the Soviet Union and China, I have visited Cuba and the German Democratic Republic.�[744]
Earlier in that month, Aidit had talked before the Higher Party School of the Central Committee of the Chinese Communist Party. There he had made a strong plea for the unity of the International Communist Movement. He started this part of his discourse by saying, �If we talk about the international communist movement, it is for no other purpose than strengthening the unity of the movement on the basis of Marxism-Leninism.�[745]
Aidit commented, �It is quite natural that there are differences of opinion in the international communist movement which includes more than ninety Marxist-Leninist parties led by thousands of Central Committee members. This is particularly so since many comrades like to exaggerate the differences rather than give priority to the identity of views. They do not put principal questions first and cannot restrain themselves when another Communist Party holds different views on questions which are not basic, or on basic questions, but the settlement of which can be postponed. The imperialists and revisionists, of course, utilize this situation to aggravate these differences and for the time being they have succeeded in causing a rift in the international communist movement.�[746]
A bit later, when he attacked �revisionists,� he used only the Yugoslavs as an example. He concluded his discussion of �revisionism� by saying, �Therefore, as is stressed in the 1960 Statement, it remains our obligatory task resolutely to expose the modern revisionists, Yugoslavia.�[747]
Aidit stressed the �independent attitude� of the CPI in the face of the Sino-Soviet split. He said, �It is the policy of the CPI to put all the available material on the international communist movement within the reach of all, in order that they can use the approach of the CPI to the questions of the international Communist movement to study and discuss this material in a critical spirit.�[748]
The Indonesian Secretary-General appealed to the Chinese and Soviet parties to overcome their differences. He said, �You comrades are already quite familiar with the attitude of the CPI towards the current problem in the international communist movement. The CPI was one of the first Marxist-Leninist parties to propose that talks be held between the Soviet and Chinese parties. We are therefore glad that talks between the Soviet and Chinese Parties were held in July, and that they were not terminated but will be resumed in the future. Since we are aware of the seriousness of the questions at issue and their essence, we do not hope for more than this.�[749]

Splintering of the PKI after October 1965

After the virtual liquidation of the Indonesian Communist Party, what was left of it, largely in exile, split into rival factions, a pro-Soviet group based in Moscow and a pro-Chinese one operating in both Peking and Tirana, Albania. Within the country, an underground organization was apparently reestablished, aligned with the Chinese faction, but it was liquidated by government forces in 1968.
Jay B. Sorenson, writing in the Far Eastern Economic Review in June 1969, recounted what happened to the underground group. He said, �In the spring of 1967 it had become clear Peking was helping the remnants of the scattered and outlawed PKI to reorganize. Beginning in the spring of 1967 they began to regroup in Eastern Java and apparently were planning a Vietnamtype guerrilla war. Peking at the time gave constant encouragement with frequent radio and news broadcasts, and called for �revolutionary armed struggle� in Sumatra, Kalimantan and Java. Mid-1968 attempts to fan uprisings in rural areas were hailed in Peking as �victorious� application of Mao�s strategy of struggle in the countryside. Through the PKI campaign of insurgency, China delineated a policy toward the Suharto regime; unlike Moscow, Peking did so in disregard of caution and of any improved relations with Djakarta it might have sought as an Asian power.�
Sorenson described the denouement of this attempt to organize a guerrilla underground movement by pro-Chinese remnants of the PKI. He wrote, �Last summer the Indonesian army initiated a six-week campaign against the PKI. Acting on a tip some say came from the Soviet diplomatic mission, the Army swept into newly prepared guerrilla bases in the dusty Eastern Javan hills around Blitar and destroyed them. What first appeared only a minor skirmish turned into a major political victory. Eight of a 10-man new politburo were killed. Olean Autopea, the reputed successor to Aidit, was the chief victim. From 1,000 to 2,000 Communists were reported killed or captured.�[750]
The Blitar guerrilla effort apparently was the last that the Maoist Indonesian Communists were able to undertake in the heart of the country. Thereafter, there was Communist guerrilla activity only in the �boundary area between Indonesian West Kalinantan and the Malaysian state of Sarawak.�[751] It was reported in 1974 that �Little is known of the direct relationships of any existing underground in Indonesia and the exiled groups, although it is believed by Indonesian military intelligence that the ethnic Chinese communist insurgents in West Kalimantan (Borneo) maintain more or less regular contact with the �Delegation of the Central Committee of the PKI� in Peking.�[752]

The Exile Maoist PKI

In 1973, Justus van der Kroef sketched the nature of the pro-Chinese PKI exile groups. He wrote, �In Peking, the �Delegation of the Central Committee of the PKI� is led by Jusuf Adjitorop, who before the 1995 rising was a member of the party�s Politburo and who being then in Peking for medical treatment remained there, thus escaping the anti-communist purge. Djawoto, the former Indonesian ambassador to Peking, is now secretary general of the Peking-sponsored Afro-Asian Journalists� Association in the Chinese capital. He links the �Delegation� with other �Delegations� or Chinese party front-groups, most of them little more than paper organizations, like the � Federation of Indonesian Students� and the � Indonesian Organization for Afro-Asian People�s Solidarity,� the latter headed by Ibrahim Isa. The total Indonesian community in and around the �Delegation� now numbers at the most around 300. It includes students, former diplomats and officials and their families, journalists, and PKI front-group cadres who have escaped since 1965.�
Professor van der Kroef also commented on the Indonesian Maoist group in Albania. He wrote, �In Tirana, Albania, there are about 40 Indonesian Communists, of whom about half are connected with a largely paper organization, the �Indonesian Students Association in Albania.� The Albania-based group frequently appears to act as a spokesman for the Peking-domiciled PKI faction.�[753]
In 1980, Professor van der Kroef commented about the PKI group in Albania, �A few still live in Tirana, where the faction�s principal journals, Indonesian Tribune and API, are published. Some members, because of the current strain in Sino-Albania relations, have left Tirana, and this has affected the frequency of the group�s publications.�[754]
By 1977, the �Delegation� of the PKI in Beijing had dropped that title, and referred to itself only as the Communist Party of Indonesia. It had begun to publish a new periodical, Voice of the People of Indonesia.[755]
The Indonesian Maoists frequently attacked their pro-Soviet counterparts. Thus, in a statement on May 23, 1974, commemorating the PKI�s fifty-fourth anniversary, Jusuf Adjitorop issued a statement in which he said that the party was �faced with a �handful of Indonesian revisionist renegades� who were being �manipulated by the Soviet modern revisionist clique�.� He added, �The Indonesian revolutionaries would �resolutely rely on their own efforts,� guided by �Marxism-Leninism-Mao Tse-tung.��[756]
In the following year, in a statement celebrating the thirtieth anniversary of the Indonesian declaration of independence of August 17, 1945, Adjitorop alleged that �the �Indonesian revisionist clique� was� taking a stand �identical to that of the bourgeoisie� who are trying to sabotage the PKI and the Indonesian revolution.�[757]
The Indonesian Maoists supported the international line and policies of the Chinese regime. Thus, on May 23, 1979, a statement was issued in the name of the �Central Committee of the PKI� that �claimed that �the Indonesian communists and people� are opposed to the Vietnamese invasion of �democratic Kampuchea�� and in which Hanoi was abetted by the �Soviet hegemonists.�� This statement also expressed opposition to the Vietnamese �provocations and violations� of the frontier with China. It applauded the ��great efforts of the Chinese people� led by the Communist Party of China in its program of modernization and �socialist development.��[758]
As for the Chinese Communists, although they continued to support their Indonesian allies, the intensity of this support seems to have varied from time to time. In 1977 it was reported that �Although in principle Peking remains supportive of the pro-Mao PKI �Delegation,� Chinese media now only occasionally carry reports or statements of the �Delegation,� compared with their coverage five to ten years ago. At the same time, the clandestine radio transmitting of the Peking-oriented Communist Party of Malaya, the �Voice of the Malayan Revolution,� is increasingly being used to disseminate policy statements or congratulatory messages of this faction.�[759]
On the other hand, in May 1977, Hua Kuo-feng and the Chinese Politburo and Central Committee �had a well-publicized meeting with and tendered a banquet to Adjitorop described as �Secretary of the PKI Central Committee.�� It was the first time in many years that such an official gesture of approbation had been given the Maoist PKI faction.�[760]
In 1982, Justus van der Kroef noted that Jusuf Adjitorop was still the leader of the pro-Beijing faction of the PKI and that �The Chinese faction�s publications, Indonesian Tribune and API, originally published in Tirana, have become steadily less frequent as a result of cooling Sino-Albanian relations. Beijing does not appear to encourage their publication.�[761]
Three years later, in 1985, Jeanne S. Mintz reported, �The PKI remains a shadow party with no known organization inside Indonesia, and information about its adherents abroad is extremely limited. � The Beijing wing of the party appears to have more opportunity for impact on events in Indonesia through contact with the numerous Indonesian visitors to China. However, although the Indonesian government remains suspicious of PRC assistance to Communists in Indonesia, nothing is heard of the PKI leadership in Beijing.�[762] Late in the 1980s, Jusuf Adjitorop was still listed as Secretary-General of the PKI group based in Beijing.[763]

Maoist PKI Criticisms of the PKI Policies under Aidit

In retrospect, the Indonesian Maoists were very critical of the leadership of the PKI under D. N. Aidit between 1951 and 1965. One of the most important documents embodying this criticism was the so-called otokritik or self-criticism, issued when the Maoist faction Politburo was still functioning in Indonesia in 1967. Its presumed author was Sudiaman, �a prominent Politburo member who was subsequently arrested and executed.�[764]
A key part of the Otokritik claimed, �The Party leadership went so far as to accept without any struggle the recognition of the Bung Karno (i.e. Sukarno) as the Great Leader of the Revolution and the leader of the �people aspect� in the state power of the Republic of Indonesia. In the articles and speeches of the party leaders it was frequently said that the struggle of the PKI was based not only on Marxism-Leninism, but also on the �teachings of Bung Karno� and the PIC made rapid progress because it realized Bung Karno�s idea of Nasakom unity (i.e. the unity of nationalist, religious and Communist political forces in Indonesia). Even the people�s democratic system in Indonesia was said to be in conformity with Bung Karno�s main ideas. � Thus the Party leadership did not educate the working class and the rest of the working people on the necessity to place the leadership of the revolution in the hands of the proletariat and their Party, namely the PKI.�[765]
The �self-criticism� document even alleged that in the 1951�1965 period the PKI had veered away from being a Leninist type of party. It said, �The line of liberalism in the organizational field was shown in the tendency to make the PKI a party with the largest possible number of militants, a soft organization, which was called a mass party.�
The document went on to say, �The mass character of the Party is not manifested principally in the great number of its militants, but in its close relationship with the masses, in its political line which defends the interests of these, or in other words in its application of the line of the masses. And the Party can persist in the line of the masses only if it adheres firmly to the requirements which determine the role of the Party as the vanguard detachment, if there are formed in it the best elements of the proletariat and it arms itself with Marxism-Leninism. Consequently, it is impossible to constitute a Marxist-Leninist party with a mass character without paying attention to Marxist-Leninist education. � During recent years, the PKI followed a line of Party building opposed to the principles of MarxismLeninism in the organizational field.�[766]
Professor van der Kroef wrote, �The culmination of the PKI�s allegedly erroneous line under Aidit, in the Indonesian Maoists� perception today, was the party�s participation in the coup attempt. This participation resulted from the overconfidence in the party�s strength (a �leftist tendency,� according to the Otokritik), and from �an exaggeration of the results of the people�s struggle,� which led the PKI leadership in the course of 1965 to believe� in a �ripening revolutionary situation� in the country.�
In passing, Professor van der Kroef said, �The point to note here� is that the Indonesian Maoists (and indeed their pro-Soviet opponents in the Indonesian Communist movement as well) concede direct PKI involvement in the attempted� coup. The readiness with which the Indonesian Communists of whatever hue admit such involvement seems at variance from the position of some Western academic commentators on the� affair who appeared to seek to minimize PKI involvement as much as possible or else assert that the party was somehow duped into participation in the attempted coup.�[767]
Professor van der Kroef added, �Since the publication of the September 1966 otokritik, authoritative statements of the Indonesian Maoists have reasserted the failure of the August 1945 Revolution, and of the PKI erroneous line in the next decade and a half under Aidit�s leadership, as something given�a defined doctrinal position no longer in need of further explanation. � During the 1951-1965 period, one reads in a 1976 editorial in the Indonesian Maoists� main journal,� the PKI leadership pursued a path of �Right opportunism,� while, simultaneously, �revisionist� influence made itself felt in their party. This �opportunist-revisionist� tactic did immense harm to the PKI, as well as to the source of the unfinished Indonesian Revolution.�[768]

Conclusion

For almost a decade and a half in the 1950s and 1960s, the Indonesian Communist Party (PKI) was the largest and most powerful Communist party among those that were not actually in power. As the Sino-Soviet split developed, the PKI tried desperately to remain �neutral,� and called on the two rivals to join forces for the sake of the world Communist movement in general.
It was only after the PKI�s participation in an abortive military coup in 1965, which led to a countermove by the Indonesian armed forces that resulted in the deaths of hundreds of thousands of Communist members and sympathizers, and virtual obliteration of the party on Indonesian soil, that Maoism became a recognized factor among what remained of Indonesian Communism. For a short while, Maoists were able to maintain some organization within Indonesia, although that was soon destroyed. Thereafter, Indonesian Maoism was represented by exile groups in Beijing and Albania. By the 1980s, the Sino-Albanian quarrel and the general lack of interest in International Maoism on the part of the post-Mao Chinese party further limited the role of the Indonesian Maoists.


Iranian Maoism

In the decade and a half before the overthrow of the Shah in 1979, there were two Iranian Maoist groups, the membership of which consisted principally of exiles from the Shah�s regime living in Western Europe and the United States. One of these was the Revolutionary Tudeh Party or Revolutionary Organization of the Tudeh Party, which was established in 1965 by a group of people who had been expelled from the pro-Moscow Iranian Communist Party, the Tudeh. The other was the Organization of Marxist-Leninists or Organization of Communist Marxist-Leninists, which was organized in 1967 by two members of the Central Committee of the Tudeh Party.[769] Following the overthrow of the Shah, there were at least two active Maoist groups inside Iran.
According to the Teheran newspaper Kayhan International, published during the Shah�s regime, the Revolutionary Organization of the Tudeh Party originated among Iranian students in California. The writer noted that �this organization was established mainly in the United States, expanded there and its activities in the United States among Iranian students is much greater than other Iranian communist groups.� Members of this Maoist group were reported to dominate the 23rd Congress of the Federation of Iranian Students in the United States, in which their principal opposition came from the Trotskyites.[770]
The Revolutionary Organization published a paper, Red Star, and by the middle 1970s it was also putting out a magazine, Communism. The Kayhan International noted, �This organization�s publication, �Communism,� is being regularly printed on good paper. It had a large circulation and a sizeable [sic] consignment of this is sent to Iran.�
Apparently the members of the group exercised considerable ingenuity in smuggling their publication into Iran. The Kayhan International noted, that �It has also been noticed that publications of this organization have recently been masterly [sic] concealed in cigarette packets and sent to Iran.� It also claimed that the Revolutionary Organization was able to establish contacts with George Habash of the Popular Front for the Liberation of Palestine, who agreed to help publish some of the Iranian group�s material and help to smuggle it into Iran.
The Revolutionary Organization of the Tudeh Party made no secret of its adherence to Maois. According to the Kayhan International, �They emphasized their opposition to the Soviet Communists and adopted the slogan: �Chairman Mao is our chairman.��[771]
According to Kayhan International, the Organization of Communist Marxist-Leninists had its origins in a meeting of Tudeh Party dissidents at Tirana, Albania in 1964, at which they announced their separation from the party and endorsed the position of China. There was a second conference of this group sometime later, in Brussels. The group appears to have been torn by the competing attractions of the Cuban and Chines models. As a result of this conflict the pro-Chinese elements in 1967 established the Organization of Communist Marxist-Leninists. Some of the members of that group, according to pro-Shah sources, had �training� in China. Its efforts to establish a base in Iran were reportedly thwarted by the Shah�s secret police.
One thing that tended to undermine the work of the Iranian Maoists in the later years of the Shah�s regime was the diplomatic rapprochement between the Shah�s regime and that of Mao Tsetung. Both of the Iranian Maoist organizations sought to rationalize the overtures of the Chinese to the Shah.
When that rapprochement began in 1971 with an invitation from the Chinese government for the Shah�s sister, Ashraf Pahlevi, to visit China, Red Star, the organ of the Revolutionary Organization of the Tudeh Party, �acknowledged that many Iranians are puzzled by the Chinese government�s invitation to Ashraf. It asserted that the imperialists and their stooges are being forced by the revolutionary masses of the workers to recognize the Chinese government, and predicted that the shah�s regime would try to sabotage this development, which it viewed as a gain for the world revolution.�[772]Storm, the organ of the Organization of Communist Marxist-Leninists, reportedly �took the same position on China�s relations with the shah.�[773]
However, according to East German Communist sources, when the quarrel between the Albanians and the Chinese broke out, the two Iranian groups took opposite sides. The Revolutionary Organization of the Tudeh Party supported the Three Worlds Theory, whereas the Marxist-Leninist Organization denounced that theory as �revisionism and supported the Albanians.[774]
After the Iranian Revolution that brought Ayatollah Khomeini to power, at least two Maoist groups appeared inside Iran. We have no information concerning the connection of these groups with the two Maoist factions that had existed in exile before 1979.
One of these post-revolutionary organizations was the Peykar (Struggle) group. It was formed by people splitting from the leftwing Muslim group, the Mujahideen. According to the New York Trotskyist newspaper Workers Vanguard, the �Peykar had a reputation as �super� Maoists, enemies of the �Soviet social-imperialism.�� At the outbreak of the war with Iraq in 1980, the Peykar group took a Leninist position on the conflict. Its newspaper wrote, �The proletariat of Iran and Iraq should aim their guns towards their own governments. They should continue their revolutionary policy in their own revolutionary war�i.e., the overthrow of the reactionary requires an establishment of the rule of workers, peasants and other toilers.�[775]
The other Maoist group in Iran that appeared after the 1979 Revolution was the Union of Iranian Communists (UIC). It was apparently aligned with those Maoists who opposed the successors of Mao after his death.
The Union of Iranian Communists opposed both the clerical forces headed by the Ayatollah Khomeini and those lay elements that at first collaborated with the Ayatollah. Thus, an editorial in the group�s periodical Haghighat (Truth), dealing with the threat of a military coup against the revolutionary regime, accused the government party, the Islamic Republic Party, of being �in the same league with the coup engineers,� and particularly attacked Bani Sadr. Insofar as the Ayatollah Khomeini was concerned, the editorial said, �Ayatollah Khomeini is also claiming supernatural powers and is putting the fate of he country into �Allah�s hands.� But on the earth there is no Allah, and the things that are material and which you can touch and feel are in the hand of the coup plotters and those who have a hand in it.�
This editorial concluded, �As we have said many times, there is only one way to stand up to those dangers which are threatening our revolution-and that is to struggle to continue the revolution and mobilize and organize the roots of this revolution, which is the masses of toilers. The danger of a coup d�etat and the objective base of it won�t be destroyed unless the revolution goes forward and smashes this base under its wheels.�[776]
According to a statement of the Central Committee of the Revolutionary Communist Party of the United States in 1983, the UIC �emerged and developed in the 1960s and 1970s largely outside the borders of Iran among the students and intellectuals.� After June 1981, the UIC �dedicated itself to the complete overthrow of the reactionary Khomeini regime.�[777]
One result of the efforts of the Union of Iranian Communists to overthrow the Khomeini regime was an uprising organized by the party in the northern city of Amol late in 1981. According to the New York Revolutionary Worker, this uprising �liberated Amol for a day and a half and dealt the forces of the Islamic Republic some heavy blows, including killing over 250 Pasadarn (Khomeini�s �Revolutionay Guards�) and other assorted reactionaries, injuring hundreds of others, and destroying a number of the regime�s organs of power.� In the wake of the Amol uprising, between 200 and 300 leaders and members of the UIC were arrested. Twenty-two of these were tried and executed on the first annivesary of the Amol revolt.[778]
In 1982, Joseph D. Dwyer reported that two Maoist groups �appear to have small-scale, but organized support in Teheran and other urban centers.�[779] A decade later, the Revolutionary Internationalist Movement, the international organization of orthodox Maoists loyal to the Gang of Four, claimed the Union of Iranian Communists as one of its affiliates.[780]

Iraqi Maoism

The Israeli journalist Amnon Kapeliuk noted in 1959 that �In organization, number of members and influence, the Iraqi Communist Party is the strongest Communist party in the Middle East.�[781] After the overthrow of the monarchy in 1958, the Communists collaborated closely with the successor republican regime headed by General Abdul Karim el-Cassim (or Kassem), and for a while they were represented in the cabinet. Although the Communists were severely persecuted in the early years of the Baath Party regime that seized power in 1963, by 1972 the Communist Party had two members in the cabinet of President Ahmed Hassan el Bakr.[782]
The Iraqi Communist Party was closely aligned with the Soviet Union. However, early in 1968 there was a serious split in the party�s ranks, led by Aziz al-Haj Ali Haydar. The dissident group objected to the party�s efforts to negotiate a position in the Baath regime, and was reported as having launched an attempted guerrilla campaign in the marshy area of southern Iraq. According to a U.S. Trotskyist source., Aziz al-Haj�s faction, in the beginning at least, had the support of a majority of the party�s membership.[783] However, in 1964, Aziz al-Haj was captured and made a �public recantation,� a move that was officially condemned by his group.[784]
The ideological complexion of the Aziz al-Haj group was somewhat unclear. The Trotskyist source mentioned above said, �On the international level, Al-Haj�s organization (although it still tries to win the support of Moscow against the other faction) believes in independence from Moscow and in �neutrality� in the Sino-Soviet dispute. � This new group also has a lot of respect and admiration for the Cuban revolution and its leaders.�[785] A U.S. State Department source described the Aziz al-Haj group as a �Guevarist splinter.�[786]
However, that same State Department source, in reporting on a violent anticommunist campaign of the Baath regime in 1969, seemed to regard the dissidents as being pro-Chinese. It noted that �Particularly affected by the 1969 arrests, whether by design of the authorities or not is not clear, was the dissident, pro-Peking Communist faction.� This 1972 report went on, �The deep dissension between the orthodox and radical wings had already split the Iraqi Communist movement badly enough to render it ineffectual. The splinter party has been almost completely inactive for the past year.�[787]
The U.S. Trotskyist periodical Intercontinental Press noted in 1972 that the dissident Iraqi Communist group, �which politically supports the declarations of the 1972 OLAS conference, has consistently opposed the rightist policies of the Baath rulers in Iraqi. It has consequently suffered hundreds of arrests, assassinations and tortures.�[788]
Thus, it is clear that the dissident element in Iraqi Communism disagreed to a greater or lesser degree with Moscow-line orthodoxy. However, that group appears to have been torn between adherence to the Castro heterodoxy of the 1960s and the Chinese position. It cannot be clearly classified as a Maoist group.
The only certainly Maoist group in Iraq was the Iraqi Communist Party (Marxist-Leninist), the Secretary-General of which was Baha-Eddin Muri. It was founded sometime in the late 1960s, and in late 1967 or early 1968 merged with another schismatic group that had broken with the Iraqi Communist Party early in 1967.[789] No further information is available on this group.

Israeli Maoism

The Communist movement in pre-1948 Palestine, and subsequently in Israel, was traditionally anti-Zionist. It has also been subject to schism. Since 1965, the ranks of the Israel Communists have been divided into two major groups, both calling themselves the Communist Party of Israel.
At least two factors were involved in the 1965 division. One was reflected in an open letter that one faction, led by S. Mikunis, directed to the �Central Committee of the Communist and Workers� Parties.� That letter said, �It is true that most members of the C.P. of Israel are Jews, but there are also Arab members, as in the Vilmer-Toubi group the great majority are Arab members and the Jewish members are but few.�[790]
Another distinction between the two groups was noted by the New York Trotskyist publication Intercontinental Press. It said that the Mikunis group, known also as the Communist Party (Interior) �has taken a stance of relative independence from the Kremlin, and is allied with the Italian, Yugoslav and Romanian CPs.� In contrast, the �CP (Exterior)� closely follows the Moscow line.�[791]
Although �relatively independent of the CPSU, the CP (Interior) did not gravitate towards Maoism. That role was played by the Revolutionary Communist Alliance (RCA), which in 1976 was described as �a tiny Maoist group with Marius Schneider one of its articulate exponents. The group�s organ is Ma�avak (Struggle) published sporadically in Jerusalem.�[792]
In April 1973 several leaders of the Revolutionary Communist Alliance, including both Jews and Arabs, were put on trial by the Israeli government, accused of �spying for Syria.� The erstwhile Maoist newspaper Challenge (New York) published a statement by the RCA, according to which, �Once in court� our Comrades gave political declarations in which they explained their Marxist-Leninist views as well as the circumstances and conditions within which they led their revolutionary activities.�[793]
There is no indication that the Revolutionary Communist Alliance offered any significant competition to the other factions of Israeli Communism, either in the electoral field or within the organized labor movement. However, at least as late as 1982, the Revolutionary Communist Alliance was still publishing its periodical, Ma�avak (Struggle).[794] We have no information about the Israeli Maoists subsequent to that date.

Maoism in Lebanon

Maoism, when it existed in Lebanon, was always a fringe of a fringe in Lebanese politics. In 1964, a small group headed by Jamil Shatila broke away from the Communist Party of Lebanon, to establish the pro-Maoist Party of the Socialist Evolution. For some years it maintained a monthly periodical, Al-Shararah (The Spark). Subsequently, this group changed its name to Lebanese Communist Party (Marxist-Leninist).[795]
However, in 1974. Patricia Nabti reported concerning this group, �The Lebanese Marxist Communist Party, also called the Union of Marxist-Leninist Cells, was given wide newspaper coverage in mid-March 1973 when its secretary general, Jamil Shatila, published a disavowal of Maoist principles and announced the dissolution of his party. � Shatila attributed his recent action to Chinese international policy.�[796] A U.S. State Department source, reporting on this same event, said, �The Marxist-Leninist Communist Party of Lebanon (MLCPL), always minuscule, has recently broken in two and is now virtually extinct.�[797]
At least two other reportedly Maoist groups received some notice. One of these was the Lebanese Revolutionary Guard, of which it was said, �Many of its members formerly were members of the LCP. It has engaged in bank robberies and bomb throwings.�[798]
The other group was the Organization of Communist Action of Lebanon (OCAL), the Secretary General of which was Muhsin Ibrahim. It held its first congress in 1971. It was reported in 1980 that �The OCAL has consistently supported the Palestinian resistance and maintains close ties with the Democratic Front for the Liberation of Palestine. � Since its first congress, the OCAL has moderated its strong support for China in the Sino-Soviet conflict.�[799]
In 1982, it was reported that �Since its first congress, the OCAL has moderated its strong support for China in the Sino-Soviet conflict; at present it rejects loyalty either to Moscow or Beijing.�[800]

Malaysian Maoism

Malaysia was formed from three�and for a while four�former British colonies. The three are the Federation of Malaya, Sarawak, and Sabah, the last two located in Indonesia. The fourth former colony is Singapore, which, after a short association with Malaysia, separated to establish an independent city-state in 1965. Below, we shall discuss separately the Maoist Communist movements in the former Malaya and Sarawak. The case of Singapore is dealt with in a separate entry in this book. Apparently, the Communists never developed any significant presence in Sabah.
The Communist movement in Malaysia has always been predominantly made up of ethnic Chinese. That is certainly the principal reason why the Communists there have been pro-Chinese since the Sino-Soviet split.
Also, like the Communist movements in neighboring Burma and Thailand, the Communists in Malaysia, since shortly after World War II, have been engaged in guerrilla war, first against the British, whose colonies Malaysia was until the early 1960s, then against the independent state of Malaysia. In this activity, they were inspired by the Chinese example, and to a greater or less degree received encouragement from the Chinese party and government.
Another characteristic of the Maoist Communists in Malaysia was that until 1970 they did not show the tendency to splinter and divide into rival groups that was so characteristic of Maoists in many countries. However, in the 1970s two dissident groups did appear, and continued to exist throughout the decade and beyond.

Origins and Early History of Malayan Communism

The Communist Party of Malaya (CPM) was established on April 30, 1930. Justus van der Kroef has noted that its founding was �the culmination of nearly a decade of underground dispersed Communist activity among Chinese labor organizations, private school associations, and cultural and other interest groups in a number of major Malayan towns.�[801]
Until World War II, the Malayan Communists remained a small and not particularly influential group. The world conflict gave them their first chance to expand in numbers and influence.
Even before the Japanese had completely conquered Malaya in early 1942, the Malayan People�s Anti-Japanese Army began to be organized. The Associated Press wrote in September 1945, �The organization was developed largely from a merger of the Chinese Anti-Japanese Union and the Communists. Three yellow stars on the Army�s red banner symbolized the people of Malaya, the Malays, Chinese and Indians.�
The AP writer continued, �Non-communist members say that the Communist element used the Army to propagandize farmers, rubber plantation workers and villagers. Allied liaison agents as well as a number of downed American fliers sheltered by the guerrillas said they found some units more political than military.�[802]
Once the Japanese were defeated, the British reoccupied Malaya, including Singapore, and the Malayan People�s Anti-Japanese Army was demobilized in December 1945. However, as a writer in the Manchester Guardian Weekly wrote, �It was kept alive by its old comrades� association, which became increasingly Communist in outlook.�
In this period, the Communist Party functioned openly in Malaya. The Manchester Guardian Weekly writer said, �The Communist party began open activities after the liberation and was given representation in the Advisory Council then formed.�[803]
However, the British colonial administration was obviously worried by the strength of the Communists in postwar Malaya. In April 1947, the New York Times reported, �British colonial officials in Malaya have ordered the registration of secret societies. This regulation is aimed at the Chinese Communist organization, which is alleged to have caused labor disturbances in Malaya.�[804]
In June 1948 the Communists launched a guerrilla war that, in one degree or another, was to continue for four decades or more. In 1975, William D. Hartley wrote, �Malaya� had its first taste of Communist terrorism on a June morning in 1948 when three rebels burst into the office of a rubber-estate manager and shot him dead.�[805]
About two months after the first guerrilla outbreak, Malcolm MacDonald, the British Commissioner in Malaya, gave his version of what the Communists hoped to achieve at that time: �Mr. MacDonald said that the leaders expected fairly quickly to establish regions which they could proclaim as Communist territory and in each of which they would form a provisional Communist administration. The personnel and organization for these petty Governments had already been prepared.�[806]
The British retaliated by outlawing the Malaya Communist Party and three organizations it controlled. These included the union of veterans of the Malayan People�s Anti-Japanese Army.[807]
Although the Communists failed to seize any substantial part of Malaya at the outbreak of their rebellion, their guerrilla efforts were sufficiently serious for an officially declared �emergency� to be maintained for a dozen years. In 1950, F. Tillman Durdin reported in the New York Times, �A big boost to Malayan Communist hopes came with the completion of the Communist conquest of the China mainland� the Malayan insurgents foresaw the possibility of eventual direct support to their cause.�[808]

Trajectory of Malayan Communists� Guerrilla War

Justus van der Kroef sketched the evolution of the Malayan Communists� guerrilla effort. He wrote, �Between 1948 and 1960 there existed what came to be known as the �Emergency� in Malaya, as CPM guerrillas launched a fluid �people�s war� and terrorist campaign in the jungles as well as the towns. But already by the mid-fifties the insurgencies were a demonstrable failure and by the early sixties the guerrillas�numbering no more than a hundred or so, compared with 3,000 in a � Malayan People�s Liberation Army� (MPLA) in 1949�sought refuge in the jungles along the border between Thailand and Malaya.�[809]
William Hartley noted, �What the British came to call �the emergency� ultimately involved as many as 65,000 troops from British Commonwealth countries. They fought a Communist army of about 10,000 at its peak, led by Chin Peng, who had been an anti-Japanese guerrilla leader during World War II. � After a conflict that often was uncommonly brutal and vicious, a defeated Chin Peng fled into Thailand with about 600 troops.�[810]
However, their flight to the border areas did not end the guerrilla efforts of the Malayan Communists. Patrice de Beer, writing in 1971, noted, �Many serious encounters have taken place since 1968 between the Communists and the forces of order. The guerrillas, for long relegated to the Thailand frontier, renewed their activities in four states.�[811]
William D. Hartley, writing in 1975, commented that �in recent years the Communists have regrouped� Officials believe there are now about 2,000 active armed and uniformed guerrillas, although only a few hundred are permanently in the country. The rest operate with impunity out of southern Thailand.�[812]
In his 1976 annual report, the Malaysian Inspector General of Police admitted that �armed assault units of the Communist Party of Malaya� were active �astride the Thai border areas and within Peninsular Malaysia in the northern states of Kedah, Perak, Pehang and Kelantan.�[813]

Split in Communist Party of Malaya

In the early 1970s there were two serious schisms in the Communist Party of Malaya, leading to the formation of rival parties. Justus van der Kroef has sketched the origins of these two divisions in the ranks of the Malayan Maoists.
Concerning the first split in the CPM, Professor van der Kroef wrote, �the long-drawn-out nature of the people�s war had aroused distrust of the leadership of Chin Peng. As a consequence, twenty recent recruits of allegedly doubtful loyalty were assassinated by party leaders in 1967. During 1970, new fears of extensive infiltration by young Chinese recruits reportedly led to a draconian order by the CPM Central Committee that commanders of the MNLA units should kill all members thirteen years or older who had joined since 1962. Amid accusations that the Central Committee was betraying the MNLA, most of the �Eight Regiment,�� seceded from the party. Led by former CPM Kedah state committee member Yat Kong, the secessionists established a rival party calling itself the Communist Party of Malaya (Revolutionary Faction), or CPM (RF).�
Concerning the second break in the ranks of the CPM, Professor van der Kroef wrote, �Undaunted, the CPM continued to press for new purges in other MNLA �regiments,� and an even more serious secessionist movement developed in the �second district� unit of the MNLA�s Twelfth Regiment,�� a movement in which some elements of the �Eighth Regiment� joined. This second secessionist movement culminated in the establishment of the Communist Party of Malaya (Marxist-Leninist), or CPM (ML) on August 1, 1974, with its own fighting force, the MPLA. Confusingly, the name was also adopted by the CPM (RF) for its combat units.�[814]
In his 1976 annual report, the Malaysian Inspector General of Police said that there had been clashes with units of both the Communist Party of Malaya and the CPM (Marxist-Leninist).[815] In 1976, Justus van der Kroef reported that �the CPM�s guerrillas are said to have their base west of the Jungei River in Thailand�s Patani Province, while the CPM (RF) operates from the Sadao area of southern Thailand.�[816]
The two split-offs from the CPM maintained their separate identities until 1983. In that year, they were reported as joining to form the Communist Party of Malaysia.[817] The name is of interest because, traditionally, the CPM did not accept the existence of Malaysia�with its three segments, Malaya, Sarawak, and Sabah�and insisted on seeing Malaya as it had been before 1957 independence, including both the segment on the Malay Peninsula and the city of Singapore.

The Chinese and the Malayan Maoists

From the time they came to power, the Chinese Communists supported their counterparts in Malaya, morally, politically, and otherwise. And the Communist Party of Malaya gave unstinting support to the Chinese in the Sino-Soviet dispute.
Professor van der Kroef has noted that one of the most important pieces of aid that the Chinese provided for their Malayan counterparts, a broadcasting outlet, was useful not only for the CPM but also for transmitting news about Maoist parties in neighboring countries. Van der Kroef said �The CPM�s VOMR, a clandestine radio transmitter situated some 1,900 miles from the Malaysian capital in Hengyang, south of Changsha in the People�s Republic of China� is the principal medium of Malaysian communism. � Most broadcasts are in Mandarin; a few have been in Malay...�[818]
The Chinese party used appropriate occasions to underscore its continuing support of the Communist Party of Malaya, and presumably of its ongoing guerrilla activities. Thus in 1980, on the occasion of the fiftieth birthday of the CPM, the Chinese party sent a message of congratulations.[819]
Such support for the CPM certainly was an impediment to establishment of any kind of close relationship between the governments of China and Malaysia. Although diplomatic relations were established between the two countries in 1974, a decade later Malaysian officials were still emphasizing the difficulties that continuing Chinese backing of the CPM were putting in the way of �further development of bilateral relations.� Malaysian Foreign Minister Tan Sri Ghazah Shafie publicly made this point to visiting Chinese Foreign Minister Wu Xueqian in March 1984, as he also did to Chinese CP Secretary-General Hu Yaobang a few months later, when that Chinese dignitary visited Kuala Lumpur.[820]
If the Chinese party and government stayed loyal to the Communist Party of Malaya, the CPM similarly was intensely loyal to the Chinese, before and after the death of Mao Tse-tung. Thus, on the occasion of the fiftieth anniversary of the Bolshevik Revolution in November 1967, the CPM sent a message to the Chinese party that began: �It has been repeatedly proved by experience that Comrade Mao Tse-tung is indeed the Lenin of our time, that Mao Tse-tung�s thought is Marxism-Leninism at its highest in the present era, that the Communist Party of China headed by Comrade Mao Tse-tung is the standard-bearer of world revolution, and that socialist China, which upholds the great red banner of Mao Tse-tung�s thought, is the centre of world revolution.�[821]
Almost four years later, the CPM published its new constitution, and that document declared that �The CPM uses the basic principles of Marxism-Leninism-Mao Tse-tung thought as the guide for its ideology.� It also endorsed the Maoist notion that �the path of encircling cities from the countryside� was �the only correct lane.�[822]
After the death of Mao, the CPM in its 1977 theoretical statement, issued on its anniversary, April 30, described �the �international situation� as developing �favorably,� as �Socialist China� had become more consolidated and powerful.�[823] In 1978 it proclaimed, �Under Hua Kuo-feng, �socialist China is a strong bulwark for world revolution.��[824]
The CPM opposed the Vietnamese invasion of Cambodia in 1979, attacking �Soviet socialism� for making Indochina �a beachhead for dominating the Asia Pacific region.� It also endorsed establishment of U.S.-China diplomatic relations, saying that it �considered these diplomatic ties a victory for the thought and policy of Mao Zedong for its dictum.�[825]
So long as the CPM continued military struggle against the government of Malaysia, there is no indication that it swerved from its ideological alignment with the Chinese party and government. There was some evidence that China encouraged the ending of CPM guerrilla activities.
Groups that broke away from the CPM in the 1970s did not split because of disagreements over Maoism. The CPM-Marxist Leninist was described as �Peking oriented.� However, according to Professor van der Kroef, the ideological position of the CPM (Revolutionary Faction) was �unclear� in 1978.[826] After the merger of the dissident groups to form the Communist Party of Malaysia, Jeanne S. Mintz noted, �The rival communist parties engaged in bitter exchanges, each professing to be the true standard bearer of Marxism-Leninism-Mao Zedong thought and accusing the other of being unwilling to negotiate to resolve their differences.�
She added, �Initially� it was believed that the new party might be more Maoist but less pro-PRC than its rival, but in time it came to sound more like the CPM in this regard...�[827]

The Maoists in Sarawak

Communism in Sarawak began principally among students in the Chinese-language schools there. In 1951 the Sarawak Overseas Democratic Youth League was organized. After establishment of the Malaysian Federation in 1963, young Sarawak Chinese, with the help of the Indonesian Communist Party and some pro-Communist Indonesian military commanders, launched a �people�s war� akin to that in Malaya, but on a much more limited scale.[828]
The political leadership of the guerrillas was in the hands of what called itself the North Kalimantan Communist Party (NKCP). Its military units were referred to as the North Kalimantan People�s Guerrilla Force.[829]
In October 1973, the government offered amnesty to the Sarawak guerrillas; about 1,500 of them accepted this offer and disarmed. This was said to be about two-thirds of all those who had been conducting guerrilla activities. However, a number of Maoist insurrectionaries continued to be active throughout the 1970s and 1980s.[830] There were no such guerrilla activities reported in the other East Malaysian state of Sabah.[831]
Like its counterparts in Malaya, the North Kalimantan Communist Party was pro-Chinese, and supported the successors of Mao Tse-tung. In 1978, on the occasion of the Chinese 5th National People�s Congress, the NKCP sent a message of congratulations, and praised Hua Kuo-feng as �Chairman Mao�s good student and successor.�[832]

End of Armed Struggle

Between 1987 and 1990, the long-running Maoist Communist insurrection in Malaysia largely ceased. In 1987 the Malaysian Communist Party�s guerrillas laid down their arms.[833] In 1989, the leadership of the senior Maoist group, the Communist Party of Malaya, signed an agreement with the governments of Malaysia and Thailand to put an end to its military activities.[834]
In the months that followed this agreement, various guerrilla groups turned in their weapons. The Communists sought to find entry into the country�s civilian politics.
The North Kalimantan Communist Party signed a peace agreement with the Malaysian government in October 1990. Subsequently, fifty-three of the party�s guerrillas surrendered. The government announced that former guerrillas would enjoy the rights of citizenship after their reincorporation into civil society.[835]

Conclusion

Virtually from its inception, the Communist Party of Malaya was China-oriented, partly because a large part of its membership was ethnically Chinese. It was one of the first parties outside of China to seek to put into practice the policy of �popular war.� Subsequently, the also largely ethnic Chinese Communist Party in Sarawak followed the path of the Malayan party.
So long as Mao was alive, the Chinese party gave more or less extensive support to the insurrections in Malaysia. However, such backing declined thereafter, and by the end of the 1980s, the Maoists of Malaysia had decided to give up the guerrilla road to power.


Maoism in Nepal

The Communist Party of Nepal (CPN) was founded in 1949. In the following year, two factions developed within it, one �moderate,� led by Keshar Jang Rayamajhi; the other �revolutionary,� at first led by Pushpa Lal. When, in 1960, King Mahendra ended a short experiment with democracy, which had brought the Nepali Congress Party to power, the moderate Communists supported the king�s move. The revolutionaries opposed it, and their leaders fled to India, whence they continued to direct the activities of their followers in Nepal.
However, in 1962, there was a split within the ranks of the revolutionary CPN, when Pushpa Lal supported India during its short border war with China. Tulai Dala Amayta backed the Chinese, and established his own party. That group largely dominated the student movement in the 1960s and 1970s.[836]
The Chinese took some limited interest in the revolutionary element among the Nepalese Communists. Barbara Reid reported in 1976 that �Competing factions of the revolutionary CPN have appealed to China for closer working relationships, but Chinese involvement appears limited to some financial support. � The Moderate CPN is recognized and given financial assistance by the Soviet Union.�[837]
By the end of the 1970s, the most radical faction of the revolutionary CPN was led by Man Mohna Adhikari. It strongly opposed the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan.[838]
The group led by Man Mohna Adhikari, which called itself the Nepal Communist Party, after first supporting, finally turned against, the Chinese successors of Mao Tse-tung. The first plenum of its 4th Central Committee, meeting in July 1981, adopted a resolution that said it �holds that a counter-revolution has taken place in China on 6 October 1976 and the dictatorship of the bourgeoisie has been established there.�
The resolution said, �In the past, due to our insufficient knowledge and clarity of Chinese affairs, our party supported the revisionist leadership of Hua Kuo-feng and some of their revisionist policies, particularly the so-called three world theory, and expressed the view that between two superpowers American imperialism is less dangerous. This Plenum regards those ideas as wrong and rejects and withdraws them.�[839]
However, this faction of the Nepalese Communists did not endorse the Albanian attack on the Chinese leadership. The Central Committee�s resolution said, �while opposing Chinese revisionism, we should be careful not to follow Russian revisionism and the Albanian �leftist� deviation or any other rightist or �leftist� deviation.�
When elections were held in 1981 for the National Panchayat (Parliament), most Nepalese Maoists boycotted the process. But Barbara Reid reported that �a small number of supporters of other extremist factions or pro-Chinese sympathizers won seats.� Maoist influence was particularly noticeable among the students, through the All Nepal Nationalist Independent Students Union.[840]
In 1985 Chitra Krishna Tiwari reported that the Nepalese Communists were divided into eight factions. Two of these, formerly Maoist, were �neutralist.� The Nepal Communist Party (Marxist-Leninist) was pro-Chinese and had three factions within it, one of which was an offshoot of the Indian Naxalites. There were also three factions within the pro-Moscow Communist group.[841]
Three years later, Chitra K. Tiwari said that there were nine Communist factions, with those that were pro-Beijing or Maoist representing �almost 75 percent of members.� He wrote, �The Fourth Congress faction formerly led by Mohan Bokram Ghasti is now divided into three factions: the Fourth Congress, the Mashal, and the Behamut Mashal. � They hold the view that true communism does not exist anywhere in the world, and they will put their faith in the thought and activities of China�s disgraced Gang of Four.� Another group, the Nepal Workers and Peasants Organization, with influence in the area of Bhaktapur, �differs from the other Maoist organizations in that it relies on legal or systematic means to promote its ideology.�[842]
In 1974, the group known as the Nepal Communist Party (NCP) adopted the Marxism-Leninism-Mao Tse-tung Thought ideology. It boycotted the 1980 referendum called by the king to decide whether the country should return to an elected government. In 1978, Normal Lama was elected Secretary-General of the NCP, but by 1983 a controversy had developed between him and the majority of the party leadership. He was expelled from the NCP, which took the name Nepal Communist Party (Nashal). The next year that party joined the new Revolutionary Internationalist Movement, formed by parties and groups that preached orthodox Maoism and support for the Gang of Four.
In 1986 a new split developed within the NCP (Nashal) between factions headed by the Central Organizing Committee (COC) and the Central Committee (CC), again over issues of Maoist doctrine. By 1991, the CC group joined with a part of the COC faction, the followers of Normal Lama, and a faction called the Proletarian Labor Organization, to form the Nepal Communist Party (Unity Center), which also joined the Revolutionary Internationalist Movement.
Meanwhile, what their opponents called the �revisionist� groups among the Nepalese Communists joined to form the United Communist Party (Marxist-Leninist), which became one of the country�s principal political parties, rivaling the Nepal Congress Party. In 1994, it won the general election and formed the government.
In that same year the Unity Center group held a congress at which it expelled Normal Lama, and gave itself a new name, Communist Party of Nepal (Maoist) (CPN [M]). It claimed, �This was not just a name change, but represented the culmination of a long struggle to unite the Party around a correct Marxist-Leninist-Maoist line.�[843]
The CPN (M) was much influenced by the Peruvian Sendero Luminoso Maoist party, with which it had become associated in the Revolutionary Internationalist Movement.[844] In October 1990, copying an action of Sendero Luminoso a dozen years earlier, they put up a fifty-meter-long political slogan on the walls of the tourist Himalayan Hotel, proclaiming its condemnation of the Nepalese and Indian regimes as well as �Russian social imperialism� and �Chinese revisionism.�[845]
At the plenum of the CPN (M) in September 1995, the decision was taken to put Maoist theory into practice by launching a �people�s war.�[846] This it finally did in February 1996 when, according to a friendly source, �coordinated raids and attacks occurred in three main regions as well as in many other places across the length of Nepal. These armed actions involving thousands of men and women opened a new glorious chapter in the history of that country�the launching of the People�s War, aimed at sweeping away imperialism, feudalism and bureaucratic capitalism.�[847]
The periodical of the Communist Party of Nepal (Maoist) noted the first activities of its �popular war.� It said, �Following the historic initiation and general appeal of the Party, different types of militant & armed actions sprang up in lightening [sic] speed almost all over the country. Within three weeks of the initiation� about 5,000 actions had taken place in about 65 district [sic] of the country. Of these actions about 65 percent constituted propaganda actions including torch-light processions, painting of slogans, distribution of leaflets and posters in favour of people�s war, about 12 percent of sabotage actions including destruction & seizure of properties of notorious feudals and comprador & bureaucratic capitalists, and about 3 percent guerrilla actions.�[848]
The same periodical added, �The initiation of the people�s war was historic; but now the grave question of whether we are able or not to continue, defend and develop it is looming large before the Party. At the moment, the attention of the politically conscious masses, intellectual community and all others is centered on what would be the next plan of the Party and whether or not we would be able to preserve and develop what has been newly given birth to.�[849]
As this is being written, more than a year later, there are no answers available to the questions the Nepalese journal raised.

Pakistani Maoism

In Pakistan, formed in 1946-1947 by the splitting away from India of large, predominantly Muslim areas in both the east and the West, the small Communist Party long sought to avoid taking a stand on the Sino-Soviet split. A U.S. State Department source reported in 1969, �The Communist Party has not taken an official stand on the Sino-Soviet split, though members of both factions can be found in both wings.� The main difference separating the two communist factions concern the pro-Soviet group�s willingness to cooperate with other parties in front groups, while the pro-Chinese faction insists on acting independently. Similarly, no public party position has been taken on Czechoslovakia.�[850]
In 1971, an uprising in East Pakistan led to the establishment of Bangladesh. A discussion of the influence of Maoism in that state is found elsewhere in this volume. With regard to what remained of Pakistan, Richard F. Nyrop reported in 1979, �Despite Pakistan�s official relations with the People�s Republic of China, most adherents of communist ideology were believed to be proSoviet.�[851] In 1988, the only Communist group in Pakistan dealt with by the Yearbook on International Communist Affairs was the pro-Soviet party; there was no mention of a Maoist faction.[852]

Maoism in the Philippines

The Communist movement in the Philippines has had a long history of resort to guerrilla war. Although the efforts of the original Communist Party of the Philippines (PKP) to come to power by armed force in the years right after World War II were largely defeated by 1954, a second guerrilla campaign was launched in 1968 by a new Communist Party, usually referred to by its English initials as the CPP. This new party gave its allegiance to Peking, instead of to Moscow, with which the PKP had been, and continued to be, associated.

Evolution of the PKP

The Communist Party of the Philippines (PKP) was originally established in August 1930, under the leadership of Cristiano Evangelista, one of the country�s earliest trade union figures. Later in the decade, following Comintern policy, it launched a �Popular Front� with the small Socialist Party, headed by Abad Santos. Finally, in October 1938 the two parties merged to establish the Communist Party of the Philippines, with Evangelista as Chairman, Santos as Vice Chairman, and Guillermo Capadocia as Secretary-General.
The Communists remained a very secondary element in national politics until World War II. With the Nazi invasion of the Soviet Union, the PKP offered its support, in case of a Japanese attack, to High Commissioner Francis Sayre, the ranking U.S. official in what was still the Philippine Commonwealth, a U.S. possession. When the Japanese did attack after Pearl Harbor on December 7, 1941, and captured Manila on January 2, 1942, the three chief leaders of the PKP stayed in the Philippine capital to help organize resistance to the invaders.
However, in a little more than three weeks, Evangelista, Santos and Capadocia were arrested by the Japanese. Leadership of the PKP was taken by three brothers, Vicente, Jos� and Jes�s Lava, and by Pedro Castro.
In March 1942, the People�s Army Against Japan, popularly called the Hukbalahap or Huks (from the name in the Tagalog language) was organized by the PKP to carry on guerilla war against the Japanese. It had some success at first, but in March 1943 the Japanese decimated its main bastion in central Luzon island, and henceforth it operated principally in small guerilla bands.
With the reconquest of the Philippines by the American forces, General Douglas MacArthur sought to dismantle the Huk guerrilla forces, although the Huks had collaborated with the returning U.S. military. Also, the returning Philippine government removed local civil authorities the Huks had established in areas in where they had defeated the Japanese.
However, for two years after the Japanese defeat, the PKP functioned more or less legally, organizing substantial peasant and trade union groups, and through a front party, the Democratic Alliance (DA), it won six seats in Congress in the first election following independence in July 1946. In January 1947, after the DA congressmen had been denied their seats, Pedro Castro, who had supported the legal political approach, was ousted as head of the PKP. In 1948, the PKP reorganized its guerrilla forces, which still were popularly called the Huks (or the HMP). The guerrilla conflict widened rapidly until October 1950, when members of the Political Bureau of the PKP were arrested.
The jailing of their political leadership was disastrous for the PKP and the HMB. Will Reissner wrote, �By 1954, the counterinsurgency campaign had broken the back of the HMB struggle although a few units would hold out until 1968 when they formed the nucleus of the CPP�s New People�s Army.�
The PKP sought to return to regular political activity, although in 1957 the party was officially outlawed. Under the leadership of Jes�s Lava, the PKP abandoned its �cell� form of organization. It completed its evolution in October 1974, when its Politburo met with President Ferdinand Marcos, who two years earlier had decreed national martial law, and expressed their support for his regime.[853]

Emergence of the CPP and New People�s Army

By the mid-1960s there developed a strong left-wing opposition within the PKP. Its principal figure was Jos� Maria Sis�n, who first emerged to prominence in the Nationalist Youth Movement and as a student leader, as well as editor of Progressive Review, a generally radical magazine. He visited Indonesia in the very early 1960s and there had contact with pro-Maoist elements in the Indonesian Communist Party, apparently becoming a convert to their ideas. After seeking unsuccessfully to gain control of the PKP and of several of its front organizations, he was expelled from the PKP in 1967. Shortly afterward, he visited China, where reportedly he was received by Mao Tse-tung.
On December 26, 1968, Sis�n and a handful of his followers announced the formation of the �recognized and reestablished� Communist Party of the Philippines. Three months later, in March 1969, Sis�n announced the establishment of a new guerrilla group, the New People�s Army.[854] To differentiate this group from the older Communist Party, it used the initials CPP.
The major document of the founding congress of the CPP proclaimed the party�s adherence to Maoism. It stated, �All proletarian revolutionaries must express themselves and act in accordance with Mao Zedong Thought, which is the highest level of Marxism-Leninism in this world epoch� Under the direct leadership of Chairman Mao, the People�s Republic of China has become the central base of the world revolution. It is the center of gravity of the countrysides of the world that are encircling the cities of the world.�[855]
Adherence to Maoism was reflected in the party�s official name. The organization�s constitution, adopted at its founding meeting, suggested that it could be called either the Communist Party of the Philippines (Marxist-Leninist) or the Communist Party of the Philippines (Mao Tse-tung�s Thought).
Two people soon emerged as the principal figures in the CPP�s New People�s Army. One was Victoriano Corpus, a onetime Philippine Army lieutenant, who in December 1970 led a raid on the government armory at Baguio. The other was Bernab� Buscayno ("Commander Dante"), a onetime member of the Huks, who was named head of the CPP Military Commission.
The constitution of the CPP proclaimed that the New People�s Army was �the main weapon of the Party in the people�s democratic revolution and in the subsequent socialist stage.� Its objective was to be to �create an independent regime by making agrarian revolution, waging armed struggle and building of rural base areas.�[856]
Starting with a handful of armed guerrillas, the New People�s Army, under the leadership of the CPP, expanded widely throughout the country. Writing in 1982, Andy McCue said, �The National Intelligence and Security Authority says that the New People�sArmy has about 6,000 full-time fighters in all, up from 1,500 a decade ago. The authority adds that about 150,000 Filipinos are willing to provide the NPA with food, shelter and other forms of support.�
Army has about 6,000 full-time fighters in all, up from 1,500 a decade ago. The authority adds that about 150,000 Filipinos are willing to provide the NPA with food, shelter and other forms of support.�
McCue went on, �A group of diplomats and political analysts who focus on the NPA�s geographic spread� say most of the army�s recent expansion is due to an NPA decision to spread cadres throughout the country. Until three or four years ago, they say, NPA activity was relatively limited. Today, according to government figures, the rebels operate in two-thirds of the country�s provinces and control 2% of the barangays. (A barangay is the smallest unit of political organization in the Philippines, usually a rural village or an urban neighborhood.)�[857]
The guerrilla activities of the CPP-NPA continued for more than a quarter of a century, even though Jos� Sis�n and a number of other leading figures in the party were arrested in 1977.[858]
Sis�n, writing in 1974 under the pseudonym Amado Guerrero, outlined the Maoist strategy of the Communist Party of the Philippines: �In carrying out the prolonged popular war, we apply the strategic line of surrounding the cities from the countryside. With firmness we develop bases and guerrilla zones in various strategic parts of the country. In a later phase, these areas will be linked by the regular mobile forces which will be in a position to defend the more extended and stable revolutionary bases in the countryside. From these stable revolutionary bases, we will be able to take the cities and advance to national victory.�[859]
In 1973, the CPP created a more or less open political front group, the National Democratic Front (NDF). It was described as being �a body comparable in structure and function to the communist National Liberation Front (NLF) of the Vietnam War.� One function of the NDF was to present �the image� of the abused, driven to armed revolt by social injustice and government repression. NDF notables, identified as such in government intelligence files, adeptly defend themselves and their cause in public forums. The real leadership, the CPP hierarchy, does not subject itself to such scrutiny.�[860]
Sis�n, in the pamphlet quoted above, sketched the purpose of the NDF, without mentioning it by name. He said, �We must� combine legal, illegal and semi-legal activities through a clandestine, stable and extensive network. A clandestine revolutionary network develops through democratic and legal and semilegal activities to link together the part, otherwise isolated from the Party and the popular army, on all levels and prepare the ground for popular uprisings in the future and for the advance of the popular army.�[861]
In 1985, Leif Rosenberger noted that the CPP was active in all seventy-two Philippine provinces. Because of the insular nature of the country, the regional party units had considerable relative autonomy.[862]

The CPP after the Marcos Regime

Ferdinand Marcos had been elected president in 1965. He stayed in office for the next twenty-one years, using martial law and other devices to maintain himself in power. However, in 1986, after his �re-election� in a process that was widely viewed as fraudulent, Marcos was ousted by a popular uprising during which the military �stayed neutral.� He fled into exile on February 25, 1986. He was succeeded by Coraz�n Aquino, the widow of a murdered leader of the opposition, who had been �counted out� in the recent election.
During the final crisis of the Marcos regime, the insurgency of the CPP declined. Soon after taking office, Mrs. Aquino released 300 political prisoners, including Jos� Sis�n and other CPP leaders. A few months later the CPP�s guerrilla effort was renewed.[863]
During the post-Marcos period, the Communist Party of the Philippines and its guerrilla forces clearly had less popular support than they had enjoyed under the dictatorship. Richard F. Fisher, Jr., reported in 1991 that �Asia�s largest communist insurgency, the CPP, in 1990 showed signs of continued deterioration and reduced political support. � The CPP took advantage of the government�s distraction by military rebels to continue NPA military attacks and experiment with an insurrectionary strategy designed to grab power in the capital city. � Despite embarrassing setbacks the CPP appeared to increase overseas solidarity work, especially in Western Europe.�[864]
The changed political conditions after the fall of the Marcos regime apparently engendered controversies within the ranks of the CPP and its guerrilla forces. As early as 1988, General Fidel V. Ramos, then Secretary of National Defense (and later President), said that �substantial numbers� of guerrillas had been surrendering to the government and that �more moderate� elements within the CPP were �insisting on adoption of political rather than military action.�[865]
The existence of internal tensions within the CPP in the post-Marcos period is indicated by a �message� sent to the CPP on the party�s twenty-fifth anniversary by the Revolutionary Internationalist Movement, the international organization of the orthodox Maoist supporters of the Gang of Four. That December 1993 document noted that �the CPP is engaged in the serious task of carrying out a rectification campaign on the basis of raising high the great red banners of Marx, Lenin and Mao. The CPP comrades are intensively studying the works of Mao in order to uproot a series of errors that arose in the 1980s that departed from Mao�s line and repudiated previous correct verdicts of the Party. � RIM expresses the deeply felt wishes of all the comrades� that the CPP carries this rectification campaign through to the end, that it succeeds in revitalizing the Party and through it the New People�s Army.�[866]

The Philippine Maoists and China

Although the CPP remained Maoist in orientation and ideology, it did differ with the Chinese leadership on some issues, particularly after Mao�s death. For their part, the Chinese party�s and government�s enthusiasm for the CPP-NPA appeared to diminish substantially by the late 1970s, and by the end of the next decade there was considerable evidence of rapprochement between the Philippine Maoists and the Soviet Communist Party.
In the early 1970s, Jos� Sis�n, under the name Amada Guerrero, published a book, Philippine Society and Revolution, that was used in indoctrinating CPP and NPA members and recruits. It set forth CPP doctrine at that time, closely modeled on that of China.
Justus M. van der Kroef noted that Sis�n�s book �envisages the establishment of a �new democratic republic�� which, harmonizing the interest of all revolutionary classes, will be neither a �bourgeois dictatorship� nor a �dictatorship of the Proletariat.�� To achieve this objective, �revolutionary bases� must be established even though the reactionary �landlord-bureaucrat state� has not as yet been wholly eliminated. Such bases could be created in the rural areas first, since the guerrilla forces will be drawn mainly from the peasantry.�
This volume set forth the importance of the Mao regime for the hoped-for triumph of the Philippine Maoists. Van der Kroef noted that the book stated that �the Filipinos are very fortunate to be so close to the center of the �world proletarian revolution��People�s China, the �iron bastion of socialism.��[867]
In 1976, it was reported that the Chinese media were �providing vigorous propaganda support� to the Philippine Maoists,� as well as having a �hostile anti-Marcos tone.� The Chinese media were also disseminating �CPP-NPA policy declarations.�[868]
However, in 1975 Justus M. van der Kroef noted that excerpts from the articles in the CPP�s journal Ang Rayan (The Nation) �or other statements of the Maoist wing of the Philippine Communism have appeared much less frequently in Peking Review and other People�s Chinese media than was the case three years ago.�[869] The Peking Review did publish a statement of the CPP on its ninth anniversary in 1977 in which it denounced imperialism and social imperialism, and said that it was adapting the ideas of Marx, Engels, Lenin, Stalin, and Mao to the Philippine national situation.[870]
An Australian Trotskyist observer commented in 1984, �Since its formation, the CPP has gradually moved away from the loyal adherence to the views of the Chinese CP. Following its d�tente with Washington, Peking withdrew support� and came out in favor of the maintenance of U.S. bases in the Philippines�positions the CPP rejects.�[871]
Among other issues on which the Chinese and Philippine parties took different positions was that of the relative �menace� of the USSR and the United States. In March 1980, Ang Rayan wrote that �in recent years Soviet social imperialism was behind open aggression and occupations carried out in Africa and in eastern and western Asia. � But, on the other hand, U.S. imperialism is still the real immediate enemy that peoples in many parts of the world must confront. � The two superpowers�U.S. imperialism and Soviet social imperialism�are the principal enemies of the peoples of the world today.� Of course, by 1980, the Chinese were insisting that Soviet �social imperialism� was by all odds �the principal enemy of the peoples of the world.�
The CPP also differed with the Chinese over Iran. Whereas the Chinese regime strongly supported the Shah�s regime in its last years, the CPP welcomed the Shah�s overthrow, and declared that it was �big step forward in the world struggle against imperialism.�[872]
In 1988, Leif Rosenberger noted �the gradual evolution of the CPP-ML from a Maoist, pro-Chinese party into one that, while still formally independent, has increasing links with the CPSU. To be sure, the CPSU and the CPP-ML assiduously perpetuate the myth that they have no links.� Rosenberger noted that Soviet periodicals rarely discussed the CPP�s guerrilla activities, and the CPP seldom if ever discussed Soviet activities in the Philippines.
Concerning CPP liaisons with the USSR, Rosenberger wrote, �The Soviet hand became apparent in 1982 when a defector from the KGB testified before the U.S. Congress of his involvement in channeling funds to the CPP-ML. Evidence of another link was uncovered when military intelligence arrested an East German in Davao. Confiscated documents revealed that the CPP-ML maintained links with Soviet-sponsored solidarity groups in foreign countries through its International Liaison Committee.�
Rosenberger also cited, as another piece of evidence of CPP-Soviet links, the Philippine group�s attitude toward the Nicaraguan revolution. Like the Soviet Communists, the CPP supported the Sandinista regime, while the Chinese were denouncing it as �social imperialism.�[873]

Conclusion

Maoism appeared in the Philippines at the end of the 1960s, undoubtedly inspired partly by the Great Cultural Revolution in China, but also reflecting the student unrest of the period, and the decline of the older pro-Moscow party, the PKP. The new CPP, in turning immediately to guerrilla war against the regime of President Ferdinand Marcos, undoubtedly tapped the historic roots of rural insurrection, dating back not only to the Hukbalahap guerrilla struggle during World War II and postwar period, but also to the much earlier Philippine insurrections against the Spaniards and then against the Americans at the turn of the century.
The CPP and its New People�s Army had considerable success in leading rural armed insurrection in widespread areas of the republic during the Marcos era. However, after the overthrow of the dictatorship, its efforts were increasingly less successful. Also by that time, after giving strong support to the efforts of the CPP in that party�s early years, the Chinese party and government had lost much of their interest in Philippine Maoism by 1980, a loss that was offset to only a modest degree by help from the Soviet regime so long as it existed.


Singapore Maoism

Communism began in Singapore in 1925, when a Comintern agent, Fu Ta-ching, a member of the Chinese Communist Party, arrived there to try to coordinate the organization of scattered Chinese Communist groups in Malaya and Indonesia. In that year, the Nanyang (South Seas) Communist Party was founded with its base in Singapore, and it worked under direction of the Comintern�s Far Eastern Bureau. In 1930, the name of the party was changed to Communist Party of Malaya (CPM).[874]
With the post- World War II decolonization, Malaya, Singapore, and Sabah, and Sarawak (located in Indonesia) gained independence as the Federation of Malaysia. In 1965, Singapore withdrew from the Federation, and declared its separate independence.
However, the Communist Party of Malaya never recognized the separation of Singapore from the rest of Malaysia. Justus van der Kroef wrote, �Recognizing neither the merger nor the subsequent secession, Singapore communists, like their CPM counterparts, remain committed to a unification of the states on the Malay Peninsula (i.e., Malaya proper) with Singapore only, permitting Sabah and Sarawak, which unlike Singapore have remained in the original Malaysian Federation, to go their own way.�[875]
In pursuance of their advocacy of a reunited Malaya, the Communists of Singapore continued to be part of the Communist Party of Malaya, which sided with China when the Sino-Soviet controversy developed. As van der Kroef noted in 1973, �its front and associated organizations, the international orientation, and, to a significant degree, ideological complexion of Singapore communism, generally, may be considered as Pro-Peking.�[876]
For a number of years in the 1950s and early 1960s, the Singapore Communists worked within the People�s Action Party (PAP), the country�s principal left-wing party, headed by Lee Kwan Yew. They achieved considerable influence in the city-state�s trade union movement, and were subjected to considerable persecution by the government of Lim Yew Hock, the head of the Singapore regime during the years when Malaya was moving toward independence.[877]
By the time Lee Kwan Yew became Prime Minister of Singapore in the early 1960s, he had purged the People�s Action Party of Communist influence. By that time the trade unions were almost totally under PAP influence. The Communists regrouped in a front organization, the Barisan Socialis or Socialist Front.[878]
Justus M. van der Kroef summed up the situation of the Barisan Socialis during the 1960s and 1970s. He wrote, �In 1975 the Barisan Socialist, as during much of the past decade, beset by strict government supervision, internal leadership squabbles, and small membership, was capable of only very limited overt activities. � The Barisan, in any case, has little attraction for nonCommunist Singapore leftists and other opposition circles, partly because of a lack of confidence in the leadership of the Barisan�s fifty-seven-year-old- chairman, Dr. Lee Siew Choch, in the party�s Maoist-flavored, CPM oriented general program (the view that the party is not really indigenous but merely Peking�s cat�s paw is widespread), or in the party�s specific action demands.�[879]
However, the government of Lee Kwan Yew by no means totally dismissed the Communists as a potential influence in the country. Early in 1977, Dr. Goh Keng Swee, Deputy Prime Minister and Defense Minister, in a speech to personnel of the Singapore Navy, noted that �as of now, for Singapore at least, it is not a military threat and the counter measures do not therefore lie in the military field. The first defence against Communist subversion is economic. Provide the masses not only with a decent living but also hope of continuing improvement in the future, and you have the best safeguard against Communist revolution. When people are contented and happy, they do not support desperate measures such as armed revolution. � Communist agents not only find it difficult to recruit but they run a serious risk of being exposed and arrested because the police get information easily when the public has no sympathy for them, as is now the case in Singapore.�
However, in this same speech the minister deplored the ignorance of the nature of Communism, particularly in the Singapore armed forces, and announced that he was going to establish a course on Marxism-Leninism for senior military commanders. In addition to discussing �the Communist philosophy as expounded by Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels and later developed by Lenin,� this course would place �special attention� on the history, organizational methods and operational systems of the Communist Party of Malaya� a detailed account will be given of the political struggle between the CPM and the PAP in Singapore between 1954 and 1963.�[880]
At least some Singapore Communists�members of the Communist Party of Malaya�continued to participate in that party�s guerrilla activities. However, in November 1989, Fang Chuang Pi, a Singapore leader of the CPM, who had been a fugitive since 1950 and had lived in Indonesia, China, and finally Thailand, announced that he and other Singapore members of the Malaya party were giving up the armed struggle, and intended to return home to participate in civil politics. He announced that they were ready to accept the separation of Singapore from Malaya as an independent country.[881]

Maoism in Sudan

In the 1950s and 1960s, the Sudanese Communist Party (SCP) was the largest such party in any predominantly Arab country. It largely controlled the Federation of Sudanese Workers Unions,[882] and was an important factor in national politics. In 1956 it adopted a program stressing �peaceful transition.�[883]
In pursuance of this program, the Sudanese Communist Party engaged for a number of years in a kind of �popular front� politics, together with other political groups and elements of the armed forces. In 1964, it played a significant role in the overthrow of the government of Ibrahim Abboud.[884]
Five years later, the Sudanese Communists had an important part in a coup that brought to power the �Nasserite� regime of General Gafaar Muhammed el-Nimeiry, whose cabinet included three army officers who were generally believed to belong to the Communist Party. In November 1970, the general dismissed the three Communist cabinet members, and ordered removal of thirty other officers belonging to the SCP from their commands.[885]
On July 19, 1971, Nimeiry was overthrown by a coup led by three pro-Communist army officers. However, three days later he was reestablished in power, and carried out a violent purge of Communists and of leaders of organizations controlled by them. Even before the coup, Nimeiry had outlawed the national trade union group and other organizations controlled by the party.[886] Among the people executed by the Nimeiry regime in 1971 were Communist Party Secretary-General Abdel Khaliq Mahgoub (or Mojib) and Al-Shafieh Ahmed el-Sheikh, head of the trade union movement.[887] After this drastic purge, the Communist Party was reduced to at best secondary importance in Sudanese politics.
The Maoists in Sudan had opposed the �peaceful transition� policies of the Sudanese Communist Party (which remained very loyal to Moscow). In August 1964 those opposing this policy were expelled from the party. In the following year they organized the Revolutionary Communist Party of Sudan (RCPS), under the leadership of Ahmad Muhammad Jair.
In 1968, the Yearbook on International Communist Affairs noted, �The RCPS charges that the �modern revisionist Mahjub clique� has embarked upon the road of collaboration with semifeudalist elements and agents of foreign monopoly capital and with U.S. neo-colonialism.� It claimed that during the Abboud regime the SCP participated in the bourgeois opposition coalition �under the pretext of working from the inside to expose it�. The SCP, according to the RCPS, openly opposed the October 1964 uprising and joined it only when it realized that the strike was inevitable. With reference to the SCP successes in the 1965 election, the splinter party notes that the SCP won seats only in the graduate constituency where they won the votes of students studying abroad, most of whom are still in the USSR and other East European countries.�[888]
In 1969, Lewis H. Gann noted concerning the RCPS, �Its influence for the moment remains very limited.� However, he also said that although the Sudanese Communist Party was �strongly pro-Soviet� there is also a pro-Chinese faction known as the �Revolutionary Leadership Faction�.�[889]
The Revolutionary Communist Party of the Sudan was strongly pro-Chinese. It was reported that the party�s leader, Ahmad Muhammad Jair, visited Peking in 1967-1968. Also, the party was represented at the 6th Congress of the Albanian Trade Unions in April 1967 by Sadiq al-Digna, who claimed there that the RCPS was �building the working class to prepare itself for the seizure of power by revolutionary means and rejecting the parliamentary road.�[890]
At the time of the temporary overthrow and restoration of General Nimeiry in 1971, the Chinese supported him. It was reported that �the Sudanese-Chinese Friendship Society in China had organized demonstrations in support of General Nimeiry, while the latter had been in the custody of rebel army officers July 19�22.�[891]
Subsequently, Hsinhua was said to have reported �that the Sudanese armed forces have crushed a military coup by a �putschist clique� and that the Sudanese government with Nimeiry at its head is again in control.� Nimeiry sent Mao Tse-tung a message �expressing confidence that �the excellent relations between the governments of our two countries will continue to strengthen thanks to mutual understanding and cooperation.��[892]
Nimeiry was also said to have thanked Mao and Chou En-lai �because of China�s refusal to join in the widespread condemnation of the Sudanese witch-hunt against the left instituted by the Nimeiry regime.�[893] In 1981, the East German Communists noted the continued existence of a �pro-Maoist� group, the Revolutionary Group of the Sudanese Communist Party.[894]

Syrian Maoism

Maoism had little attraction within the ranks of the Syrian Communist Party, an organization that in the early 1950s had had enough influence to elect one member of the country�s parliament.[895] In 1966, the Yearbook on International Communist Affairs reported, �there is only scant evidence of pro-Chinese communist activities in Syria, although Damascus is reported to be the center for such activities in the Middle East. On the other hand, the Peking Review has reported various individual statements favorable to Chinese communist positions, such as Khalid al Juni�s praise of Mao Tse-tung�s thesis that �imperialism and all reactionaries are paper tigers�� and Jaudat Bikabi�s favorable comments on the Chinese �cultural revolution�� Bikabi is dean of the Faculty of Education of Damascus University. Two representatives of the Syrian trade unions� visited China in May.�[896]
Edith Wyden reported in 1970, �In 1965 a small clique of Chinese Syrian communists banded together in a loosely organized �Arab Worker and Peasants Party.� In February 1968 some members of this group attempted to form a successful pro-Chinese party to be called the � Arab Communist Marxist-Leninist Party in the Syrian Nation.� Its ideology was outlined in mimeographed circulars which accused the Soviet Union of �treason,� praised Mao Tse-tung, demanded a �People�s war� against Israel to �free the Arab homelands,� and labelled Syria a �fascist police state.� In October 1968, the Syrian authorities took action against the group and reportedly arrested some 40 of them in various parts of the country.�[897]
In 1970 this party was reported as putting out a �clandestinely published news sheet.�[898] A year later it was noted that excerpts from the Maoists� underground paper �are sometimes carried in obscure Beirut publications.�[899] However, we have no further information concerning the fate of the Syrian Maoists� party.

Maoism in Thailand

Thailand is the one country of Southeast Asia that was never colonized by European powers. Although border areas claimed by Thailand were taken over by the British in Malaya and the French in Indochina, most of Thailand remained an independent kingdom. However, during World War II, Thailand was occupied by the Japanese. That event gave rise to the Communist Party of Thailand (CPT), which originated �largely as an �anti-Japanese party.�� It was forced underground after the war.[900] In 1952, the Communist Party of Thailand was reported as holding its Second National Conference. In the discussion of the report of Secretary-General Prasong Vong-Vivat, �delegates severely criticized the shortcomings in the work of the Party, and especially stressed the vital need for struggle against Left and Right deviations which hamper the building of a united front of all the democratic forces in the country.�[901]
From the beginning, the Thai Communists were under Chinese influence. In part, this was due to the prominent role played in the party by Thais of Chinese descent. Clark Neher noted in 1975, �The overall policies of the CPT are made at infrequent meetings of the Central Committee which still consists predominantly of the 55 Sino-Thai and other CPT members who gathered at the Marx-Lenin Institute in Peking in the early 1950s and after several years of study returned to Thailand to form the backbone of the CPT. There has been a slow but deliberate effort to increase ethnic Thai participation in the top leadership of the CPT, and the overall ethnic distribution is increasingly Thai.�[902]
During most of its history, the CPT has concentrated on military and paramilitary activities. In 1960 it �formally resolved to resort to �revolutionary armed struggle� and protracted warfare� in Thailand.[903] By 1970, the Thai Prime Minister, Field Marshal Thanon Kittikachorn, estimated that the CPT had �about 5,000 fulltime guerrillas and possibly 25,000 supporters, mainly in impoverished areas.�[904]
By the middle 1970s, it was reported that �There are estimated to be 8,000�10,000 full-time communist insurgents in Thailand and 6,000�7,000 unarmed civilians in the Communist Party of Thailand. � No figures are available for the number of CPT supporters or people living under de facto CPT administration, but the total presumably runs into some tens, if not hundreds, of thousands.� Communist guerrilla activities were centered in three parts of Thailand: the Northeast, the North, and the extreme South, adjoining Malaya. The first conflicts in the Northeast took place in 1965. There the Communists operated principally among �resettled hill-tribe communities, who feel themselves to be victims of Government neglect and indifference.� In 1975 it was estimated that there were �about 3,000�4,000 full-time communist soldiers� in that area.
In the North, �the insurgents are almost entirely hill tribesmen who live in remote mountains where the Bangkok Government has never held sway; the idea that the situation in the north is more an extension of the upland versus lowland conflict than an ideological struggle is not without foundation.� The fighting in the North began in 1966, in areas �which have long open borders with Laos.� In 1975 it was estimated that there were �2,000�4,000 full-time communist soldiers� usually led by lowland Thais trained abroad.� In the South, Thai Communist insurgency was closely associated with guerrilla activities of the Communist Party of Malaya.
In 1975 it was said that �Some 1,500-2,000 members of the Communist Party of Malaya (CPM) maintain base areas in the jungles along the Thai-Malaysian border and there are thought to be some links with the CPT and the Muslim separatists. Intelligence reports point to one CPM regiment recruiting Thai Muslims while another recruits Thai Chinese.�[905] In 1976, the CPT moved toward more open political activity than had been its wont. It announced a new ten-point program that it said it was seeking to carry out. This program included demands for freedom of speech and political activity, racial and social equality of various ethnic groups in the country, agrarian reform, the attainment of full employment, the assurance of guaranteed education and health care, and �an independent foreign policy.�
Shortly before issuing this program, the Communist Party joined with the Socialist Party of Thailand, the Socialist United Front Party, and other groups to establish the Committee for the Coordination of Patriotic and Peace-Loving Forces. The avowed purpose of this coalition was �to mobilize students, labor leaders, intellectuals, farmer group leaders and Socialist Party members.�[906]
However, when, in keeping with its pro-Chinese orientation, the Communist Party of Thailand came out strongly in opposition to the Vietnamese invasion of Cambodia, this severely disrupted the CPT�s guerrilla and other activities. Paul Petitjean noted, �The Thai CP had long been getting simultaneous aid from China (equipment, political training), Laos (base camps, aid routes), Vietnam (transport, military training, medical training), and the Khmer Rouge (camps in Kampuchea after 1975).�
Petitjean sketched the development of the split between the Thai party and the Vietnamese (and their allies, the Laotians). He wrote, �For a long time political differences had existed between the Thai and Vietnamese CPs. For example, the Vietnamese reproached the Thais for lining up with Peking in the Sino-Soviet dispute and criticized their weak national strategy. Despite these important earlier political differences, the real split took place only in 1979. In 1975, after the victory of the Indochinese revolutions, the Vietnamese leadership had offered the Thai CP massive aid to give the liberation struggles in Thailand a shot in the arm. The Thai CP rejected that aid.� Petitjean concluded, �The split actually took place around the Kampuchean affair. Hanoi told the CPT (probably in 1978) that it would no longer provide aid unless the Thai Communists broke with the Chinese-Kampuchean bloc against Vietnam. But the Thai CP refused to publicly break with �Democratic Kampuchea.�� The final break, however, was consummated in early 1979 following the overthrow of the Pol Pot regime. The Thai CP�s camps in Laos were closed several months later.�[907]
M. Ladd Thomas noted, �At the same time, a pro-Vietnamese schism developed within the Thai Communist ranks. This divergence within the CPT�s ranks was perhaps also responsible for the closing down of the party�s radio frequency.�[908] This radio, which was shut down in July 1979, had been located in China�s Yunan province.[909]
Thomas reported in 1981, �There are signs that some lowerlevel leaders and a few leftist intellectuals are pressing party leaders (for the most part, Sino-Thais) to allow the party to become oriented less toward China and more toward Thailand. � In other words, these people wish to see the CPT transformed into a truly national communist party. Their hand may be strengthened by the withdrawal of direct Chinese support for the CPT.�[910]
The 1980s were marked by a drastic decline in military activities by the Thai Communists, as well as rising dissension within the party and pronounced reduction of political influence of the party. These developments were due in large degree to withdrawal of Chinese support for the Thai party, as well to difficulties with Vietnam and Laos, and to change in the Thai government�s policy in dealing with the Communists.
M. Ladd Thomas reported in 1982, �By 1980, China was urging the CPT to negotiate a truce with the Thai government. � China went a step further in 1981 in reducing its verbal support for CPT insurgents� in February 1981, Premier Zhao Ziyang of China visited Bangkok and in effect lessened such public backing by announcing that China would not allow relations between the CCP and the CPT to harm relations between the two countries.� Thomas also noted the reports that a pro-Soviet Thai Communist Party had been established by Thai Communists in Laos.[911]
By 1985, Clark D. Neher said, �The general decline of CPT in 1983 has continued through 1984, with the collapse of the united front, the defection of cadres and leaders, the loss of guerrilla bases, and the reduction of support from the outside powers. � The loss of material support from both China and Vietnam has also contributed to the demise of the CPT.� Neher noted that the Thai government had by then proclaimed �total victory� over the Communists.[912]
In 1988, Clark D. Neher estimated that the membership of the CPT had fallen from 12,000 in 1976 to only 250 in 1987. He commented, �The decline of the CPT stems from four main developments: the effective counterinsurgency strategy of �politics over military� and government planned economic development in Thailand�s impoverished provinces; the ending of aid to the CPT from China and the Soviet Union; the schism within the party leadership between pro-Soviet and pro-China members; and the amnesty program that led to the defection of thousands of party members, including most of the students and intellectuals who joined the movement in 1976.�[913]
Finally, in 1991 Clark Neher reported, �There was little communist activity in Thailand in 1990, although nine key members of the CPT have not yet surrendered to the authorities. � For all practical purposes, the CPT exists in name alone because mass defections have reduced it to a few hundred activists operating mostly in southern Thailand. The party receives no support from abroad and has not held a congress for six years.�[914]

Tunisian Maoism

The only Maoist group of which we have a record is the Marxist-Leninist Communist Organization of Tunisia. It was listed as a member of the Revolutionary Internationalist Movement, the international organization of orthodox Maoists loyal to the Gang of Four.[915] We have no information about its origin, strength, or leadership.
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