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Introduction

It might be considered bad form, and certainly a matter of
questionable professional ethics, to perform an autopsy on a
body that is not quite dead. Guerrillas and guérillas man-
quées around the world, as well as some staff officers of
Western “special warfare” schools, will find it impossible
to agree that an autopsy on peoplc’s war is as yet appropri-
ate. My reason for going ahead with the operation anyway
is that, at the present time, we do not really know what we
have on the table in front of us. Was “people’s war” ever
alive? Is it dead now, in light of the much acclaimed détente
in cast Asia and around the world, and particularly in light
of the withdrawal of American ground forces from Vietnam
and the demise, both politically and literally, of the former
Chinese minister of defense Lin Piao? Is the global spread
of terrorism—the massacre of twenty-six innocent bystand-
ers at Tel Aviv airport during May, 1972; the killing of
Israeli athletes at the Munich Olympics during the sum-
mer of 1972; urban guerrilla warfare continuing in North-
ern Ireland, Argentina, and elsewhere; airline hijackings
occurring during 1972 on an intemational average of one
every five days; the United States proposal to the 1972
United Nations General Assembly of a draft convention on
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terrorism and its subsequent rejection by the General As-
sembly—a symptom of the health or of the disease of peo-
ple’s war?! If China is the great champion of “wars of na-
tional liberation,” why is it that most of the communist
support, other than rhetorical, for recent ones (Bangla
Desh, Ulster, even the Palestine Liberation Organization)
seems to come from the Soviet Union? These and other
questions indicate the need to take stock of as many aspects
as possible of the now famous revolutionary strategy known
as “people’s war,” and this requires an exploratory opera-
tion that I would be the first to acknowledge might be
premature.

Whether this study proves to be an autopsy or a vivi-
section, the events of 1972 and 1973 clearly marked the end
of an era of international involvement in other people’s
revolutionary struggles. Whatever the future may hold in
the way of resorts to political violence, mid-1973 afforded
an entr'acte during which we could look back upon and try
to assess the extraordinary decade through which we (some
of us) had just lived. On January 27, 1973, the four parties
involved in the Vietnam war—North Vietnam, South Viet-
nam, the Vietcong’s Provisional Revolutionary Govern-
ment, and the United States—signed in Paris five doc-
uments (an agreement and four protocols) intended to
produce a cease-fire throughout Vietnam and to inaugurate
peace negotiations among the belligerents. On February 21
a similar agrecment for Laos was signed in Vientiane. Need-

1 .
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less to recall, the immediate results were disappointing.
Hanoi retained at lcast 145,0c0 troops in South Vietnam, in
accordance with the agreement, and about 0,000 in Laos
and 28,000 in Cambodia, in violation of the agreement
(chapter 7 of the Paris agreement of 1973 obligates the
signatories to respect the 1954 and 1962 Geneva agreements
on Cambodia and Laos respectively, including the with-
drawal of troops). Fighting, of course, continued through-
out Indochina. Nonctheless, on March 29, 1973, the last of
what had once been an American expeditionary force of
over a half-million men left South Vietnam. The Vietnam
war had not ended, but the employment of American
ground forces as counterinsurgents in a people’s war on the
Asian mainland clearly had.

The United States was not the only international actor to
change its former policies. During 1972 and 1973 China too
offered the revolutionaries of the world a good deal of bitter
food for thought, even though it all came tidily packaged in
the latest manifestations of Maoist ideology. Even if he
ignored China’s reversal of the Cultural Revolution, the
exchange of quasi ambassadors with the United States, and
the overnight discovery that Japanese “militarism” was not
reviving after all, a Third World follower of Mao’s could
not help but observe a few contradictions closer to home.

For example, China sacrificed its former support of the
Eritrean Liberation Front in return for Ethiopian recogni-
tion of Pcking, the establishment of direct flights between
China and Africa by Ethiopian Airlines, and a visit by Haile
Selassic. Presumably the emperor of Abyssinia had become
a member of the “people,” and the previously favored Eri-
treans had ceased to be so. Similarly, the visit of President
Mobutu of Zaire to Peking in January 1973 (following
Zaire’s recognition of the People’s Republic in November
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1972) must have caused some Africans to recall the years of
Chinese attacks on Mobutu and their support with arms
and propaganda of the Congolese rebel, Pierre Mulele.
Upon his return to Kinshasa, President Mobutu revealed
that Chairman Mao had admitted to having lost “a lot of
money” in trying to overthrow him, and Mobutu said that
he had accepted an interest-free Chinese loan worth $100
million as a recompense for China’s earlier assistance to the
Congolese rebellion. Whatever else Mao Tse-tung’s un-
usual candor might signify, China by 1973 had changed its
foreign policy as fundamentally as had the United States.
Even the Soviet Union in the early 1g70s seemed at least as
interested in trade, détente, and arms control as in support-
ing revolutionaries in Latin America or Africa. A new guer-
rilla insurgency will almost surely develop somewherc in
the world in the future, but people’s war as it was under-
stood in the sixties had died by the early seventies—and that
is the occasion for our autopsy.

People’s wars, if they are not mere terrorist attacks or
commando raids, are a species of revolution, and a note on
the author’s understanding of “revolution,” as used in this
book, seems mandatory by way of introduction. Ever since
the nineteenth century it has been traditional in Western
scholarly analyses of revolution to conceive of the actual
outbreak of revolutionary violence as a “dependent vari-
able,” that is, as a symptom, or a tragic manifestation, of an
allegedly more basic economic or social disorder; and the
most profound writing on revolution has sought to uncover
and explain these socioeconomic “roots of revolution,” be
they economic exploitation, class antagonism, racism, back-
wardness, colonial dependency, and so forth. This ap-
proach, of course, reflects the influence of Marx and of the
intellectual self-consciousness about revolution that fol-
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lowed the French Revolution. In the wake of the upheavals
at the end of the cighteenth century, Western man sought
either to incorporate revolution into his philosophies of
history (in which revolution became an inevitable “stage”
in the history of human “progress”) or to reject it on
grounds that the social changes seemingly associated with
revolution could be attained by an enlightened people
without resorting to revolutionary violence. As Jacques
Ellul observes, “Until 1789, revolutions were attempted
and occasionally achieved, but never romanticized. Then
the era of the revolutionary epic began. . . . Revolution liter-
ally changed character in the nincteenth century. . . . Rev-
olutionaries [became] more or less convinced that they were
moving in the direction of history, that the essential thing
was first to identify the direction in order to take it (success
depended on it), and that through revolution they were
creating history.” 2

This general “reductionist” approach to revolution—that
is, the reducing, or rooting, of revolution in the society, or
in the economy, or in “history”—lives on today in the per-
vasive beliefs in both communist and noncommunist coun-
tries that revolutions occur because some government, or
group, or class, or race is blocking a needed and probably
desirable changc in social organization. Put crudely, we
tend to work on the assumption that there is no such thing
as bad peoples, only bad governments; and the very occur-
rence of revolutionary violence establishes a prima facie
judgment in our minds in favor of the rebels and against the
authorities.

I do not intend here to dispute the logic or validity of

2 Jacques Ellul, Autopsy of Revolution (New York: Knopf, 1971),
pp- 86, 117, 118. This book is a translation of Ellul’s Autopsic de la
Révolution (Paris: Calmann-Lévy, 1969).
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reductionist analyses of revolution; my own previous work
on the general phenomenon of revolution is squarely in the
reductionist tradition.? In dealing with the kinds of revolu-
tionary problems that are discussed in this book, however,
it is necesary to suggest why they stand outside the main-
stream of scholarly studies of revolution. Why, for instance,
are we concerned here with the relationship between the
Chinese doctrine of people’s war and the revolutions of the
1960s rather than with discovering the social forces that
have disequilibrated particular social systems and that have
caused particular men and women at particular times to
prefer civil war to social peace?

The topics of our concern here include the pervasive in-
fluence of one revolution—the Chinese—on other revolu-
tions; attempts by several nations to “export” or, in Jack
Davis’s terms, to “artificially inseminate” revolution;* the
effect onany particular (and perhaps genuine) revolutionary
struggle of being drawn into one or the other of the interna-
tional networks of arms supply, economic aid, sanctuary,
diplomatic recognition, guerrilla training, propaganda sup-
port, and so forth; and the problems of theory, doctrine,
plan, strategy, and tactics that preoccupy all actual and as-
piring revolutionary movements today. To quote Ellul
again, and to hint at why traditional theories of revolution
may be inadequate to explain topics such as these, “Revolu-
tions directed toward history are revolutions of theory and
tactics. . . . Because revolutionary spontaneity is rejected,
the “revolutionary plan’ assumes added importance.”®
B oj ﬁ,l:allt%%r; Johnson, Revolutionary Change (Boston: Little,
st o St Sy Lot Ametics et

ruary 1972), p. 18.
5 Ellu?, Autopsy, pp. 131-132,
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It is relatively simple to reconcile an interest in these
kinds of topics with the general reductionist, socioecanomic
approach to the overall subject of revolution. At the same
time, the study of revolutionary doctrine and strategy, of
international patron-client relationships on both the revolu-
tionary and counterrevolutionary sides, and of terrorist ac-
tivities aimed at mobilizing otherwise indifferent popula-
tions for revolutionary activities suggest that older theories
of a people’s “grievances” may actually be misleading when
used to explain many of the most important contemporary
cases of “revolution.”

Take, for example, the problem of the “export” of revolu-
tion. Reductionist theory leads to the conclusion that the
export of revolution is impossible: because revolution sig-
nifies a crisis within a single social system, even if the source
of the society’s misery comes from the outside (as in the
case of imperialism), the crisis cannot be carried across
national borders. Even contemporary exporters of both
revolution and counterrevolution profess to agree that local
governments and peoples must make their own revolution
or make themselves immune to revolution through “re-
form.” Regardless of what they professed, however, the
world of the 196os saw a flourishing commerce in the export
of revolution and counterrevolution; and from the stand-
point of scholarship, the possible futility of this commerce
is immaterial. What is interesting and what nceds to be
studied is the attempt to export revolution, the attempt to
interfere with that export, and the belief that both are
possible.

In the following pages we shall meet with rather few
“rebels,” though with quite a few “professional revolution-
aries.” The distinction is critical. As Ellul puts it, “In com-
parison with the fashionable modern doctrines of revolu-



8 Autopsy on People’s War

tion, the efficient apparatus of Leninists and of others, the
rebel resembles a poor clod who refuses the history he has
already endured and can plainly foresee, which is in store
for him, clear as the light of day, tomorrow, as certain as the
rising sun.” ¢ Rebellion is not the same thing as revolution,
but it is an intrinsic part of any genuine revolution. Rebel-
lion is the violent, spontaneous act of “ordinary people”
saying no! to conditions as they are; revolution is the act of
rebuilding the society shattered by rebellion in accordance
with a plan or vision (an “ideology”) of a more nearly per-
fect, or equitable, or at least tolerable society. Professional-
ized revolution is conceivable; professionalized rebellion is
not. No doubt there are rebels in the world today and re-
bellions brewing, but they are as despised by professional
revolutionaries as they are by the most reactionary author-
ities. In fact, rebellion today occurs perhaps more com-
monly in societies ruled by professional revolutionaries
than in any other. In the most general sense, revolution is a
saying of both no and yes to history, a combination of
rebellion and reconstruction. Where the strings, the pup-
petry, the propaganda, and the “organization” are all too
obviously showing, the analyst should not abandon the
socioeconomic concept of revolution, but he should use it
very cautiously.

For these reasons, questions about the need for revolu-
tion in many or most nations around the world arc not dis-
cussed here. On this occasion I am agnostic on whether
the Third World or anywhere clse needs more or less liber-
ation, land reform, “green revolution,” birth control, em-
ployment, ecological protection, dignity, or any of the other
aspirations that are commonly supposed to lead to revolu-
tionary activity. I am instead concerned with one particular

6 Ibid., p. 8.
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strategy for making a revolution whether it is needed or
not—namely, people’s war—and with the campaigns in the
1960s both to sell and to deny this strategy to the majority
of the world’s self-indentified “revolutionaries.”

I propose to conduct this autopsy in the following six dis-
crete stages: (1) historical and ideological origins of the
Chinese doctrine of people’s war; (2) the high tide of the
doctrine during the 196os; (3) the Vietnam war and its
significance for the doctrine; (4) the Soviets’ attack on the
doctrine, yet their support of people’s war; (5) contem-
porary inconsistencies in the Chinese position; and (6)
spinoffs from the doctrine: the myth of the guerrilla.



2

Origins of the Chinese Doctrine
of People’s War

Following the Bolshevik Revolution the most important
form of Communist theorizing about the further spread of
communijsm by means of revolution concentrated on tlﬁw
Problem of the “war of national liberation.” More sigl‘{lf-
}'cant, all successes actually achieved by communfst parties
T coming to power through revolution (as distinct fro.m
be.""g installed by the Red Army)—in China, Yugoslavia,

tetnam, apq Cuba—were based on national liberation
Struggles. In terms of revolutionary strategy, communism
138 succeede( only when it has been able to co-opt a na-
tiona] liberation struggle, and it has failed whenever it was
OPposed to of isolated from a national liberation struggle,
such ag those ip Isracl, Algeria, Indonesia, and Burma.
Needless toadd, even when supporting a war of national lib-
era.t ion, the Communists have occasionally bcen defeated,
as In Greece, Malaya, the Philippines, and Venezuela. .

_tven the fajlyre of internal social revolutions to materi-
"¢ i the wake of the Bolshevik Revolation, Lenin be.
came the Most important communist to perceive that the
!ure of “se]f-determination” for colonized peoples, or other
mternationally or ethnically dependent groups, provided
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the only basis for authentic revolutionary situations. During
the 1920s Lenin adapted Marxist doctrine to these colonial
issues, in his formulation of the two-stage (bourgeois na-
tionalist, followed by socialist) revolution occurring in the
colonial periphery of “imperialism.” Concerning these early
days, Isaiah Berlin writcs,

Lenin looked on the Russian Revolution as the breaking
of the weakest link in the capitalist chain, whose value
consisted in precipitating the world revolution, since, as
Marx and Engels were convinced, communism in one
country could not survive. Events decreed otherwise, but
the doctrine itself was altered only under Stalin. The ini-
tial mood among the early Bolsheviks was genuinely
antinationalist: so much so that Bolshevik critics in
Russia vied with each other in disparaging the glories of
their own national literature—Pushkin, for example—in
order to express their contempt for national tradition as
a central bourgeois value. . . . But after this, the genuine
internationalist phase was over. Every revolution and
upheaval thereafter contained a nationalist component.!

From Lenin's decision to enlist the Communist In-
ternational in the struggle for national liberation, there
developed the characteristic pattern (China, Cuba) of a
communist party coming to power through a program of
national liberation, anti-imperialism, antifascism, or anti-
neocolonialism, and then launching a “dictatorship of de-
velopment” (Richard Lowenthal’s term), justified in the
name of an advance toward socialism and communism.
This aspect of Leninism also gave rise to the tortuous com-
munist efforts to explain how nationalists and communists
are politically compatible with each other and to the end-
less rationalizations concerning “peaceful transition,” “sep-

! Isaiah Berlin, “The Bent Twig, A Note on Nationalism,” Foreign
Affairs 51, no. 1 (October 1972): 21. °
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arate roads,” ang socialism allegedly growing out of nation-
alism in the various communist-dominated nation-states,
Ho Chj Minh offers an cxample of the genre: “It is neces-
sary closely to combine patriotism with proletarian interna-
tionalism both in the national liberation and the socialist
revolution, I, the present epoch the national liberation
revolution constitutes ap inseparable component of the
world proletariap, revolution, and the national liberation
revolution cap, be crowned with complete success only if it
develops into a socialist revolution.” 2 J- B. Bell is, however,
closer to the Immediate point: “When used . . . as some-
thing more thyy, 2 handy cachet, nationalism is by far t.he
most effective pygig for revolutionary war. The world-wide
.vision Temaings: the vanguard of the vitalized masses ﬁght-
Ing wars of National liberation against bestial imPe.nffllst;
N0 matter jf th, masses won’t mobilize, the nation is invis-
ible, and the imperialists are local liberals.”® In short,. the
Primary politica] tactic of communist revolutionaries since
the time of Lenin hyg been the attempt to forge a “united
front” wigp, E€nuine nationalist movemen ts, thereby hoping
o gain mags SUpport for a communist organization not on
the basis of the Ofganization’s communist values and goals
but on the basis of jt tactically adopted nationalist values
and goals, These facf about the relationships between
Communismy 5 q Nationalism that developed after the Bol-
ShCVl.k ReVOhlﬁOn and that continue to preoccupy com-
Munist theorigg, to the present day are well known and do
not requijre further synopsis here.

» October 58 6
and Malpraes Bc‘('NT"e'ABtIZ of the Guerrilla, Revalutionary Theory
tce ew Y ;. , P- R .
tent-?x'lnt,hc Soviet side, S:(I:LA é(;:::l’éy. ‘L‘J?Zl :_3’ Exgansion and Coexxs.-
Prac > e Hmo')' of Soviet Foreign Policy 1917-1967 (New York:
&Cr, 1968), PP. 125, 25. For the application of united front
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What does require clarification is that the Chinese doc-
trine of “people’s war’” arose from the historical communist
effort to make the desire for sclf-determination part of
communism’s appeal (much in the same way that contem-
porary Christianity often tries to make socialism part of its
appeal). During the 1930s and 1940s Mao Tse-tung was a
follower of Lenin’s, working within the international tradi-
tion of communist revolutionary theorizing bequeathed by
Lenin. Far from breaking with Lenin, he merely made cer-
tain modifications in the overall Leninist “united front”
strategy designed to make the strategy work in China. Mao
was “creatively applying Marxism-Leninism to the concrete
conditions of the Chinese revolution.” From these modifi-
cations, however, plus thirty years of further observation of
wars of national liberation and the development of the
Sino-Sovict conflict, there cmerged during the 196os the
Chinese doctrine of “people’s war.”®

Mao made three changes. First, he elevated the struggle
against imperialism in the colonial periphery to a level of
historical significance in its own right, and not simply 2
blow struck at the Europcan imperialist powers through the
“weakest link” in the system. Lenin and later Stalin sup-
ported wars of national liberation primarily because they
contributed to the possibility of Marxist-type revolutions it
mature capitalist states (or to the defensc of the Soviet

tactics in China, see Lyman P. Van Slyke, Enemies and Friends, The
United Front in Chinese Communist Ilistory (Stanford, Calif.: Stan”
ford University Press, 1967). ’

5See, in particular, John J. Taylor, “The Maoist Revolutionary
Model in Asia,” Current Scene 9, no. 3 (March 7, 1971): 1-19; an
Chalmers Johnson, “Chinese Communist Leadership and Mass Re-
sponse,” in Ping-ti Io and Tang Tsou, eds., Ching in Crisis (Chicag?:
University of Chicago Press, 1968), 1 397-437. For the basic Maoist
texts, see Mao Tse-tung on Revolution and War, M. Rejai, ed- (Gar
den City, N.Y.: Doubleday, 1969).

- S |
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Union from attack by such states, e.g., the antifascist alli-
ance after 1935), whereas Mao thought that the Chinese
revolution deserved to be prosecuted regardless of inter-
national communist priorities or any incidental damage its
success might do to capitalist structures in Europe, North
America, or Japan.

Second, and following from the first, Mao was never will-
ing after the communist debacle of 1927, when Chiang Kai-
shek decimated the party, to subordinate the interests of
the national communist party to the demands of the na-
tionalist movement. He unquestionably favored a national
united front with noncommunist nationalist groups, but he
always insisted that the party build its own army and keep
that army exclusively under party control. Stalin was quite
willing to subordinate local communist parties to the
success of a global, Russian-directed antifascist or anti-
imperialist united front, just as his successors found it much
easier than Mao to align themselves with states such as
India or Egypt, even though such states might suppress
local communists.

Third, and in turn growing from the second point, Mao’s
retention of a communist military force gave rise to his
support for peasant mobilization. By putting the require-
ments of the Chinese revolution first and having been
taught by Chiang Kaishek’s extermination campaigns
against the communists that “political power grows out of

the barrel of a gun,” Mao was inevitably drawn to the ne-
cessity of revolutionary armed struggle and to the fact that
guerrilla warfare requires a mobilized and sustaining pop-
ulation behind the guerrilla activists. The population of
China, like that of most colonized territories, is preponder-
antly peasant. It is both unnecessary and erroneous to sug-
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gest that Mao turned the communist party into a “peasant
Party.” He merely carried the logic of the nationalist strug-
gle to its full implications—namely, to the nationalistic
Mobilization of all the people in the colonized or victimized
Country.

From these scemingly minor modifications in Leninist
thinking, no one of which seems anything more than realis-
tic or a prudent learning from experience, Mao’s theory of
“people’s war,” with its emphascs on a global countryside
in the Third World, a nationalistically aroused pcasantry
as a leading force, and armed struggle, slowly developed.
The essence of “people’s war” is that the communists, in
the guise of anti-impcrialists, should promote the mobiliza-
tion and organization of peasants in lands subject to im-
Perialist interference, leading to gucrrilla warfare and fi-
nally to regular warfare against the forces of imperialism
and their local allies. It is tactically permissible, according
to the doctrine, to enter a united front with a noncommu-
nist nationalist organization in order to promote the strug-
gle and to help legitimize the party as a nationalist force,
but the final intention of the effort is to defeat both the
imperialists and the other indigenous nationalists, who will
by stages be characterized as imperialist “lackeys” (i.e., as
traitors).

In mobilizing the pcasantry for purposes of supporting
guerrilla warfare, purely peasant interests, such as land re-
form, may be catered to, but it is recognized that the ulti-
mate source and only truly effective basis of peasant mobi-

6 For an interesting discussion by a Japanese scholar of the distinc-
tive characteristics of Mao’s theory of people’s war and its relationship
to Leninism, see Niijima Atsuyoshi (Waseda University), Atarashiki
kakumei (New Revolutions) (Tokyo: Keisd Shobs, 196g), pp. 218-
243. Niijima writes from a pro-Maoist point of view.
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lization will be imperialist depredations, usually as a result
of foreign military intervention in order to supprcss the
burgeoning anti-imperialist movement.” As Mao remarked
to Edgar Snow in 1965 about the role of imperialism in his
own revolution (Snow was required to paraphrasc Mao’s
replies to his questions, hence the use of the third person) *

After reaching an agreement with Chiang Kai-shek to
wagea joint war, in 1937, Mao’s troops had avoided com-
bat with the main enemy forces and concentrated on
establishing guerrilla bases among the peasants. The
Japanese had been of great help. They had physically
occupied and burned villages over large parts of castern
China. They educated the people and quickened their
political consciousness. They created conditions which
made it possible for Communist-led guerrillas to increase
their troops and expand their territory. Today when Jap-
ancse came to see Mao, and apologized, he thanked them
for their help.®

Shortly after coming to power in 1949 the Chinese com-
munists recognized that these methods of Mao’s, which had
worked so well for them, were perhaps of broader relevance
than just to the Chinese revolution; Liu Shao-ch’i’s state-
ment to this effect is well known.? However, it was not
merely the fact of the communist victory in China, nor even

70n land reform and its history in communist revolutionary strat-
egy, sec Paul S. Taylor, “Communist Strategy and Tactics of Employ-
ing Peasant Dissatisfaction over Conditions of Land Tenure for Rev-
olutionary Ends in Vietnam” (A study for the Foreign Opcrations
and G%vcmm_cnt Information Subcommittce), House of Representa-
tives, O%ml]t]t,ee on Government Operations, gist Congress, 2nd
Sesglloﬂt( > ashington: Government Printing Office, 1970) -

h IE;;W c‘l‘i With Mao Tse-tung, January g, 1965, in Edgar Snow,
'1'9 g— 199‘8 evolution (New York: Random House, 1972), pp-
9 Speech at Trade Union C i Australasi

untries, Nov n Conference of Asian and Australasian
November 23, 1940y, *0 1949 (New China News Agency, Peking,

y
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the peasant-based guerrilla wars in Yugoslavia, Indochina,
Algeria, and elsewhere, that led the Chinese to hail Mao’s
doctrines as the way to revolution. It was, above all else, the
Maturing split throughout the 1950s between China and

¢ Soviet Union over correct communist relations with
other successful or emergent national liberation movements
that produced the Chinese ideology of people’s war.

One of the problems with national liberation struggles
'0m a communist point of view is that, as Lenin recog-
:iltzlf;;]t,’ they constitute potentially au.thentic revolutionary
namelons‘ In other words, authentic rcfvolutions in the
comy Of_self-dctermination can occur independently of

Unist influence, authorization, or help. During
Bu(:;]\g Yar I1, for example, the Pcoples of Inc?onesifl and
insteag id not join the int.ematxonal antifascist alhapce;
thei in’ c1they joined the fascists (the ]apan.es<'3) and gained
the Ty ePend‘ence from European colonialists by way of

Panese victory. In the Philippines the United States
Y sponsored nationalism, thereby making it un-

Sia, the ;(:r communist exploi'tation.'ln mpch of south
achieye ‘Ilddle LFast, and Africa natlor.ml liberation was
for it uththout armed struggle, often without even asking

Tl also without communist leadership.

Porting z:'let UniPQ-n :md' China have a long record of sup-
Succeeq ed ost' anti-imperialist move?]ents, bu.t those that
Poseq , Without their sponsorship or assistance have
Stalin'S Problem for them. In the postwar years up to
new "bol:.ath’. both Peking and Moscow were hostile to
Mup; 8¢ois nationalist” states; but when various com-
dange, : PCrations to subvert them failed, and when the
Stateg i fose that they might be organized by the United
began O anticommunist alliances, the communist allies

Change their attitude. The Soviet Union at-

e
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tempted to woo the new nations by competing with the
United States in supplying “aid,” while China experi-
mented with a low-posture foreign policy known as the
“Bandung spirit.” Only in Vietnam did the old Leninist
Maoist formula still apply, and it built on a World War Il
situation similar to that which had prevailed in China and
Yugoslavia. As John Taylor notes, “In Vietnam a unique
situation existed in which local Western colonialists—the
Vichy French—collaborated with the Japanese.” *° Here the
communists had been able to capture the nationalist move-
ment by being both antifascist and anticolonialist; but even
here, after 1954, both China and Russia helped put the
revolution on ice for a while as the price of trying to come
to terms with the rest of the Third World.

By the time of the Moscow Conference of 1960, the
Soviet Union had learned how to live with the neutralism
of nations such as India and Egypt—at least they were not
allied with the United States—and the declaration of the
1960 conference accepted the principle that national dem-
ocratic states could make a “peaceful transition” to social-
ism. For China, however, despite the relative success of the
Bandung policy from Moscow’s point of view, this Russian
willingness to tolerate and even uphold the status quo was
profoundly disquieting. The Russian acceptance of the
situation in the Third World seemed to the Chinese less an

objective appraisal of the situation than an erroneous corol-
Jary of Khrushchev’s new policy of “peaceful coexistence”
with the United States, The apparent ending of the inter-
pational communist effort to promote revolution seemed
from China’s point of view utterly premature; for one
thing, it left the Chinese unrecognized by the major na-
tions of the world, excluded from the United Nations, and

10 Current Scene, March 7, 1971, P- 7-
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surrounded by United States bases from Korea to the
Philippines, including Taiwan.

Throughout 1960, following the Moscow Conference,
the Chinese harped on the need at least to consider the re-

sort to and support of armed struggle by communist-
Sponsored movements:

The working class and the working people, of course, are
willing to use peaceful methods to secure state power
and transition to socialism. It would be a mistake not to
make use of such a possibility if it exists. But the ruling
classes will never yield state power of their own accord,
and will invariably carry out suppression by violence
when people risc and start a revolution. Therefore the
working class and its political party absolutely cannot
base all their work solely on the possibility of peaceful
transition but must prepare at the same time for two
possibilities, namely, the possibility of peaceful transi-
tion and the possibility of nonpeaceful transition. It
would be utterly wrong if peaceful transition is ground-
lessly described as the only possibility.!!

Here was the ideological basis for revolutions in indepen-
dent, noncommunist, Third World states—say, Burma, In-
dia, or Indonesia. In the name of the “people,” communist
partics in such states were urged to make the transition to
socialism through armed revolution.

Similarly, with regard to the issue of peaceful coexistence,
the Chinese sought to distinguish it from the need for
revolutionary wars. The following statement is from the
famous Chinese declaration “Long Live Leninism!” that
both Moscow and Peking have credited with being the
opening shot in the Sino-Soviet polemics:

11 “Holding High the Marxist-Leninist Banner of the Moscow
Declarations,” Jen-min jih-pao, June 29, 1960.
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have argued that China always saw the wisdom of peaceful
coexistence: in one of Alice Hsich's earliest studies on Chi-
nese military thinking she came to that conclusion, and al-
most ten years later, Allen Whiting, a former government
official, reconfirmed it."* Whatever the case, the Chinese
did believe that it was necessary to keep up communist
pressure on “imperialism,” that is, the United States, and
that in order to do so there were means available short of
general war. When the Soviet Union failed to agree, the
Chinese struck out on their own. By the time of the 1963
Moscow Conference, the Soviets were arguing that it was
not even necessary for a national democratic state under
“the influence of the world socialist system” (i.., a state
friendly to the Soviet Union) to tolerate or legalize a do-
mestic communist party. The Chinese answer to this was
“people’s war,” sponsored, endorsed, supported, and ideal-
ized—in short, “exported”’—by Peking.

The Soviets of course opposed this Chinese position, but
it is important to remember that the USSR in the sixties did
not abandon the possibility of its supporting a war of na-
tional liberation. On the contrary, when a “revolutionary
situation,” in the Leninist sense (discussed in chapter g
below), was declared to exist, the Soviets were quite pre-
pared to provide extensive material, political, and techno.
logical assistance to the communist side. In fact, John
Kennedy returned from his 1961 meeting with Khrushcher
in Vienna thinking that it was the Russians, not the Cy
nese, who were behind the emerging threat of glob:

14 Cf. Alice Langley Hsieh, Communist Chind's Militar
and Strategy (Santa Monica: The Rand Corporation, Memorand
RM-3833-PR, October 1963); and Allen S, Whiting, “The U,
Force in Foreign Policy by the People’s Republic of China,” An
402 (July 1972): 55-66.
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linked, anti-American “brushfire w.ars,” a threa‘t thay
manded that the United States acquire a countermsurgerl

capability. Kennedy said at the time:

In the 1940’ and early fifties, the great dangtzlr was &qu
Communist armies marching across free bor ers, W]]iQ
we saw in Korea. . . . Now we face a new and ]d’ﬁrel'eh;
threat. We no longer have a nuclear "'{01?1°P° y.d']*heir
snissiles, they believe, will hold off our missiles, an thejy
troops can match our troops should we mtervencH {nt hesQ
so-called wars of liberation. Thus, the local coq] ic th. &y
Support can turn in their favor through gu«f;mt alsaolr iy,
surgents or subversion. . . . It is clear that §h118) stru gg € in
this area of the new and poorer nations will be a Ontijy
uing crisis of this decade.15

In retrospect it is evident that the Russians were Txot Pre,
Pared to try to foster national revolutionary Sltl(llatlolns, al.
though they would support them when they e}’: otll)f(-i'
The Chinese were prepared to foster them, fCSP’ ]C ey
formalistic denials of any intent to “export Ievo utior,
Tronically, it was neither the Russians nor the Chm.ese Whq
actually caused the United States to begin to get into th.e
business of extinguishing brushfire wars. As Jack Dav;
observes:

QA
Cy

Even before the missile crisis, events in Cuba haoc}ifiom
tributed to a growing sense of urgency 3’3,0ng tﬁ ca)
and military leaders in Washington regar 1;1g] [eI l'{(;ed
Or a strategy to protect the world position of the : nm ]‘?d
States from the dangers implicit In campaigns of polit.
ical violence jn “deve]oping” countries, and the ne@d for
tactics to counter the supposed special potenc’}: of insur-
gencies and other forms of “jrregular warfare.” . . . The
Cuban Phenomenon vy | . one of the many factors

15 Office of Media Serv; Public Affairs, U.S. Depart.
ment of State, “W:rs eorf‘,lf\?:,tig:;]cafilggrat?omn Viet-Nam Informa-
tion Notes, 10. 12 (June 1968), p. 3.
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4 £5 onsible for locking the United States into its pro-

fonged and costly engagement against communist insur-
lgency in South Vietnam.!¢

cfore we turn to some of the complexities of China’s
jementation of the people’s war policy, there is one
;ff’Per doctrinal matter that had rather far-reaching practi-
ot? conscquences and that illustrates the peculiar multi-
"a'(;it s of meanings that the term “people’s war” came to
I’]‘qc by the end of the 196os—namely, the varying nuances
b? e concept of the “people” in the doctrine of people’s
of ~ Until the 196os the Chinese meant by the term “peo-
Wi, Primari]y the large peasant population of a colonized
plc jtorys but during the sixtics the term came to be used to
te* ribe any movement, group, race, or cthnic association
de’ ¢ could be mobilized for guerrilla war and that was not
th? dﬂized as a state. Becausc the Soviet Union had become
Ofgtﬂte-supporting power and tended to ally or cooperate
3 h formal states such as Iigypt, France, and India, the
“'lﬂ-ﬂcse tended to applaud and endorse movements that
€ opposed to states or that were, like China, outside the
?vctcrﬂational state structurc. These movements were said
in cepresent the “people,” and people’s war came to have
he connotation that it was differcnt from state-to-state war-
t . This accretion of meaning to the term increased its
fa;ctical cffectiveness; it made it harder for a counterin-
E rgcnt. state, such as the Unlted Sta.tes, to clarify for its
own citizens exactly whom it was fighting when it defended
against a people’s war.
gteeped in the legalistic concept that wars are between
states the American public became confused by its govern-

16 Jack Davis, “Political Violence in Latin America,” International
[nstitute for Strategic Studies, London, Adelphi Papers, no. 85 (Feb-

ruary 1972), p. 1.
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. U@
ment’s failure to declare war on North Vietnam

thereby identify the state with which the United States \:Q
at war. Some American citizens accepted the cor?lmuh?%
propaganda that the United States was an impcn_a]ist St
gressor in Vietnam. Similarly, in the United States Invag; Q&
of Cambodia in 1970, the American public seemed .
oriented by Cambodia’s formal ncutrality. In addition, t}f‘
freeing of the term “people” from the concept of state <
applied to warfare increascd the capability of C?mmuni Si
propaganda to associate “people’s war” with “]USt’ Way »,
and the widespread use of the phrase “people’s War” coj
cided with the rise of various ethnic protest movements ; =
the United States, which commonly saw themselves
sceking justice from a state that was separated from ),
“people.” All of these connotations of the term “pPcopleas,
as used by Chinese and other supporters of people’s War
the sixties greatly complicated the task of the Unit.ed State s
in explaining its policies in Victnam to its own citizens apy a
to its allics.

Needless to say, the United States refrained from declg y_
ing war on North Vietnam in order not to threaten Chjn a
directly and in order to keep the war relatively confineq
Morcover, the lack of such a declaration did not preven,
the United States from retaliating directly against Nor¢y,
Vietnam, despite Hanoi’s consistent denials that any Pe g
ple’s Army of Vietnam troops were fighting in Cambod i |
Laos, or South Victnam. By contrast, the Israclis hav o
never allowed the concept of the people to interfere with
their identification of a belligerent; whenever attacked by,
“pe0plcs" (i.e., by Palestinian guerrillas), the Israelis have
always retaliated against both the gucrrillas and the states
that supported and harbored them. In general, the Pales-
tinians’ usc of the concept of the “people,” sccking “jus-
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,» rather than “victory,” has had less effect on Israeli
fjca estic moralc and international support than the use of
49" ;ame tactic by the North Vietnamese had on American
thefale and international support.'?

;f‘c; ﬂtercstingly enough, by the beginning of the 1970s the
cept of the “people” had begun to lose its earlier non-
co te meaning for the Chinese, whercas the Russians were
st? ceasingly using it with its carlier Chinese connotations.
in¢ ging 1971~72 the Chinese failed to support the “people”
instcad supported the state in what was perhaps the

pu
a ost bona fide national liberation struggle of the entire

ciod—in Bangla Desh—and the Soviets were claiming to
pe port the “people”—not only in Bangla Desh but also in
sugr thern Ireland, although of course omitting to mention
hat the Catholic supporters of the Irish Republican Army
. Ulster are a distinct minority among the population.1s
on Ic’s war had come a long way since Mao had practiced
it against the Japanese and the Kuomintang.

17 On_this subject but from a point of view highly critical of the
U nited States’ failure to declare war on North Vietnam, sec C. D.
zcmig, Strategic Aspects of Guerrilla Warfare,” in Interdoc Con-
K ence, Noordwijk aan Zee, June 11-13, 1971, Guerrilla Warfare in
f;i sid (The Hague: International Documentation and Information
Centre; 1971), Pp. 5-6.
18 For Sovict views on Northern Ireland, see Pravda, March 28 and
April 23 and 25, 1972. Chinesc coverage has been sparse, but see
on-mint jih-pao, February 8, 1972.'A1though most external support for
{] ¢ L.LR.A. has come from the United States, some £30,000 worth of
Arms bound for Ireland was confiscated at Schiphol Airport, Amster-
dam, in October 1971; the arms had come from the Czech govern-
ent. Somc ILLR.A. men have received training in Cuba in guerrilla
warfarc, and there is evidence of contacts between Irish revolutionaries
and the Quebcee Liberation Front and Al-Fatah in the Middle East.
On June 11, 1972, the Libyan president, Colonel Kaddafi, claimed
that Libya was supplying arms to the I.R.A. He said, “We consider the
struggle in Ircland a national one and we will help the free Irsh to
frce themsclves from Britain.”
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The High Tide of the Doctrine
During the 1960’s

During 1965 and 1966 the Chinese carried on an ext.enswe
Propaganda campaign to elaborate and publicize their doc.
trine of people’s war. The two main sourccs are former
Minister of Defense Lin Piao’s Long Live the Vict?")’ of
People’s War! of 1965, and Quotations from Chatrian
Mao Tse-tung (the “little red book”) of 1966. These are
essentially popular, catechismic expositions of revoluthn.
ary ideas, and they both originated with Lin’s Pcople’s Lib-
cration Army. In addition, in 1967 the Chinese published
a special little red book entitled Chairman Mao Tse-tung
on People’s War, which contained short excerpts from both
Mao’s and Lin’s writings. Since the Chinese translated all
of these materials into virtually every actively used lan.
8uage in the world and disseminated them widcly, there
can be no doubt that, whatever the internal Chinese in-
Fentions in publishing them, many people read them as an
invitation by Mao to the revolutionaries of the world to
“start shooting.” Here are some examples:

From Chairman Mao: “The seizurc of power by armeq
force, the settlement of the issuc by war, is the central task
and the highest form of revolution. This Marxist-Leninist
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principle of revolution holds good universally, for China
and all other countries.”!
From Lin Piao’s Long Live the Victory of People’s War!:

Comrade Mao Tse-tung’s theory of and policies for
people’s war have creatively enriched and developed
Marxism-Leninism.

History shows that when confronted by ruthless im-
perialist aggression, a Communist Party must hold aloft
the national banncr and, using the weapon of the united
front, rally around itself the masses and the patriotic and
anti-imperialist people who form more than go percent
of a country’s population.

History shows that within the united front the Com-
munist Party must maintain its idcological, political, and
organizational independence, adhere to the principle of
independence and initiative, and insist on its leading
role.

The special featurc of the Chinese revolution was
armed revolution against armed counter-revolution. The
main form of struggle was war and the main form of
organization was the army which was under the absolute
lcadership of the Chinese Communist Party.

It must bc emphasized that Comrade Mao Tse-tung’s
theory of the establishment of rural revolutionary base
arcas and the encirclement of the cities from the country-
side is of outstanding and universal practical importance
for the present revolutionary struggles of all the op-
pressed nations and pcoples, and particularly for the
revolutionary struggles of the oppressed nations and
peoplcs in Asia, Africa, and Latin America against im-
perialism and its lackeys.

In a sensc, the contemporary world revolution . . . pre-
sents a picture of the encirclement of the cities by the

1 Quotations from Chairman Mao Tse-tun

Pcking: T i
Languages Press, 1966), pp. 61-62. g (Pcking: Foreign
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rural areas. In the final analysis, the whole course of
world revolution hinges on the revolutionary struggles of
the Asian, African, and Latin American peoples.

The peasants constitute the main force of the nationa}.
democratic revolution against the imperialists and their
lackeys.

The Chinese revolution has successfully solved the
problem of how to link up the national-democratic wx'th
the socialist revolution in the colonial and scmi-colonia]
countries.

The contradiction between the revolutionary peoples
of Asia, Africa, and Latin America and the imperialists
headed by the United States is the principal contradic-
tion in the contemporary world.

_Viet Nam is the most convincing current qxample ofa
victim of aggression defeating U.S. imperialism by a
people’s war.

They [the Americans] are deeply worricd that their
defeat in Viet Nam will lead to a chain reaction. They
are expanding the war in an attempt to save themselves
from defeat. But the more they expand the war, the
greater will be the chain reaction.

The Khrushchev revisionists insist that a nation with-
out nuclear weapons is incapable of defeating an cnemy
with nuclear weapons, whatever methods of fighting it
may adopt.

War can temper the people and push history forward.
0 this sense, war is a great school.

Our attitude towards imperialist wars of aggression
as always been clear-cut. First, we are against them, and
secondly, we are not afraid of them. We will destroy
whoever attacks us. As for revolutionary wars waged by
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the oppressed nations and peoples, so far from opposing
them, we invariably give them firm support and active

aid.?

These statements, and others like them, were repeated
without interruption by the Chinese propaganda services
for about five years. Probably no pronouncements by any
other government during the 1g96os elicited greater atten-
tion around the world from friend and foe alike. In the
West political and military analysts published numerous
books on the mortal dangers to civilization of “many Viet-
nams,” and no less a strategist than B. H. Liddell Hart
wrote, “In the past, guerrilla warfare has been a weapon of
the weaker side, and thus primarily defensive, but in the
atomic age it may be increasingly developed as a form of
aggression suited to cxploit a situation of nuclear stale-
mate.”® Coral Bell went well beyond Liddell Hart’s cay-
tious warning: “Though the weapons of mass destruction
grow more and more ferociously efficient, the revolutionary
guerrilla armed with nothing more advanced than an o]g
rifle and a nineteenth-century political doctrine has proved
the most effective means yet devised for altering the world
power-balance.”* In Washington the Cold War burean.

2 Lin Piao, Long Live the Victory of People’s WX/ gy Pckine: T
eign Languages Press, 1965), pp- 3, 18-19, 19, 26, 47_4(8’<;8m§;91‘or.
57, 58, 59—60, 62, 63. ) » 49, 53,

3 In Interdoc Conference, Guerrilla Warfare in Agiq (The Hague:
International Documentation and Information Centre, 1971) guz.
Sce also J. L. S. Girling, People’s War (New York: Pracger ; % ):
Geoffrey FFairbairn, Revolutionary Warfare and Commungst ,Stgx tg H
(London: Faber and Faber, 1968); and Douglas Hydc, The Roots i}'
Guerrilla Warfare (London: Bodley Head, 1968). "

4 Coral Bell, “Non-Alignment and the Power Balance,” Survival
5, no. 6 (November-December 1963): 255; quoted in Kenncth N.
Waltz, “International Structure, National Force, ang the Balance of
World Power,” Journal of International Affairs 31, no. 2 (Summer
1967) :226.
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Cracy invented “counterinsurgency,” and by 1967 the vari-
OUs counterinsurgency committees and task forces had
Proliferated to such a degree that a senior U.S. official

Warned against a possible “bureaucratic interest” in the
existence of people’s war.’

On the other hand, apologists for Chinese communism
outside Ching justified Mao's and Lin’s position by con-
tending that China had only a regional, defensive foreign
Policy and by accepting Lin’s assertion that the United
States Was an imperialist aggressor.® A fcw analysts steept.id
In the art of interpreting hidden meanings in communist
Writings concluded that Lin Piao’s statement was nothing
more than an esoteric message to Hanoi informing the
Vietnamese that China would not intervenc in Vietnam
and that the Vietnamese would have to be “sclf-reliant” in
Prosecuting their people’s war.” The reason for all these
varied reactions was, of course, the cruption of the war 1o
Vietnam, Lin Piao had identified Victnam as a test case,
and Vg Nguyen Giap himself proclaimed, “South Viet

J .
Nam is the example for national liberation movements Of

5
Hu h':'he Odyssey of Counter-insurgency,” speech by Thom:!St %-
Sta%e S, Dxrector. of Intelligence and Research, U.S. Dcpqrtmcn A
van .ad ¢ qucngn Service Institute, July 3, 1967. Cf. David S. SlIll p
spo and Martin J, Saty)e, eds., Revolutionary War: Western

n.ss‘e (New York: Columbia University Press, 1971). .
tive "eg’ ¢8, Franklin W, Houn, “Chinese Forcign Policy in Perspe

7 ulletin of the Atomic Scientists, Fcbruary 1972, pp. 15 s
Warne D P- Mozingo and T, W. Robinson, Lin Pizo on People’
R a:i China F akes a Second Look at Vietnam (Santa Monica:
\ ;n Corporgtnon, Memorandum RM-4814-PR, November 1965)-
1h}' own reading of [ iy Piao’s section on “self-reliance” (Long LW‘;
the Victory of People’s Warl, PP- 37-42) is that it is a refutation 0
the argument that Ching cmerged from World War II on the side of
the victors primarily because of the fighting done by other nations.
apyreover, Lin is himself quite candid on the subject of forcign aid:

During the War of Resistance Against Japan, our Party maintaine

that China should rely mainly on her own strength while at the same
time trying to get as much foreign assistance as possible” (p. 38)-
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our time. . . . If it proves possible to defeat the ‘special war-
fare’ tested in South Viet Nam by the American imperial-
ists, this will mean that it can be defeated everywhere else
as well.”® Curiously enough, among the most concerned
and most bitterly critical readers of Mao and Lin Piao were
the leaders of the Soviet Union, who were simultaneously
supplying Hanoi with much of the military means to wage
war in the south.

In the United States academic analysts of the Chinese
communist press were noticing that Peking made varying
levels of endorsement of pcople’s wars around the world—
a direct endorsement by Mao Tse-tung of one that was anti-
American, down to a merc mention in the newspapers of
one that was only anticolonial, and no mention at all of
ones that might embarrass a friend or potential friend of
China’s (e.g., in Somaliland vis-a-vis France) .2 It appecared
that the doctrine of people’s war was in fact being used, and
bent, to scrve concrete Chinese foreign policy interests.

Moving beyond the level of verbal endorsements and
propaganda support, Western analysts were having a more
difficult time identifying, or even conceptualizing clearly,
an uncquivocal case of “subversion and guerrilla warfare,
transported across international boundarics” (President
Johnson’s words'®) by the Chinese, except in Burma, Thaj-
land, and of course Vietnam. Chinese agents were ex.
tremely active in this period throughout the Third World
but their efforts at stirring up revolutions had so little prac:
tical effect that it was hard not to suspect the Chinese of

8 Nhan Dan (Hanoi), July 19, 1964.

9 Scc Peter Van Ness, Revolution and Chinese Fore; .
Peking’s Support for Wars of National Liberation (Bertl){:;légnafg licg’;
Angeles: University of California Press, 1971), pp. 9406 y

10 President L. B. Johnson, June 30, 1966, in U S, :

; > Decpartment of
State, Viet-Nam Information Notes, no. 12 (June 19 p

68), p- 5.
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bluffing. In Africa, for example, on July 22, 1965, the Kenya
government expelled NCNA representative Wang Te-ming
on twenty-four-hours notice, his presence in Kenya being
described as “contrary to national security.” Similarly, on
February 3, 1965, another “NCNA correspondent,” Kao
Liang, who six years later was a member of the Chinese
delegation to the United Nations, was expelled from Bu-
rundi together with the entire Chinese embassy staff, for
helping rebels in the Congo (Leopoldville), for arming
Tutsi refugees from Rwanda in the hope of undermining
the Rwanda administration, and for trying to overthrow the
Burundi government. In April 1965, Ahmadou Diop, who
had attempted to assassinate President Hamani Diori of
Niger, confessed that he had received training in China. It
was also found that the Chinese had trained and provided
the bulk of the cquipment for most of the members of the
exiled procommunist Swaba party, which had unsuccess.
fully invaded Niger in October 1964. Such instances of
Chinese interference in African and other Third Worlg
countries could be repeated at great length. However, i,
every case, the Chinese were unsuccessful, and their clumgy
propaganda tended to alienate the governments concerneq_
Still, these activities could not be ignored, since the Chinege
had succeeded in exporting revolutions to Burma ang
Thailand during the decade, even though as border and
near-border states their cases might not be reliable guides
to Chinese policies or capabilities in other continents.!t
Further complicating the picture was a remark made by
1 The Burmese and Thai cases are taken up later in this chapter
and in chapter 6. NCNA is an abbreviation for New China News
Agency, the organization most commonly selected as a cover by

Chinese agents engaged in clandestine activities. On Chincese attempts
to promote revolution in independent African countrics, see Bruce D,
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i\fdbi??att(‘) Edgar Snow during their 1965 talks: .“Whenever a
and 1101'1 struggle existed, China wo.uld publish stfltements
Whicla 1 demonstrations to support 1!:. It was precisely that
.1.V’exed the imperialists.” ** This remark suggests the
Egsillb.lhty that Mao and Lin never intended to do much of
Sta}; ling m'ore to promote people’s war ot.her than “.publish
undements > and that many people outside of China, not
erstanding this (as of course they could not), seriously
OVverreacted to Chincse bellicosity.
ere seem to me to be two ways of looking at this prob-
lem of Chinese violent talk and practical nonperformance.
The first might be called the minimalist-maximalist inter-
Pretation and the second the internal-external-politics inter-
Pretation. In the first interpretation the Chinese ideology
of People’s war functioned as a foreign policy tactic for at-
tempting to alter the international status quo, minimally to
cause the United States to cease its support of the Kuomin-
tang on Taiwan, to cause the United Nations to seat China
in the General Assembly and the Security Council (recall
that after Indonesia’s withdrawal from the U.N. and prior
to the abortive Indonesian coup of September 30, 1963,
Peking and Jakarta talked of setting up a rival U.N.), and to
cause the advanced industrial nations of the world, includ-
ing Japan, to recognize the Chinese People’s Republic.
Maximally, Peking hoped that its analysis of the world
situation would prove correct, and that with the United
States now cast in the role of Japan in the 1930s, and the
USSR as the equivalent of the Kuomintang, the Chinese

Larkin, China and Africa, 19491970 (Berkeley and Los Angcles:
University of California Press, 1971), PP. 127-132, 179—185.

12 The Long Revolution (New York: Random House, 1972), p-
217.
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communists would emerge as the leaders of a revolutionary
world, just as they had emerged as leaders of a revolutionary
China twenty years earlier.

If this view is accurate, the maximum advantages that

might have been obtained from a global epidemic of peo-
ple’s wars were abandoned by the Chinese fairly early for
various reasons. These include the failure of the world
communist movement to shift decisively to the support of
the Chinese strategy; the alarm and anti-Chinese hostility
generated in the Third World (particularly in Africa) by
Chinese calls for revolution in countries that were alrcady
free of imperialist interference; the increasing threat of a
state-to-state war with Russia; the higher risks to China of a
people’s war escalating into a nuclear war now that China,
like the United States and the USSR, had become a nuclear
power; and the achievement, according to one interpreta-
tion of the Vietnam war, of China’s minimal demands as a
result of America’s “defcat” there. Denis Warner, for ex-
ample, contends, “The détente with China was the off-
spring of American disenchantment with Vietnam.”13 So
the argument goes that as the conditions of international
isolation that China had objected to in 1960 were alleviated
and as the menace of a Soviet strike against China’s nuclear
capacity loomed larger, Mao scttled for the minimal gains
from his pcople’s war policy and initiated a new, Bandung-
like policy of coexistencc with the international state
structure.

The internal-external-politics interpretation suggests that
virtually all of the polcmics about pcople’s war were a
smoke screcn for the Cultural Revolution, which was co-
terminous with thc campaign to promote people’s wars, and

13 Denis Warner, “The Morning After the War Before,” Atlantic,
December 1972, p. 118.
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that the Cultural Revolution itself was basically an internal
struggle between the Communist party lecadership and
Mao Tse-tung, who was making a comeback after the loss
of much of his power in the wake of the Great Leap For-
ward. In this analysis the theory of people’s war was mostly
intended to bolster Mao’s prestige for internal political
Purposes, and what went on outside of China was neither
intended nor even under firm control in Pcking. In fact,
most of the antics of Red Guards outside of China, the
urban terrorism carried on by Peking’s supporters in Hong
Kong during 1967, and the Chinesc attacks on forcigners
who failed to honor Mao’s works or portrait all over the
world were so damaging to China’s forcign relations that
Mao terminated the Cultural Revolution, at least in part,
in order to correct the situation and to avoid offering the
Soviet Union a temptingly isolated China as a target.14
Even the insurgency in Burma, although it had been in
existence for some twenty years, reached an unprecedented
peak of violence in 1967 primarily as a result of the zeal of
functionaries inspired by the Cultural Revolution rather
than because Chincse leaders genuinely believed that a
People’s war could succeed there. After the Cultural Rev.
olution was over, Mao received Ne Win in Peking, and the
war subsided to its earlier level of intensity. In Thailand,
one careful study of the people’s war there concludes that it
began in the early 196os as a direct résponse to the increas-
ing American buildup and that by the end of the decade,
with the American threat declining, the Thaj revolutionar-
ies in exile in Peking were spending much more time sing-
ing the praises of Mao Tsc-tung than realistically attempt-

14 For an analysis along thesc lines, sce Philj L. Bridgh “Th
Intemational Impact of Maoist Idcology,” in C]l?mlmers ]ghz:-\!;:;n cd.e,
Ideology and Politics in Contemporary China (Seattle: Universi'ty of
Washington Press, 1973), pp. 326-351.
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ing to mobilize the Thai peasantry.’s It should be noted
that both of these insurgencies continued after the Cul-
tural Revolution was over, but the immediate point is that
both also displayed aberrations—one in terms of increased
violence and the other in terms of decrcased violence—
reflecting the influence of the Cultural Revolution (we
shall return to these two cases in chapter 6).

Similarly, in the disputes that divided communist parties
around the world, the pro-Chinese factions devoted more
effort to having Mao recognized as the “grcatest Marxist-
Leninist of the present era” than to persuading their partics
to act on Mao’s ideas. The dispute with the Sovict Union
was over substantive foreign policy differences, but it also
concerned internal Chinese politics in that Mao’s political
encmies were more sympathetic to a renewed Sino-Soviet
relationship than Mao was. Mao’s chief encmy in the Cul-
tural Revolution, Liu Shao-ch’i, was of course charged
with being pro-Soviet and was dubbed “China’s Khrug},.
chev.” On the Russian side, they hoped that Mao’s domeg.
tic foes would help them solve their “China problem” by
dcposing Mao Tse-tung once and for all. Most significan tly,
the Chinese uscd thosc splinter parties that endorsed Mao’s
ideas on pcople’s war to attack the Russians, and not actu-
ally to promote people’s wars. For example, a recent study

notes:

The principal focus of Chinese propaganda and activitieg
in Latin Amcrica during the 1960’s was not the “imper.

15 Sce Danicl D. Lovelace, China and “People’s War” in Thailang
1964-1969 (Berkeley: Center for Chinese Studics, University of
California, China Research Monograph no. 8, 1971). On Burma, e
Harold C. Hinton, Chind’s Turbulent Quest (Bloomington: Indian,
University Press, 1972), p. 244. Cf. R. A. Scalapino, Asia and the
Major Powers (Washington: Amecrican Enterprisc Institute, 1972),

p- 23-
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ialist” foe but the pro-Moscow Communist Parties and
the USSR itsclf for following the “parliamentary road.”
Although events such as the Panama crisis of 1964 and
the Dominican Rcpublic episode of 1965 reccived heavy
propaganda treatment, PRC propagandists devoted far
more attention to the pernicious ideological influence of
the USSR than to the U.S. role in Latin American
affairs.1¢

Clearly the minimalist-maximalist and internal-external
interpretations are compatible with each other and should
be combined. Mao and his “close comrade in arms Lin
Piao” launched the policy of verbal popularization and
support of people’s war for a varicty of concrete Chinese
ends. They wished (1) to prevent Russia and the United
States from freezing the international status quo on the use
of force while China’s national needs were unfulfilled; (z)
to cause the United States to end its policy of isolating and
blockading China; (3) to portray Mao Tse-tung as a great
Marxist-Leninist theoretician in order to enhance his do-
mestic political prestige and to weaken the Soviet Union by
challenging its right to lead the international communist
movement; and (4) to see if a combination of postcolonial
discontent in the Third World and major miscalcula-
tions by the United States might lead to a sjtyation that
China could exploit but that would probably remain sub-
nuclear. In order to obtain these ends, China did not have
to do anything more than talk a lot and provide sufficient
arms to cstablish its credibility.

Credibility, of course, rests in the eye of the beholder. An
international actor can do various things to increase his
credibility, but whether his enemies and thoge dependent
upon him actually believe what he says depends upon cir-

16 “Pcking and Latin Amcrica: Rewriting the Scenario,” Current
Scene 9, no. 4 (April 7, 1971): 1.
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cumstances that he can only affect, not control. Like the
concept of role, credibility is a relational concept, and a
nation cannot be credible all by itself. The 196os odyssey of
people’s war is relevant to the concept of credibility because
China’s enemies, the United States and the USSR, believ-
ing strongly in the need to counter Peking’s pronounce-
ments on revolution, did as much as Peking itself to pro-
mote a global belicf in either the danger or the advent of
people’s war. We shall turn to the USSR’s contribution in
chapter 5; the contribution of the United States was
counterinsurgency.

It is hard to belicve in retrospect that Pcking would have
been taken as seriously as it was during the sixties if the
United States had not taken people’s war so seriously.
Given the sharp American reaction to Chinese talk about
people’s war, it is not surprising that many potential revolu-
tionaries not otherwise likely to have been influcnced by
China came to the conclusion that guerrilla warfare, or a
variant of it, was most likely to bring them success.

In addition to providing credibility for Chinese propa-
ganda, counterinsurgency is important as a direct part of
the people’s war equation: if counterinsurgency is miscon-
ceived or ineptly implemented, it becomes “imperialist ag-
gression,” that is, it becomes a part of the problem instcad
of the solution. Virtually all thcories of guerrilla warfare,
Mao’s included, contend that counterguerrilla measures by
the defending power or his patron cannot be effective (dc-
spite a good deal of cvidence to the contrary), and they
hold (or hope) that counterinsurgent operations will merely
contributc to a general peasant mobilization. Going even
further than theorics of guerrilla warfare, all terrorist and
urban guerrilla strategics are based on an attempt to elicit
a counterinsurgent overreaction from the status quo power.

A
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The Brazilian guerrilla leader, Carlos Marighella (who was
killed in a policc ambush on November 4, 1969), cxplains
why: “It is necesary to turn political crisis into armed con-
flict by performing violent actions that will force those in
power to transform the political situation of the country
into a military situation. That will alienate the masses, who,
from then on, will revolt against the army and police and
blame them for this state of things.””'7
As a matter of fact, terrorism usually leads to a military
coup d’etat against the comparatively open government
that allowed terrorists to exist. For example, Jack Davis
notes that “most of the seventeen successful military coups
during the 1960’s (affecting ten countrics) [in Latin Amer-
ica] were at least in part a reaction to the threat, immediate
or imagined, of revolutionary violence.” !® By contrast, there
were no successcs at all for those who emploved revolution-
ary violence. The masses rarely rise against such military
regimes—thc chances of success, casily calculated, are
minimal—but, of course, in the long run such a right-wing
coup might lead to potentially revolutionary conditions as
a result of investment funds being transferred to military
spending, general economic stagnation in the wake of per-
petual political crisis, and so forth. In the meantime, how-
ever, the military regime will have killed or imprisoned all
actual or potential revolutionaries. Terrorism is oriented
toward trying to crcate revolutionary conditions where none
exist; usually the most that it accomplishes is to contribute
to the communist ideological prophecy that bourgeois
nationalist governments, in Latin America for example, are
17 Quoted in Robert Moss, Urban Guerrillas, The New Face of
Political Violence (London: Temple Smith, 1972), p. 13.
18 Jack Davis, “Political Violence in Latin America,” Intemational

Institute for Strategic Studics, London, Adelphi Papers, no. 85 (Feb-
ruary 1972), p. 2.
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“military oligarchies,” incapable of improving the lives of
the people, by helping to install and perpetuate such mil-
itary oligarchies.® There is, moreover, nothing inevitable
about military regimes being failures at economic develop-
ment and reform. In Brazil, Peru, and Algcria military
regimes have been fairly effective, and when they do badly,
they still manage to do as well as most civilian regimes.
Mass-based guerrilla warfare and counterinsurgent opera-
tions are not the same things as terrorism and milita
coups, but they do have something of the same relationship
to each other. Perhaps the major difference 1S that counter-
msurgency has praven vather less obviously cffective in
suppressing guerrillas than military oligarchies—for exam-
Plc’ the Greek colonels, the Uruguayan army, or the mil-
itary government of Tgrkcy—have been in suppressing ter-
mn‘st‘s and urban guerrillas. Countcrinsmgcncv is a delicate
political ‘

PO -military mancuver that is forced to pass between
¢ Scylla and Charybdis of over- or underreaction and com-
monly ends up hitting both.

CC"CNI"y spcaking, counterinsurgency operations are
oricnted toward separating the active guerrillas from ?hc
mass of peasants who are in various stages of mobilization
and who provide the gucrrillas with their military advantage
of superior intelligence, as well as recruits, logistical sup-
port, and labor. Counterinsurgency can be undertaken .to
win the peasantry away from the guerrillas, or to identify
and attack the guerrillas in order to kcep them away from
the peasants, or both. However it is done, it should not con-
tribute to peasant grievances and hence to further peasant
mobilization.

There is an enormous literature, as well as folklore, on

19 Cf. Alphonse Max, Guerrillas in Latin America (The Hague:
International Documentation and Information Centre, 1971).
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Amcrican counterinsurgency in Vietnam, and although the
particular Vietnamese intricacies are not directly relevant
to our topic, a few details will illustrate the relationship be-
tween people’s war and counterinsurgency. Most early ap-
proaches to the problem, including this author’s,2® advo-
cated the policy of attracting the peasantry to the defending
authority’s side, what has unfortunately come to be known
as “winning hearts and minds,” or in the military argot of
Vietnam, WHAMing the peasantry. Foreigners usually do
not know what, if anything, will attract the peasantry of a
particular country, and theories abound about what exists
in the hearts or minds of the Vietnamese peasants. They
range from Denis Warner's belief that all Asians are more
attracted by “good political ideas” than by “a loaf of bread,”
to Tanham and Duncanson’s contention that “it is the
probable, not the desirable, that commands peasant sup-
port.”2! In a different context, Duncanson complicates the
picture by arguing, “In Malaya we cultivated the people’s
hearts through their minds, not their minds through their
hearts,” although he does make the point that the rectitude
and political style of a counterinsurgent force are as impor-
tant as what it does or what it gives.?2 Too often obvious
things arc forgotten in a counterinsurgency program, such
as devising ingcnious methods whereby the public can pro-
vide information about guerrillas to the authorities without
risking their own lives. Counterinsurgents seemn unaware of
how commonly the police of a defending power are pen-
ctrated by the revolutionary party and therefore how dan-

20 Chalmers Johnson, “Civilian Loyalties an ; ict,”
World Politics 14, no. 4 (July 1962): 646—66;i Guerrilla Confi

21 Warner, in Atlantic, Deccmber 1972, P- 122; George K. Tanham
and Dennis J. Duncanson, “Some Dilemmas of (
Foreign Affairs 48, no. 1 (October 1969): 120,

22 Interdoc Conference, Guerrilla Warfare in Asia, p. 71.

Counterinsurgency,”
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gerous it is to an informant to have his name in a police file.

In one of the most sophisticated studies of counterinsur-
gency, Nathan Leites and Charles Wolf, Jr., advocate re-
placing WHAM with a “cost-benefit” model, and although
they do not specifically advocate it, a reader less sophisti-
cated than the authors in econometric modeling might get
the idea from their work that counterinsurgency is most
effective when understood as a process of raising the costs to
the peasantry of supporting the guerrillas.2 Although this
scems highly plausible in theory and may well have
worked in practice in Vietnam (that issue is discussed in
the next chapter), most historical evidence on dcfeated
guerrilla insurrections suggests that raising the costs to the
peasantry of supporting the rebellion only spreads and in-
tensifies the rebellion. On the other hand, actions taken to
alleviate peasant discontent combined with positive govern-
ment, effective law enforcement, and military action against
the insurgents can isolate the activists. Among many histor-
ical studies, John Womack’s book on Zapata’s rebellion in
the Mexican Revolution illustrates both the costs of repres-
sion and the cfficacy of WHAM.** By contrast, in a more
recent context, Gerald Bender argucs that Portuguese coun-
terinsurgency measures, primarily population relocation,
have given greater impetus to the people’s war in Angola
that began in 1961 than anything done by the guerrillas.2s
Perhaps the ultimate approach to this problem has becn to
try to create a counterguerrilla infrastructure on the side of
the defenders that does not depend on peasant support—

23 Leites and Wolf, Rebellion and Authority, An Analytic Essay on
Insurgent Conflicts (Chicago: Markham, 1970).

2 John Womack, Jr., Zapata and the Mexican Revolution (New
York: Random House, 1968).

25 Gerald |. Bender, “The Limits of Counterinsurgency: An Afri-
can Case,” Comparative Politics 4, no. 4 (April 1972): 331-360.
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for example, the IBM-Philco Task Force Alpha, or the
“electronic battlefield” that was utilized in Vietnam. Un-
fortunate]y, to judge from published accounts, it did not
work—the displays either showed too few militarily attrac-
tive targets, or the enemy figured out how to decoy the
sensors, and the jungle seemed alive 26

Turning to the opposite aspect of the issue, direct mil-
itary operations against the insurgents, Mao Tse-tung is
categoric in saving that “our strategy and tactics are based
on a people’s war; no army opposed to the pecople can use
our strategy and tactics.”?” This may be true, but it does
not rule out using nonguerrilla strategies and tactics against
guerrillas, even though the costs will be high to the peas-
antry, and hence to the defenders, in doing so. In a sense
this was donc in Vietnam, forcing the communist side to
alter its stratcgy and tactics in the direction of conventional
warfare and thereby also raising the costs to it in terms of
the support it received from the peasantry. Wherever the
cost and benefit curves have intersccted in Vietnam, it is
clear that it has been costly to the pcasantry there to sup-
port cither or neither side.

Interesting]y enough, Herbert Marcuse agrees with this
analysis and believes that a technologically advanced so-
cicty can always defeat a people’s war. Ile asserts:

Any romantic idea of the liberation front is incorrect.
Guerrilla struggle as such docs not present any mortal
threat to the system: in the long run it cannot resist a
technological “TFinal Solution.” The system reserves for
itself the right to decree whether and when it will achieve
“victory” by burning and poisoning everything. . . . This
tendency can only be broken if the resistance of the
victims of nco-colonialism finds support in the “affluent

26 San Francisco Chronicle, September 16, 1972, p. 10.
27 Quotations from Chairman Mdo Tse-tung, p. 98.
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society” itself, in the metropolis of advanced capitalism
and in the weaker capitalist countries whose indepen-
dence is threatened by the metropolis.?®

This argument has of course formed the theoretical ration-
ale during the 196os for some “student” insurrections and
urban guerrilla warfare in advanced industrial nations. We
shall return to this form of people’s war later, but sufhce
it for now to note that “counterinsurgency” against this
form of insurrection has proved to be comparatively easier
and more effective than counterinsurgency against rural
guerrillas.

In sum, the 1960s witnessed the high tide of both Chi-
nese sponsorship of people’s wars and also of the Western
reaction to them. No doubt the latter would not have
existed without the former, but there can equally be no
doubt that “the men of order by elaborating and extending
their responsc out of proportion to the reality of the threat”
contributed greatly to the spread and attractiveness of the
original doctrine.2? This is not to imply that there should
have been no response at all to Chinese propaganda. It is
clear in retrospect that the Chinese were playing to the hilt
the well-known role of the agitator who pushes the front-
line strikers forward or who incites a mob to violence. How-
ever, the response to this might easily have included a range
of activities short of direct military intervention in guerrilla
campaigns—for example, greater propaganda support of
Khrushchev and an earlier and more vigorous exploitation
of the Sino-Soviet dispute, a more careful choice of the

28 Herbert Marcuse, ““On Revolution,” in Alexander Cockburn and
Robin Blackbumn, eds., Student Power (Harmondsworth, England:
Penguin, 1969), p- 368. .

29 . Bowyer Bell, The Myth of the Guerrilla (New York: Knopf,
1971), p. 258. Cf. George K. Tanham, “Some Insurgency Lessons
from Southeast Asia,” Orbis 16, no. 3 (Fall 1972): 646-659.
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places in which to “demonstrate” Western counterinsur-
gent capabilities (i.e., ones in which the West was most
likely to win, rather than places on the Chinese border),
and a greater commitment to the training of allied and
U.S. counterguerrilla forces (“Green Berets”) in order
to avoid reliance upon non-specially-trained, conscripted,
American combat divisions. Most important, a well-honed
response to Chinese policies required careful analysis of the
basis of each guerrilla war in order to ensure that American
efforts were directed against the “export” of revolution, not
the suppression of genuine revolution. In many cases (e.g.,
Indonesia, discussed in chapter 5), doing nothing was bet-
ter than overreacting, thereby letting the communist side
make the mistakes and allowing the West to exploit the
contradictions that all too obviously existed in Chinese
people’s war doctrine. Finally, if Western political leaders
judged that intervention in a dubious case was indispens-
able—for example, Laos—then it would seem that some-
thing like the Central Intelligence Agency’s rather desul-
tory and uninspired counterinsurgency there, much derided
in the press throughout the period, more accurately fitted
the problem than the enormous campaigns against guerril-
las mounted clsewhere in Indochina. The Laotian approach
did not actually make the situation worse, which was an
achievement of sorts.



4
The Vietnam War

Both Lin Piao and Vo Nguyen Giap identified the Vietnam
war as a test case for the efficacy of pcople’s war. The
United States too saw the war as a test of methods for ¢
sisting people’s war. Therefore, any study of pcople’s war is
obliged to consider Victnam and try to find out how the
test came out. Unfortunately, the results are ambiguous: on
one level of analysis the United States and South Victnam
stopped people’s war cold, even if at a rather high cost
while on another level of analysis the Vietnam war may
have validated a particular theory of people’s war. This
validation, however, could not have brought much pleasure
to Mao Tse-tung since the theory under test was only tan-
gentially related to his. An analysis of the relationship be-
tween the Vietnam conflict and people’s war is thus of
greatest significance in the present context in showing how
the concept of people’s war has developed and is continuing
to be adapted to new political-military circumstances.

The two levels referred to above are, first, people’s war
considered as a credible military means for employing rev-
olutionary force, the sensc in which Mao and Lin Piao have
used the term, and second, pcople’s war considered as a
“psychomilitary strategy,” what Douglas Pike has called
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“neo-revolutionary guerrilla warfare” and what the present
writer has rcferred to as the “third generation of guerrilla
warfare.”’! In the first sense, guerrilla warfare is undertaken
as a realistic, judo-like strategy in which an objectively
weaker military power turns the tables on a muscle-bound
imperialist powcr and defeats it in a contest of arms—for
example, the way the Chinese communists defcated the
armies of the Kuomintang and their American backers. The
definition of victory herc is military victory. In the second
sensc—which might also be called the Franco-Vietnamese-
Algerian tradition of revolutionary war—guerrilla warfare is
undertaken not ultimately to obtain a favorable military
decision in a “third stage” showdown but rather to unnerve
and bring to their knees an imperialist power and its client
by shattering their will. Victory here is political. Too often
journalistic commentatcrs on wars of national liberation
have failed to observe this distinction, one that is frequently
made by practitioners of revolutionary war themselves; and
they have thercfore seriously confused the discussion about
who has won or lost what in Victnam.

In terms of thc first sense of guerrilla warfare—the one
in which the concepts of peasant mobilization, an anti-
imperialist national front, clandcstine munitions and possi-
ble sanctuary support from allies, and protracted war are
central—none of the pcople’s wars of the sixties did very
well, including the one in Vietnam. Vo Nguyen Giap him-
self has admitted a loss of 600,000 men in fighting between

1 The term “psychomilitary stratcgy” is used by J. Bowyer Bell,
The Myth of the Guerrilla (New York: Knopf, 1971), p. 59. Also see
Douglas Pike, “Guerrilla Warfare in Victnam,” in Interdoc Confer-
ence, Guerrilla Warfare in Asia (The Hague: International Documen-
tation and Information Centre, 1971), pp. 48-64; and Chalmers
Johnson, “The Third Generation of Guerrilla Warfare,” Asian Survey

8, no. 6 (Junc 1968): 435-447.
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1965 and 1968, out of a total manpower pool of aqu'
5,000,000, while the Americans put the total numbg, 4
“communists” killed in Indochina between 1961 and ,_%
at 863,577.° Moreover, by about 1970 at least 8o perceny 2
the day-to-day combat in South Vietnam was being Cany; of
on by regular People’s Army of Vietnam (PAVN) trog %
perhaps 96,000 of them, rising to 145,000 by the timg" %
the 1973 agreement. Genuine black-pyjama southern gu:’f
rillas—that is, the People’s Liberation Armed Force (:‘
the National Liberation Front—had been decimated anf
amounted to no more than 20 percent of the comrnur]iSt
fighting force.

By 1972, Hammond Rolph concluded, “We are
longer studying a true guerrilla insurgency. A regular Prg,
fessional army of a communist state is operating outside j,_
borders in conventional style against a modernized Sout]]
Victnamese Army and the fire-power of the U.S. Air Force_,,
He also added, “Sympathy for the Viet Cong may still be
widespread in rural arcas today, but its relevance to victo,
for the party is dubious. Triumph now depends on the m;
itary prowess of the North Vietnamese Army, not on the
linkage between the party and the rural population.”3
year earlier Frank Trager wrote, “In purely military tcrn]s,

2 U.S. Department of Defense, Office of the Assistant Secretary
Defense for Public Affairs, Southeast Asia Casudlties Statistical S“"z
mary (Washington: July 27, 1972). United States losses werc 45,828‘
men killed in action out of 2,300,000 who scrved in Vietnam Sing
1965. Anothier 10,065 died in noncombat accidents in the Indochingg
theater, and some 303,243 werc wounded. As of March 16, 1971, t,
United States admitted to the loss of 3,248 fixed-wing aircraft ap d
4,318 helicopters. From 1965 to the end of 1971 the war had Cost
about US$126 billion. Cf. Milton Leitenberg, “America in Victnam,
Statistics of a War,” Survival 14, no. 6 (November-Dccember 1972 )
268-274. s

3 HZr?lmond Rolph, “Victnamese Communism and the Protracteq
War,” Asian Survey 12, 10. 9 (September 1972): 785, 789.

N
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the war in South Vietnam is now on the threshold of vic-
tory- . . . That is, the Vietnamese and Allied Forces have
defeated the North Victnamese attempt at a conventional
«third phase’ war take-over in South Vietnam.”*

Virtually all serious specialists on the Vietnam conflict
tend to agree with Rolph that the guerrilla infrastructure
ceased to be a major factor in Hanoi’s revolutionary strategy
in about 1969, except for propaganda and legitimizing pur-
poscs. However, they also doubt that the final outcome of
the Vietnamese civil war will be decided solely by the clash
petween the PAVN and the “Vietnamized” forces sup-
porting Saigon. In a sense even the PAVN regulars are
present in South Vietnam only for propaganda and credi-
bility purposes (and, of course, they are never identified by
Hanoi as North Vietnamese troops). For some time com-
munist strategy has rested more on psychological considera-
tions and what Douglas Pike calls the “externalization pro-
gram” than it has on purely military considerations.

Victnamese thinking about people’s war has diverged
from purely Maoist principles at least since the time of
the Franco-Viet Minh conflict, a war in which the Viet
Minh emphasized international communist support, mo-
ra]e-destroying but militarily indecisive strikes such as Diep
Bien Phu, and the mobilization of external sympathy for its
cause, in addition to guerrilla warfare. Mao Tse-tung was
not insensitive to psychological warfare issucs or to an at-
tempt to sap the cnemy’s will to continue (consider, for
example, his policies on the careful treatment of prisoners
of war in order to try to weaken the morale of the rank-and-
file of the opposing forces), but he never based his strategy
on these tactics.

By contrast the Vietnamese have always tended to under-

4 Interdoc Conference, Guerrills Warfare in Asia, pp. 82-83.
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stand military means more in terms of their political shock
effect than in terms of the damage actually inflicted on the
enemy’s armies. As a result the Victnamese communists
never devoted as much attention as Mao did to building up
revolutionary bases founded squarely on peasant mobiliza-
tion and organization, even though they did much of this
prior to 1965.% Of course, they were not as dependent on
peasant support as Mao was; the Vietnamese revolution has
always received external support from the Soviet Union and
China undreamed of by the Chinese communists during of
after World War II. In a sense, Ho Chi Minh and Vo
Nguyen Giap merely built upon Mao’s strategy by adding
to it themes peculiar to their own tradition—particularly
the tradition of Dicn Bien Phu, that is, the attempt to SO
bloody the enemy in a single stroke that his political supe-
riors lose their will to continue. Tet of 1968 and the offen-
sive of 1972, both undertaken in years of Amecrican pres-
idential clections, were in the Dien Bicn Phu tradition, and
were intended to produce the same spectacular results in
Washington that the 1954 battle produced in Paris.

Mao and other Chinese strategists have often been crit-
ical of the Vietnamese willingness to launch “decisive bat-
tles” that are of dubious military significance and that
always damage the support and legitimacy that the com-
munists can expect to receive from the people of the target
area.b Neverthelcess, the Vietnamese can point to some cx-

5 Cf. Jeffrey Race, War Comes to Long Amn, Revolutionary Con-
flict in a Vietnamese Province (Berkeley and Los Angeles: University
of California Press, 1972), particularly chap. 4.

6 See Brian Shaw, “China and North Vietnam: Two Revolutionary
Paths,” parts 1 and 2, Current Scene g, 1nos. 11 and 12 (November
and December, 1971): 1-12, 1-12; and King C. Chen, “Hanoi vs.

Peking: Policies and Relations—A Survey,” Asian Survey 12, no. g
(September 1972): 806-817.
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ternal confirmation of their approach. Whereas Peking has
rarely talked about the strategic significance of the Algerian
revolutionary war, a communist spokesman and former
guerrilla in the Philippines, William J. Pomeroy, writes in a
Soviet-authorized publication, “The Algerian liberation
war . . . never had to develop from guerrilla to regular war
to win; the French army was not defeated militarily, the
political victory being greatly advanced by mass demonstra-
tions in cities and by the political crisis in France provoked
by the protracted and costly imperialist wars first in Indo-
china and then in Algeria.”” Tet-like offensives might
weaken the support and legitimacy the communists could
obtain from the pecasants of South Vietnam, but Hanoi
belicved that such offensives could increase the support and
legitimacy the communist side received from citizens and
opposition politicians in North Amecrica and Western
Europe.

Even though the Vietnamese have long experimented
with shortcuts in Mao’s “protracted war,” Douglas Pike
dates Hanoi’s decisive shift to psychomilitary operations
from 1969. He belicves that Vo Nguyen Giap and Le Duan
committed themselves to this strategy after they assessed
the failure between 1965 and 1969 of more-or-less regular
revolutionary guerrilla warfare. This failure was due to the
overwhelming mass and movement of United States forces.®
If Pike’s analysis is accurate, what cvaluation should we
make of the effectiveness of this variant theory of people’s
war? Clearly, it is too soon to come to any final conclusions.
Denis Warner, however, believes that Hanoi has been suc-
cessful. He writes,

7 William J. Pomeroy, ed., Guerrilla \Varfare and Marxism (New

York: International Pubhshcrs 1968), p.
8 In Interdoc Conference, Cuemlla \Varfare in Asia.
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The Tet offensive [of 1968], though a costly military
failure for Hanoi, had been Washington’s psychological
Dien Bien Phu. Everything that happened thereafter,
the declaration of personal surrender by President John-
son, the protracted halt in the bombing, the Paris talks,
the Guam Doctrine, Victnamization, and all the rest,
represented a signal lowering of American sights, the
abandonment of American hopes of winning a military
victory in Indochina and of reinstating unhappy South
Vietnam as a “pearl in the crown of the free world,” to
borrow one of the lyrical descriptions of the official
American propagandists in the late 1950s.?

Historians may well accept this judgment. Certainly the
Vietnamese revolution going back to 1945 has had as great
an impact on the development of people’s war as the Chi-
nese or Algerian revolutions. It put the final stamp of ap
proval on guerrilla warfare as the central theorctical focus
of all contemporary strategic thinking about revolution, and
it eclipsed once and for all the older Bolshevik orientation
toward organization of workers, revolutionary situations,
and “ten days that shook the world.” As J. B. Bell remarks,
“After Dien Bien Phu the guerrilla-revolution became the
way of the futurc par excellence.” * Moreover, in its moré

9 Atlantic, December 1972, pp. 117-118. It is perhaps worth notin§
that “the declaration of personal surrender by President Johnson
might well be taken as evidence for the opposite of Warner’s point o
view. As Kenneth Waltz observes, “The Korean casc is onc in which
the President and his closest adviscrs had failed to sustain the nation’s
confidence in their intcgrity and competence. Under such circum-
stances, if a change of persons and partics can be casily and gracefully
made, policies that remain necessary though they have become un-
popular can more casily be continued. The clection of 1952, by
bringing a change in government, pgomoted the continuity and suc-
cess of a policy. This is hardly what is wanted by the critics of Amer-
jca’s policy in Vietnam.” “The Politics of Peace,” International
Studies Quarterly 11, no. 3 (September 1967): 209. Although Pres-
ident Johnson’s political demisc could hardly have been called “grace-
ful,” it certainly had the effect that Waltz predicted in 1967.

10 The Myth of the Guerrilla, p. 36.
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cecent manifestations, the Vietnamese example contrib-
uted greatly to the divergence between older, Maoist ideas
of guerrilla warfare as a technique of military attrition and
the newer ideas of Guevara, Fanon, Debray, and Marcuse,
who scparate gucrrilla activities from mass support, purcly
military goals, party supervision, or even (in the case of
Fanon) from political objectives (we shall return to these
trends in a later chapter). The Vietnam war opened in a
radically new way the question of what precisely consti-
tutes “victory” in a revolutionary war and gave rise to this
rule of thumb: “If the defenders don’t win, they lose; if the
guerrillas don’t lose, they win.”

g -
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The Soviet Union and People’s War

Even a cursory reading of any of the large numbcr of fe;
cent Soviet books on Maoism and the Chinese theory 0
revolution leaves no doubt about the accuracy of Klallrs
Mechnert’s conclusion: none of this work “shows any e\:
idence of scrious and worthwhile rescarch on Maoism ]]))‘_
Soviet experts,” and “the reader who might expect to 0
tain important information about the last few decades (‘]’
China’s history from Maoism’s most intimate encmics finds
himself disappointed.”! Instead, one confronts a barmgf‘3 0
epithets, including “petty-bourgeois revolutionism,” ‘ am
archism,” “Trotskyism,” “hurrah revolutionism,” and “bar
racks communism.”

This body of work is important, however, for three rcd”
sons: (1) by its very vehemence and widespread distrib¥-
tion among leftist groups, it has contributed to the f:reclil?ll,
ity of people’s war (idcalism about the Sovict Union, like
that about the United States, is at a low ebb around the
world, including some of the USSR’s client states; when
the Soviets attack Mao, as well as I'anon, Debray, and

1 Klaus Mchnert, “Mao and Maoism: Some Soviet Views,” Cur-
rent Scene 8, no. 15 (September 1, 1970): 8 and g. This article con-
tains an extensive bibliography of Soviet writings on contemporary

hina.
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others, many people cannot help but believe that the ob-
ject of attack must be important and efficacious); (2) it
offers a form of Marxist-Leninist explanation for the fail-
ures of people’s wars during the 196os, and thereby invites
some disappointed communist followers of the guerrilla
road to turn to the Soviets for leadership and at the
same time disguises the extent to which the Soviet Union,
like China, supports only those revolutions that serve So-
viet state interests; and (3) the apparent reasonableness
and high-minded responsibility displayed by Soviet writers
over issues such as the possible escalation of a revolution
into global war obscures the extent to which the Soviet
Union has actually been arming some selected revolution-
ary groups around the world.

The Soviet dissection of Mao’s strategy of revolution
begins with the proposition “There are not and cannot be
universal forms of struggle suitable in all conditions.” 2 The
Chinese are said not to understand this principle. Instead,
the Chinese believe that any form of struggle other than
revolutionary war—including parliamentary contests, co-
operation with non- or presocialist movements or states, and
workers’ movements in advanced capitalist societies—are
bourgeois deceptions designed to deflect or co-opt a revolu-
tion. Indeed, in “Long Live Leninism,” the Chinese as-
serted that “revolution means the use of revolutionary vi-
olence by the oppressed class, it means revolutionary war,”
a quotation that Russian writers like to hurl back at the
Chinese.? In addition to this erroneous reliance on only one
form of struggle, the Chinese are also said to have narrow-

2 Boris Leibson, Petty-Bourgeois Revolutionism (Moscow: Progress
Publishers, 1970), p. 73.

3 Text in G. F. Hudson, R. Lowenthal, and R. MacFarquhar, eds.,
The Sino-Soviet Dispute (Ncw York: Praeger, 1961), p- 101. Cited
by Leibson, p. 71.
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mindedly concluded that peasants alone can be a significant
revolutionary force, that the national liberation struggle is
the most important force directed against imperialism, and
that the former colonial Third World is revolutionary while
the advanced, urbanized world is not. All of this contrib
utes, in Soviet eyes, to the splitting of the world revolution
ary front and to the advance of imperialism, “If all the units
of the world revolutionary movement,” writes N. Simoniy?
“would start emphasizing their own merits and arguing
about their contribution to the common struggle, they
would achieve nothing except disunity and would becom®
sidetracked from the revolutionary struggle under way-"*

In answer to these one-sided Chinese propositions, the
Soviets hold up the traditions of Lenin’s great flexibility 8{“1
his “correctness.” The element that contemporary Soviet
writers most repcatedly cite from Lenin’s large corpus ©
writings on revolution is his definition of the “revolutionary
situation.” According to Y. Krasin, “A people’s revolution ¥
inevitably preceded by a revolutionary situation. It W35
Lenin who developed the concept ‘revolutionary situation
and discovered the laws governing its rise and develoP”
ment.” 3 What, then, is a revolutionary situation? In ‘Left-
wing’ Communism, An Infantile Disorder” (19z0) Lenin
argued, “The fundamental law of revolution, which has
been confirmed by all revolutions, and particularly by all
three Russian revolutions in the twenticth century, is as fol-
lows: it is not enough for revolution that the exploited and
oppressed masses should understand the impossibility of
living in the old way and demand changes; it is essential for
revolution that the exploiters should not be able to ljye and

4 N. Simoniya, Peking and the National Liberation Struggle (Mos-
cow: Novosti Press Agency Pul)lxshmg House, 1970), p- 9.
5. Krasin, Lenin, Revolution, and the World Today (Moscow:

Progress Publishers, 1971), p. 106.
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rule in the old way. Only when the ‘lower classes’ do not
want the old way, and when the ‘upper classes’ cannot carry
on in the old way—only then can revolution triumph.”¢
This definition furnishes Soviet writers with several ad-
vantages: they are able to declare when and where a genuine
revolutionary situation exists in accordance with whatever
interests they wish to serve, and in the case of a miscall they
can fall back on the tautology that because an insurrection
failed, no “revolutionary situation” existed. Actually, Mao
has no difficulty in agreeing with Lenin here, although
Mao’s strategy is oriented toward making it impossible for
the upper classes to carry on in the old way, whereas Lenin
believed that a “political crisis,” only partly engineered by
the communists, would be required to dissolve the rulers’
capacity to govern and suppress rebellion. Where Mao and
Lenin differ is on the question of what the lower classes
want. Mao asserts dogmatically that “the people of all
countries, the masses comprising more than go per cent of
the entire population, sooner or later want revolution,”
whereas Lenin keeps that question open: “We cannot tell,
and no one can tell beforehand, how soon a real proletarian
revolution will flare up . . . and what immediate cause will
most serve to rouse, kindle, and impel into the struggle the
very wide masscs who are presently dormant.” 7 Gjven this
situation, Lenin advocates that “in order to fulfill its task,
the revolutionary class must be able to master all forms, or
aspects, of social activity without any exception . . . [and]
the revolutionary class must be ready to pass from one form

6V. I. Lenin, “Left-Wing” Co{nrr}unism, An Infantile Disorder
(Moscow: Foreign Languages Publishing House, n.d.), p. 81. Italics
in original. .

7 Premier Chou En-lai repeated this famous statement of Mao’s to
Edgar Snow in 1970, The Long Revolution (New York: Random

House, 1972), p. 162. For Lenin, see “Left-Wing” Communism, p.
95 (italics in original).
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to another in the quickest and most unexpected manner.”
During the 196os, it would seem, the Soviets did haves
somewhat better average than the Chinese in picking rev
olutionary situations in which to intervene. The Soviets can
claim to have identified Bangla Desh, anti-Zionism in the
Middle East, Cuba, and perhaps Northern Ireland, while
also paying the bills in Vietnam; whereas China’s record is
Vietnam, perhaps half a dozen barely simmering insurgf:'n-
cies in progress (Burma, Thailand, Malaysia, thf.—‘ 'Phlhp-
pines, Sarawak, and Mozambique), and opposition to
Bangla Desh.
The Leninist definition of a revolutionary situati01-1 seems
accurate enough, leaving aside all questions of the mevit.a-
bility of such situations arising and of the role of classes in
them, but it is at too high a level of generalization necessar-
ily to exclude Mao’s understanding of revolution. Neverthe.
less, and without belaboring the issue, Soviet writcrs would
scem to be correct in arguing that Mao and particularly Lin
Piao have been extremely, and perhaps fatally, narrow in
advocating guerrilla warfare in support of Third WOrld
wars of national liberation as the only kind of revolution in
which a contemporary communist ought to get anO]"_Cd-
Soviet critics of Mao are quite able to incorporate 8}’0’““3
tactics into the repertoire of a “‘correct” communist, but
they always make the appropriateness of their use depen-
dent upon the revolutionary situation. Thus, for example,
Krasin writes;

The armed action of vanguard detachments can hasten
the development of the revolutionary situation and the
outbreak of the revolution only when the symptoms of
the revolutionary situation have already appeared in

8 “Left-Wing" Communism, p. 94-
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political life and when there is a growth among the peo-
ple of revolutionary sentiments which ensure their sym-
pathy and support of the armed vanguard and are a
source of fuel for the fires kindled by the sparks of armed
struggle. . . . Some active proponents of guerrilla warfare
claim that there is no need to wait for objective condi-
tions for revolution.?

In a somewhat more charitable version of the same argu-
ment, Pomeroy observes,

In all countries with deep-seated social wrongs there
are apt to be, at any given time, some people who can
be inspired to take to arms, even when a revolution-
ary situation does not obtain, in the hope of changing
their conditions of life. Such acts, whether spontane-
ous or conspiratorially planned, are viewed by Marxist-
Leninists as isolated cases of desperation or adventurism,
and as symptoms, not as solutions, of social problems.10

Having concluded that the Chinese leaders really do not
know what they are talking about when it comes to revoly.
tion, Soviet critics then turn to the question that really in-
terests them: Why should the Maoists think the way they
do? This question is important in Moscow because, of
course, the disagreement over people’s war is not only, or
even primarily, an argument about tactics. The Russians
are not just trying to set their Chinese colleagues straight
on how to make a revolution. They are instead using the
case of people’s war to illustrate the totally degenerate and
rencgade quality of Mao’s communism. In order to do that
the Soviets must pin on Mao the labels of the Marxist.
Leninist sins: anarchism, adventurism, extreme “Left” (al-

9 Lenin, Revolution, and the World Today, p. 120.

10 William J. Pomeroy, ed., Guerrilla Warfare and Marxism (N
York: International Publishers, 1968), p. lor:f (New
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ways in quotes) opportunism, and Trotskyism. Since these
terms do not describe objectively verifiable traits or att
tudes and are, in fact, entirely matters of ideological defini-

tion, the Russians’ task is rather simple.

Krasin offers one of the higher-quality Marxist explana-
tions for the appearance in China of “petty bourgeois” ten-
dencics. He traces the origins of these deviations to China’s
comparatively backward levels of socioeconomic develop-
ment and dates their appearance from the Great Leap For-
ward in 1958. In his view, the Leap manifested petty-
bourgeois revolutionism on the domestic front, while the
campaign to promote people’s wars, which followed the
Leap in the sixties, marked its eruption in the realm of

foreign policy. Krasin’s argument is worth quoting:

Low levels of economic and social development confront
proletarian or revolutionary-democratic parties coming
to power as a result of socialist or national-democratic
revolutions with extremely difficult problems. And the
sttuation is complicated by the fact that the social en-
vironment, since it js not adequately suited to the ful-
fllment of the tasks facing these parties, inevitably tells
i;le?ﬂebway or another on their own policy and conduct.
ty-bourgeois mentality and the powerful bourgcols
tf“d‘?“?‘es linked with it create the tempting illusion
that it is €asy to resolve economic difficulties and to ad-
varllp ¢ rapidly along the socialist or non-capitalist path by
t1310 lgca] Mcans alone. This illusion finds expression in
ft;::cc Ombastic slogan that “politics is the commanding
mente dbe ew forms of social organization aré 1mp-e-
decp-g oiny decrec and are not reinforced by appfoll’)”f"‘te
based Ong slocxo—econpmlc rpfqrms. Instcad of being
speculative - €conomic possibilities, they are based on
peculative schemes, Hence, the typically petty-bour-
geois 111“310{1 that ideal revolutionaries can appedar in
any economic condition and that, relying solely on their
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consciousness, they can build new ideal forms of social
life in the face of all opposition and despite all material
obstacles.!?

Petty-bourgeois revolutionism having appeared in China,
the more serious affliction of Trotskyism could not be far
behind. And, indeed, “The main thing in Trotskyism is its
endeavor to jump at any cost over stages of revolutionary
development. . . . Mao Tse-tung holds the same method-
ological views as the Trotskyists as regards both the sub-
jectivist striving to jump over stages and the contraposing of
the revolution in one country to the world revolution.” 2 It
is doubtful that arguments of this kind actually do much
damage to the integrity of China’s proposals cven among
Marxist-Leninist groups, particularly since the audience
addressed today is more concerned with whether the pro-
posals work than with Trotsky’s alleged espousal of them.
Concretely, Mao’s theory of revolution is to the left of
Lenin’s and in the direction of Trotsky’s. Whatever the
Chinese may have intended by their calls for pcople’s war,
they have excited the interest and approval of groups
around the world that call themselves Trotskyist.!® There

11 Lenin, Revolution, and the World Today, pp. 65-66.

12 ] eibson, Petty-Bourgeois Revolutionism, p. 68.

13 Ibid., p. 105. Although Trotskyism as a doctrinal alternative to
Stalinism seems to have little rclqvance to the world of the sixties and
seventies, Trotskyist groups continue to exist and are often character-
ized by greater flexibility and openness to new trends and tactics than
orthodox, Moscow-oricnted groups. With rcgard to the United States
for example, Brian Crozier observes: “Three main tendencies weré
apparent in the old revolutionary Left—Maoist, Stalinist, and Trotsky-
ist. The Trotskyist Socialist Workers’ Party and its youth affiliate, the
Young Socialist Alliance, remained firmly in control of the maijn anti-
war organizations, the National Peace Action Coalition and the Stu-
dent Mobilization Committee to End the War in Vietnam, They not
only organized dcmonstrations against American policy in Vietnam
but also began to focus attention on other arcas such as the Middle

East.” Annual of Power and Conflict, 1971, Brian Crozier, ed. (Lon-
don: Institute for the Study of Conflict, 1972), p. 26.
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Thave been some cases of unification between self-designated

Maoists and self-designated Trotskyists for joint revolution-
ary actio

n—for example, in Japan, where the Sekigun-ha

(Red Army Faction), which is avowedly Trotskyist, joined

with the Keihin Ampd Kyotd (Tokyo-Yokohama Joint

Stn.xggle Group Against the Japan-US. Security Treaty),
which is avowedly Maoist, to become the Rengd Sekigun
(United Red Army), the organization that on May 30

1972, carried out the terrorist killing of twenty-six persons at

Lod Airport, Tel Aviv.** Maoism is not Trotskyism, but
groups outside of China inspired by Mao’s writings (and
sometimes praised in the Chinese press) have found that
they have affinitics with Trotskyists.

In addition to attaching old Marxist-Leninist labels 10
the Chinese, the Russians also charge that Maoist policies
lead to disaster—and these are the more important charges-
The Soviets cite two important cases, in addition to num
erous smaller ones. The first is Indonesia. According 0

Sovict writers, the Chinese ae sexponsidle for the com™™

nist catastrophie that occurred in Indonesia on Septer™ e

30, 1965. The Communist party of Indonesia (PKD), »
league with various sympathizers in the armed forces: a®
tempted to carry out a coup by killing the top mihtaf);
leaders of the country. Although the communists ¢ id kil
some generals, the army itsclf rallied, turned on th
as well as Chinese and Chincsc-affiliated person
country, and exterminated them. It is interesting

e pﬂfty
s in th¢
that the
‘14 See Yoshihiro Kuriyama, “Terrorism at Tel Aviv Im:c:rn%lﬁo‘“‘1
Airport and a ‘New Left’ Group in Japan,” Asian Survey 13 no.
(March 1973): 336-346; “Sekai kakumei sensen wa koko made kite’
iru” (The World Revolutionary Front Up to Date), Shiikan yomiu™
August 5, 1972, pp. 16-21; and Shisd Undd Kenkyt-jo (Institute for
the Study of Ideological Mo

vements), -ed., Sayoku hyaku shiidan
(One Hundred Leftist Groups) (Tokyo: Zenbd Sha, 1972), PP- 360
et seq.
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Soviets blame the Chinese for this purge of communists,
since it could easily be argued that the PKI’s tactics were
closer to Lenin’s than to Mao’s. However, the Soviets
charge that Maoist propaganda misled D. N. Aidit, the
party leader, into believing that a revolutionary situation
existed in Indonesia, that Indonesia’s ties to the Third
World were more important than its ties to the USSR, and
that a “Peking-to-Jakarta” axis could be the spearhead of

socialism in Asia.!®

Many Western specialists on Indonesia doubt that the
Chinese communists had any direct involvement in the

coup at all—other than perhaps suggesting it and encour-
aging the PKI to undertake it, just as in the following year
(1966) Mao explicitly urged visiting Japanese communist
leaders to launch guerrilla warfare in Japan, something that
the Japanese communists wisely refused to do and that led
to an open breach between the Japanese and Chinese com-
munist parties.® ththcr.undcr Chinese cqntrol or n(?t,
Aidit had for some years prior to 1?65 SPOI\‘C“.IH a pr nn:acxltly
Chinese vocabulary, thereby possibly alarming the In o:
nesian military. It is conceivable that the coup of Septem

ber 30 was onlya desperate communist attempt to head off
2 military coup against them. Whatever the actual case, it

e

Vimonya, Pebing 4 : .
1610, J 12 and the National Liberation Struggle, pp.
16 Note the conclusions of Kyosuke Iirotsy:
[CCP-JCP split] is Pcking’s insistence tlzatoéi;' At the hc,,arr of the
of people’s war’ and violent revolution 1 Airman M"O $ “mfcg)'
ing a mOdCIanCd economi 1 apply to al Countrics, jndldd
y omically advance
The ]CP Ieadegs, however, saw the unsuccessful 196¢ ‘Sept
coup attempt in Indonesia, backed by 905 "Sept
L attempt is believed ave ~OM-
Vl'ﬂCCd UCR sgcretnr'y-gcx}::ml] Miyamoto a;:c\lmot}t):rh]dgi’ﬁlléggzr;og)
discard Peking's policies.” “Trouble Betwecn Comrades: Ti
anese Communist Party’s Turn Away from ; s: The Jap-
5, 0. 4 (March 15, 1967): 1, 4.
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have been some cases of unification between self-designated
Maoists and self-designated Trotskyists for joint revolution-
ary action—for example, in Japan, where the Sekigunha
( Bed Army Faction), which is avowedly Trotskyist, joined
with the Keihin Ampo Kyoto (Tokyo-Yokohama Joint
Struggle Group Against the Japan-U.S. Security Treaty),
which is avowedly Maoist, to become the Rengd Sekigun
(United Red Army), the organization that on May 30,
1972, carried out the terrorist killing of twenty-six persons at
Lod Airport, Tel Aviv." Maoism is not Trotskyism, but
groups outside of China inspired by Mao's writings (and
sometimes praised in the Chinese press) have found that
they have affinitics with Trotskyists.

In addition to attaching old Marxist-Leninist labels 0
the Chinese, the Russians also charge that Maoist policies
lead to disaster—and these are the more important charges.
The Soviets cite two important cases, in addition to num-
erous smaller ones. The first is Indonesia. According t0
Soviet writers, the Chinese are responsible for the commu-
nist catastrophe that occurred in Indonesia on September
30, 1965. The Communist party of Indonesia (PKI), 10
league with various sympathizers in the armed forces, at-
tempted to carry out a coup by killing the top military
leaders of the country. Although the communists did kil
some generals, the army itself rallied, turned on the party
as well as Chinese and Chinese-affiliated persons in the
country, and exterminated them. It is interesting that the

_ 14 See Yoshihiro Kuriyama, “Terrorism at Tel Aviv International
Airport and a ‘New Left’ Group in Japan,” Asian Survey 13, 10- 3
(March 1973): 336_346; “Sckai kakumci senscn wa koko made kite-
iru” (The World Revolutionary Front Up to Date), Shiikan yomiuri,
August 5, 1972, pp. 16-21; and Shisc Undo Kenkyi-jo (Institute for
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Soviets blame the Chinese for this purge of communists,
since it could easily be argued that the PKI’s tactics were
closer to Lenin’s than to Mao’s. However, the Soviets
charge that Maoist propaganda misled D. N. Aidit, the
party leader, into believing that a revolutionary situation
existed in Indonesia, that Indonesia’s ties to the Third
World were more important than its ties to the USSR, and
that a “Peking-to-Jakarta” axis could be the spearhead of
socialism in Asia.'®

Many Western specialists on Indonesia doubt that the
Chinese communists had any direct involvement in the
coup at all—other than perhaps suggesting it and encour-
aging the PKI to undertake it, just as in the following year
(1966) Mao explicitly urged visiting Japanese communist
leaders to launch guerrilla warfare in Japan, something that
the Japanese communists wiscly refused to do and that led
to an open breach between the Japanese and Chinese com-
munist parties.1® Whether under Chinese control or not,
Aidit had for some years prior to 1965 spoken in a primarily
Chincse vocabulary, thereby possibly alarming the Indo-
nesian military. It is conceivable that the coup of Septem-
ber 30 was only a desperate communist attempt to hcad off
a military coup against them. Whatever the actual case, it

15 Simoniya, Peking and the National Liberation Struggle
16"?4:t tt lusi f Kyosuke H o
16 Note the conclusions O osuke Hirotsu: *

[CCP-JCP split] is Peking’s insistence that Chainﬁiﬁh&l"ﬁrﬁgﬁé""
of ‘peopl<='s war’ and violent revolution apply to all countries inclu%}:
ing a modernized, economically advanced nation such as Ja ’an

The JCP leaders, however, saw the unsuccessful 1965 ‘Se telr)nbe:r. o
coup attempt in Indonesia, backed by the Indonesian lz:mmm.u;')‘isi:
Party (PKI), as an effort by PKI leader Aidit to carry out the Chinese
plan. The utter failure of the attempt is believed to have finally con-
vinced [JCP sccretary-general] Miyamoto and other JCP Jeaders to
discard Peking’s policies.” ‘“Trouble Betwecen Comrades: The Jap-
anese Communist Party’s Turn Away from Pecking Cm:rent Scene
5, no. 4 (March 15, 1967): 1, 4. &
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) side
is significant that Lin Piao’s idea of the \\];orlld) s Ii;)u;‘itcrl)i,t al
surrounding the cities was prOPOP“ded z;m .lim.ent of in
most two years before Lin paid lnm. the cof Eeople’s Warl
corporating it into Long Live the Vzct07‘)’of the Indonesian
In December 1963, Aidit told a plcpum.

Communist Party’s Central Committee:

. i erica aré
On a world scale, Asia, Afl.-lca', anod c:[-‘:l:lcll]l\?(;?th Amer-
the village of the world, while Em'-l Eworl d revolution i
ica are the town of the world. If t 1 than for the wor
to be victorious, there is no other “'ayrevolutions in Asid,
roletariat to give prominence to the the revolutions
1/)\frica, and Latin America, that is to say,

{ rorld rev-
' the village of the world. In order to win the wor
olution the

reé
world proletariat must go to these th
continentg 17

The Sovicts regard such sta

. u-
bast, typical of China’s contribution to the world Commot
nist Movement, They argue that the disaster of 1965 0
only dcmonstrated the error of such thinking but also com
Pounded e Problem by bringing to power an anticommu-
st regime ; 4 Country that the Soviet Union had tried to
Cultivy e With Several billion dollars worth of aid, he

Until thye Atump of 1965 both the United States andt
USSR 1159 SOMe reason to fear that the Chinese could btgrg
all of Southeast Agiy under the Peking-Jakarta axis. S“wat
. . . ietnam
o'y coufmnl;nmn with Malaysia and t;le;\,i\:{:)t:iﬂ How-

: _ : n :
were ('I(mng the pincers on Thailand a ay and the United

i . AW .

cver, when e Indonesian pole fell away he Soviet
’ . : he focus of the
States mtervened in Vietnam, t :1ed to come to North
Union’s fears changed, and it de.clde ilitary material and,
\v’icln:nn's aic, snpp]ying most of its military 4 No

LN Ay St Afire the Banteng Spirit! Ever g","".“.:,"Pleﬂ
Retreary (l’cking: l"orcign Languagcs Press, 1964), cite '6" D1
ot People’y War,» Urrent Scene 3, no. 28 (October 1, 1965): 1.

tements as nationalistic bom-
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above all, providing the modern weapons required to fight
the United States.

The Soviets imply that they have always been firm sup-
porters of the Vietnamese communists, but they also cite
the Vietnam war as another concrete instance in which
Chinese thinking has led the world communist movement
astray. The Soviets contend that Mao’s refusal to agree to a
joint action with them in support of Hanoi prolonged the
war and, in fact, allowed the United States to intervene
without risking thermonuclear war with Russia. “Many
people realize now,” writes Boris Leibson,

that the U.S.A. would never have dared to escalate the
war in Vietnam had it not been for China’s stand. There
is a direct connection between the escalation of the war
in Vietnam and the fact that, while the Mao Tse-tung
group confines itself to threats as far as U.S. imperialism
is concerned, it actually opposes the Soviet Union, ob-
structs it and other socialist countries in their assistance
to Vietnam, and endeavors in every possible way to pro-
long the conflict, hoping that it will grow into a world
war.18

The Chinese of course respond that it was only Chinese
pressure that caused the Soviet Union to pay any attention
at all to Vietnam. As for the charge that China tricd to
promote the Vietnam conflict into a world war, Mao Tse-
tung told Edgar Snow that hc feared that Russia was trying
to involve China in a war with the United States over Viet-
nam, as the Soviet Union had done once before in Korea.’?

These charges and countercharges by both sides in the
Sino-Soviet dispute cannot, of course, be settled in favor of
one or the other. They merely illustrate the extent to which
both China and the Soviet Union have shaped their “theo-

18 Petty-Bourgeois Revolutionism, p. 107.
19 The Long Revolution, pp. 19-z0.
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ries” of revolution to suit their national policies. At the
Same time, they cannot readily disown the theories should
the policies Prove unsuccessful, since to do so would be to
abandon one’s identity as a communist and to hand over
the legacy of Marxism-Leninism to the other side. Which is
to say that in this age of political sociology, when so much
political behavior and most political ideologies are reduced
by analysts to other factors such as self-interest, culture, of
personality, ideas still continue to generate political action,
even if the motives for living up to the ideas are sometimes
more complex than the ideas themselves.



6

China and People’'s War After
the Cultural Revolution

In his report to the Ninth Congress of the Chinese Com-’

munist party held in April 1969, Lin Piao described the
objectives of China’s foreign policy as follows: “To develop
relations of friendship, mutual assistance and cooperation
with socialist countries on the principle of proletarian in-
ternationalism; to support and assist the revolutionary
struggles of all oppressed people and nations; to work for
peaceful coexistence with countries of different social sys-
tems on the basis of the five principles; . . . and to oppose
the imperialist policies of aggression and war.” There hap-
pens to be what the Maoists would call a “contradiction”
in this statement. Number threc of the five principles of
peaceful coexistence mentioned by Lin is “mutual non-
interference in each other’s internal affairs”; but by any
standards (including those of China itsclf, which holds
Tibet and Taiwan to be internal affairs), foreign support
for and assistance to an internal revolutionary struggle con-
stitutes “interference” in the domestic affairs of a ““difterent
social system.” How the Chinese have dealt with this con-
tradiction following the Ninth Congress may offer some
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clues to future developments in China’s support of people's
wars. )

Perhaps the first point to make is that while support for
some peoplc’s wars by a forcign POWCr may constitute inter
ference, it apparently is a practice quite acceptable to an
overwhelming majority of the members of the United
Nations. During the autumn of 1972 the U.N. Generl
Asscmbly voted 99 to 5 to rccognize the “legitimacy of
nticolonial armed struggle.” ! Although General Assembly
resolutions do not have the cffcct of creating international
law, they point in that dircction; and this resolution there-
fore raises rcal doubts about the continued “illegality,” ac
cording to intcrnational law, of foreign aid to revolution-
arics. China and the USSR were among those voting for the
resolution, whilc the United States, Portugal, South Africa,
Great Britain, and France were opposed. Ncedless to say,
this U.N. resolution was aimed primarily at Portugal, South
Africa, and Rhodecsia. According to the reports of UN.
committces, there are still some thirty million people living
under colonial rule, concentrated primarily in Angola, Mo-
zambique, Portuguese Guineca, Rhodesia, South Africa,
and Southwest Africa (known at the United Nations as
Namibia).

The 1972 General Assembly scssion also welcomed Amil-
car Cabral, the Marxist-Leninist secretary general of the
Partido Africano da Independéncia da Guiné ¢ Cabo Verde
(PAIGC), who became the first leader of a liberation army
to be accorded observer status by the United Nations. (It
was, unfortunatcly for Cabral, a short-lived status: on Jan-
uary 20, 1973, at his place of exile in Conakry, Guinea,
Cabral was assassinated, probably by one of his own follow-
crs in the PAIGC, which has been torn by dissension be-

! New York Times, November g, 1972.
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tween Africans and Cape Verdeans.) A similar degree of
official United Nations recognition was also accorded to the
Mozambique Liberation Front (Frelimo, or Frente de Li-
bertacad de Mogambique). These matters are relevant here
because China is continuing to provide active support, in-
cluding the supply of arms and the training of guerrillas in
bordering Tanzania, to the insurgency in Mozambique.?
However, given the fact that the United Nations accords
special status to wars of national libcration in Africa, and
the fact that all of the African revolutionary organizations
are special targets of Sino-Soviet competition, Mozambique
and other insurgencies in southern Africa probably should
be regarded as long-term commitments rather than as im-
portant bellwethers in Chinese policy.

Another special case that should probably not be used as
a guide to China’s future policies is the situation in the
Middle East. China has expressed strong support for the
Palestinian guerrillas ever since the Arab-Isracli conflict of
1967. Following the defeat of the armies of the Soviet-
supported Arab states, China quickly championed the non-
state-afhliated gucrrillas who went into action in the wake
of the defeat. There has long been a mission in Peking of
the Palestine Liberation Organization (PLO), and on April
14, 1972, Jen-min jih-pao endorsed the PLO’s activities as
follows: “The Chinesc government and people always sup-
port the just struggle of the Palestinian and other Arab
peoples. We are convinced that the fighting Palestinian
people, persisting in revolutionary unity and protracted
armed struggle and maintaining vigilance against all cnemy

% “Africa’s Mini-Victnam,” Newsweek, November 27, 1972, pp.
46-48. The best analysis of all aspects of the various southern African
liberation movements is Sheridan Johns, “Obstacles to Guerrilla War-
farc—A South African Case Study,” Journal of Modern African Studies
11, no. 2 (1973): 1-37.
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schemecs, will undoubtedly overcome temporary difficulties

on their road of advance and will win final victory in their
struggle.”

. . \

Despite numerous statements such ast.t };zsbdu(n:ﬂiulg.
and several receptions of PLO represe.nta 1ves by e
lai, it would appear that Chinesec mﬂuenc; ar]:Pi]e's
Middle Eastern guerrillas js declining. At Fhf: ra ;3 gon
Conference for the Support of the Palestinian ReTvo u be;
which met in Bejryt during the last week of I.\ovanflthe
1972, the Sovict-alljeq Arab states and representatives 0E t
COmmunist partjes of the USSR, Hungary,. Poland, Eas
Germany, Bulgaria, Rumania, and Yugoslavia set upa newt
front to Support the Palestinjan guerrillas. (Also presentd
the conference were representatives of the Vietnamese
DL and the Uruguayan Tupamaros.) The conference
Clashed qyer Yassir Arafat’s demand that the guerrillas
b.ackers Icject Outright the U.N. Security Council’s rcsolu:
tion Calling for Peacefu] settlement of the Amb.lsr?ell
con‘ﬂict, but it ﬁnally COmpromised with a decision to re|CC§
all “gy missjye solutiopg” to the Middle East situation.
to be cloga though th 8uerrillas’ orientation would seem

that ) to Peki“g's than to Moscow’s, it appears likely
1€ Sovie on, becayse of its considerably greater
ver

) t Un;j
abil; : K
1YY to deyy Promises of arms, has beaten back
nge tg ;

China's
chajy ) )
3 ¢ 1ts Position in this arca.t
Sew York T es, Dece b
ne c; ; ’ m . ) . .
surgcncc ,c ‘(Cﬁl:ztlf)n to t}c\lis gCnga%'l\tﬁddZ]e Eastern gul:)tun;] is Pth;u;:\’
Cndent su an. Led by the opu®
hofar provinge s?;nct o Of the tatr:lgl:;i(c)é OA?;bian Gulf and a?nv:“lsl;
Strugglc l)l]t was take 1963, the “Dhofar War" began as a nahonhad
Teportedly bee °N over in 146 by Maoists, some of whgm
oprt fro y b ndt faned i Chir?a 7PFYLOAG rcceives material sup-
5 b H:] a rfoa Via the Peo ]e's‘D cratic Republic of Yemen—
mans e former g colony of Aden—and in January 1973
manj authorgtxes Clalmed to hoo y o d Targe caches of Chinest
marked arms in the Course o 2V€ recovere

acks on the insurgents. The war in
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Elsewhere China’s own foreign policy has changed rad-
ically since the height of the campaign to promote world
revolution in the mid-sixties. Having obtained a large mea-
sure of international recognition from the United Nations
and most of the nations of the world, and having seen the
Sino-Soviet dispute turn toward direct national confronta-
tion, China’s foreign policy is starting to resemble that of
the Soviet Union a decade ago. In 1970 Chinese offers of
credit to developing nations approached $700 million,
making China the leading donor of economic assistance
among communist nations during that year; and China ig
by far the biggest source of communist aid to Tanzania and
Zambia. In addition, the Chinese have begun to voice ap-
proval of the nonaligned policies of many Third Worlq
countries, including, in 1971, praise for Sierra Leone and
Algeria. In the statements on the establishment of diplo-
matic relations with Equatorial Guinea (October 15, 1970),
Ethiopia (November 24, 1970), and Nigeria (February 10,
1971), the Chinese specifically referred to the five princi-
ples of peaceful coexistence as the basis for friendly rela-
tions. All of these signs of moderation of course led up to,
and conditioned, the détente with the United States and
the exchange of ambassadors with Japan.s

Verbal support for people’s wars has declined over the
past few years. The January 1, 1972, joint editoria] of Jen-

Dhofar consumes a large percentage of the Oman bud
and the insurgents appear to be well established. It is o
ble, even likely, that the Soviet Union will attempt to gain control of
this revolution, given its strong geopolitical interests in the area. O
the Oman war, see Annual of Power and Conflict, 1971, Brian Crc;zicn
ed. (London: Institute for the Study of Conflict, 1972), pp. s r:
Current Scene 10, no. 12 (December 1972) : 8; and New York Timqegs,
January 14, 1973, and April 15, 1973. ’
5See the symposium, “China’s New Diplomacy,” Problems of
Communism 20, no. 6 (November-December 1971): 1-32,

et each year,
course PoOssi-
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min jih-pao (Pcople’s Daily), Hung<ch'i (Red Flag), and
Chieh-fang-chiin pao (Liberation Army News), which isan
annual survey of national policy, made only two refercnces
to it: “Local wars betwcen aggression and resistance to 3§
gression and between revolution and counter-revolution
have never ccased,” and “From the strategic rear aress of
imperialism to the ‘heartland’ of capitalism, revolutionary
struggles are surging forward.” The January 1, 1973, edito-
rial continued this trend, replacing the usual references to
P69plc’s war with emphasis on China’s efforts to forge a
united front with the Third World against superpowet
hegemonism” ang power politics.

It appears that China is haltingly abandoning its formef
commitment to subversion and revolution in the Third
World, and accepting the need to work with the uncom
m‘t.tEd', noncommunist nations as they actually exist ther&
China § Outspoken opposition to the influence of the big
EZ;’?S ;n t.he United Nations, its support of the particular
Pana::]aals:lcd?auses of nations such as Chile, Pfaru, an
icaa nuélc:r flts approval of the plan to make La.tm Arrfef-
still believe -t}r::e zone are all signs of this new policy. Chmg
by organiziS at the world balance-of-power can .be. altere
about tryinn% the T]}ird World as a bloc, but it 1s .gomg
less d g o do this Organizing in a more pragmatic and

. ogmatically revolutio“ary MANNCE.
only ;:eotfef: \lcr)sc Possible that what looks like a trend may
Ch;na’s Supgozlrfy. For example, W. A. C. A.die notes that
revolutiona or the Tanzam railway project may have

14Ty as well as economic objectives: “Apart from

- - altering the Fast African center of gravity away from
Nalrobn to the more radical Dar ¢s Salaam, and oricnting
Zambia northwards instead of southwards, one Chinese
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idea behind the railway has been to overcome Zambia’s
dependence on railways through white-controlled territo-
ries, so as to enable its ideal geographical situation as a guer-
rilla base to be fully developed.” These potentialitics do
exist, but the previous record of China’s influence in Africa
suggests that it could not promote a guerrilla struggle from
Zambia that did not also have the support of African lead-
ers. As for Chinese aid, Adie comments, “The African lead-
ers scem confident that they will be able to do a Sadat on
the Chinese when the time comes.” ¢

China has not ceased altogether advocating people’s
wars. Particularly with regard to revolutionary movements
in southeast Asia, there has been only a gradual diminution
of rhetorical support; and on May 19, 1971, the first anniver-
sary of Mao’s statement of May 20, 1970, expressing con-
tinued support for the communist war effort in Indochina,
all the Peking newspapers carried a long article on commu-
nist progress in Burma, Thailand, the Philippines, Ma]ay—
sia, and North Borneo. More than a year later, on July 21,
1972, Peking Review published an Asian “Armed Struggle
Roundup,” which reported on action in South Vietnam,
Laos, Thailand, Malaysia, and Palestine (now included as
part of Asia), but which ignored Burma and the Philip-
pines.” This continuing interest in people’s war in Asia has
led some commentators to speculate that China may be

6 The reference of course is to Egyptian President Sadat's 1972
expulsion of Russian adviscrs from Egypt after recciving large quanti-
ties of aid from the Soviet Union. Scc W. A. C. Adie, “China’s Afri-
can Wedge,” To the Point (South Africa), November 18, 1972, pp-
18-19; and Adie, “‘China Returns to Africa,” Current Scene 10, no. 8
(August 1972): 1-12. .

7Cf. Deirdre M. Ryan, “The Decline of the ‘Armed Struggle’
Tactic in Chinese Foreign Policy,” Current Scene 10, no. 12 (Decem-
ber 1972): 7.
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. . 0« , r"
carrying on a “two-tiered” policy of blending pe]gp]e s\:z:]
and"‘pcoplc’s diplomacy.”8 As wec sh‘al] see su s&“;]qu‘:I en)t,i’
the evidence on this point is contrad.lct’ory, but tfzr ars
appears to be toward a decline in Peking's suppor

inents and
of national liberation, both those on other continen
those close to home.

. i e in
One of the interesting questions about this chang

China’s ¢mphasis on pcople’s war is whethel: it h‘as anythlrl:ig-
to do with the death and denunciation of Lin P’af)' ACCOUt-
Ing to Interna]) Party documents that became ;.;vallab]e om
side of China in e summer of 1972, Lin Piao, wh.O"t ;
last seep, In publjc on June 3, 1971, was ousted as minis ed
of defenge and is noy dead because he plotted an ame

UPTiSing againse Mao Tse-tung in an attempt to establish
arrrfy father than

C Party supremacy within China. Some
hinege leaders have stated explicitly that the crisis sur
TOunding Lin

b . arose becayge of his personal ambition aftt;r
€COMing My heir apparent at the 1909 party congr
and diq not inyg)

ve idco]ogical controversy. )
. Onctheless, Chinese press has been creating an
lded?gical basis for Lin’s diEeI:ences with Mao in order ?0
“Xplain Ly ouster to the ublic (as in the case of Liu
hao-cly; ¢ uring the Culturall3 Revolution, Lin and his sup-
Porters were Ementigneq by name during 1972 but onl’Y
referred to 4 “SWindlers Jike 1 1 Shao-ch'i”). Lin Piaos
. ification has also inyolved the usual rewriting
of .lllst-ol‘y\f r Mple, the 8 Liaohsi-Shenyang cam-
PNENis now g5 to haye been ugntler the personal control of
1:10., who allegedly haq ¢, countermand disastrous orders
of Lin’s in order tg Win jt, As a matter of fact, Lin Piao was
8 “Reov ; . . ” rrent
ccnep\(;:,\ ?ll(l:.hgn?x,gsstetorxf and Pcop]e’sd?;lpt]c‘:dmjfyéonfcelr‘ence,
Guerrilla Warfare in Asiq ("1*1971 )i 9-10; an

i tion
i : . ational Documenta
and Information Centre, 197;9')’“1;‘;32. Intern
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the field commander in this campaign, and Mao was else-
where at the time.?

With regard to Lin’s written works, in late October 1970
copies of the Quotations from Chairman Mao Tse-tung
(the “little red book”), which Lin had edited, were with-
drawn, and a new volume of the “five most important phil-
osophical works” of Mao replaced them. On February 14,
1972, a new edition of Mao’s quotations went on sale in
Peking in English, Spanish, Korean, and Vietnamese, but
not in Chinese. Except for a few alterations in the transla-
tions, the only difference was the deletion of the preface by
Lin Piao on how best to study Mao’s works. This incident
suggests that Mao did not object to the Little Red Book but
only to Lin’s former use of it to promote the People’s Lib-
eration Army and the cult of personality. Lin Piao’s Long
Live the Victory of People’s War! is no longer available in
China in Chinese, but it has not been specifically de-
nounced in the press. Even if it were, this would not neces-
sarily constitute a change in regime policy, since Lin has
been downgraded for political, not ideological, reasons. If
the regime disagreed with the general principles contained
in Long Live the Victory of People’s War! it would surely
have attacked that work first of all, since it is by far the
most important thing Lin Piao ever wrote. Therefore, it
seems that whatever may happen to Long Live the Victory
of People’s War! neither its lack of circulation nor the en-
tire Lin Piao affair reveals anything about trends in China’s
policies toward people’s wars.

The real test of whether China will continue to try to
export revolution is to be found not in what Chinga says but

9 For the revised history of the Liaohsi-Shenyang campaign, see
Peking Review, no. 46 (November 17, 1972), pp. 12-16. Also see
New York Times, December 17, 1972.
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in what China does, Although it is very difficult ?o obta;:‘l
reliable information, there are five insurgencies in south-
east Asia (omitting the special case of Indochina) that wcr;
in varying stages of development at the end of 1972 T}:e
in which Chjna has taken a special interest. '1"h<‘:5.c e d
ones in Burma, Thailand, Malaysia, the Philippines, 4"
Sarawak,

Ever since 1947 the government of Burma haste;:
threateneq by the White Flag faction of the Burmese i
MUNst party. The White Flags differ from the Red Fla(gis.
(who have today virtually disintegrated) in that they a'e

cre to Chinese concepts of guerrilla struggle and they h.a\a
long receiyegq Material and propaganda support from Ch“‘ln:

Owever, in 1067 both the violence and the Chu.lesel
volvement in this war escalated dramatically as a d"ed. o
;ult of the influence of the Chinese Cultural RevO]utl;or::
nl:esI: 1€ 1967 Chinese students in Rangoon defied 2 hi“cl
ed togo,"emmcnt ban on the wearing of Mao badgcs, Tv‘tin‘7

hi Violent demonstrations and the deaths of two Visi th:

mes? technicians. In retaliation Peking denounced

White llx?.l govemn.]ent and increased its suPPOIt.fO]rowe:
Burmg, beags. Dunng 1968 heavy fighting eru.pth . ts, 1€
Sulting i, theen Sovenment forces and the insurgen ;\]so
dlll‘ing t}] e Wlpmg out of the party's forces there. s
assassinate Y\ party chairman Thakin Than Tun rth-
ern hillg a‘]: o o result the insurgency shifted to the n0 a
“North Eong the Chinese border, where the party set u:; q
Kachin NaSt ommand,” and where a I-DCkmg-méeng
returned taw g, took over the leadership. Naw ht
. .~ 0 Burm, from China during 1968 and broug?

with him about 300 armed supporters. Ne Win later state

that between January ang August of 1969, some 355 insur
gents and 133 EOvernment troops were killed in heavy
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fighting in the north. He described the situation as “the
most serious threat to the state.”

Throughout this period Pcking kept the insurgents sup-
plied, offered them sanctuary across the border in China,
and glorified their activities in its press. The fighting con-
tinued unabated until 1971; and on March 28, 1971, Peking
set up a radio station in Yunnan to broadcast to the rebels
and people of Burma, the “Voice of the People of Burma,”
comparable to the “Voice of the People of Thailand” set
up in Yunnan in 1962 and the “Voice of the Malayan Rev-
olution” set up in 1969 and broadcasting from Hunan.
However, during the same month that the rebel radio
started operating, China returned its ambassador to Ran-
goon, suggesting that Chinese policy toward Burma was
beginning to function on two different levels.

During the summer of 1971 General Ne Win visited
Peking, where he had a meeting with Mao Tse-tung, and
shortly thereafter Sino-Burmese government-to-government
relations improved. During 1972, several economic and cul-
tural delegations traveled between the two countries, and
China again began supplying economic aid to Burma,
which had been suspended since 1967. The insurgency
along the northern border continued, however, as did Chi-
nese aid to the rebels and broadcasts over the Voice of the
Pcople of Burma in Burmese, Chincse, and the minority
languages, Jingpaw and Shan, spoken in the northeast.

Although the most active phases of this insurgency be-
gan with the Cultural Revolution and declined as the Cul-
tural Revolution declined, it is not casy to explain why
China continued to support the Burmese rebels, thereby
preventing the restoration of truly friendly relations with
Rangoon. These are some possible reasons: (1) China could
not completely halt the insurgency even if it wanted to,
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since it is ultimately rooted in ethnic strife; (2) China may
be trying to preserve its image in the communist wgrld as
the champion of armed revolution while attempting to
overcome the diplomatic isolation it experienced during
the Cultura] Revolution; (3) China’s hostility to Ne Win
May have revived after his 1971 visit, particularly after
January 13,1972, when Burma recognized Bangla Des.h, an
act interpreted in Peking as pro Soviet and anti Chines¢;
2 (4) China may wish to keep the insurgency alive, de-
Dite its supplying of modest amounts of economic id t0
7, in order to continue sapping the limited resource
of the Burmese government, thereby inhibiting any redl
£ onomic development in Burma and softening it up fora
future revolution. Ching has long sought to promote the
arms. race between India and Pakistan, since in addition to
i;e;l])mg o m.aintai“ a balance of power in the subcontinent
com:guc on tr‘bll.ttes to the ideological proposition that. rlo?n'
evelo i regfmes in Asia are less effective t.han China lst
devotcplr;g their Countries, If a noncommtfmst state Illl)“r‘
der Pat? ]arge Part of its budget to counterinsurgency, Oto

evot oY a“fl arms purchases, it has fewer resources |
" Jnecting the long-term needs and aspirations of 1ts

Citizens, 1y ’
ctm - area
Tevolutiop, 10 ght even f4]] victim, sooner or later, to

: L]oe insurgency in Thailand has a different basis. D:fniel
hinayelace' Who has made the most thorough analysis of
¥ Promotion of the Thai insurgency, finds that China

1t

' the carly sixties in response to the building
100 .

Since ﬂ!neBﬁlffT{' % s% Robert A. Holmes, “China-Burma Relation
Annual of po,r  ASian Suryey 13 no. 8 (August 1972): 686—723»
n0. 12 (Deceppp, ™ Conflict, 1971, pp. 50-51; Current Scene 10,

d
1973. “ember 1972): 3-4; and New York Times, January 2b
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of American bases in Thailand but that by the end of the
decade, as a result of the Cultural Revolution, China was
exploiting it primarily to glorify Mao and to attack the
Soviet Union.!! This is surely true, but events after the
Cultural Revolution suggest that the insurgency has been
redirected toward its original goals. It has not subsided.
Throughout the period of China’s reemergence on the dip-
lomatic scene, the Thai People’s Liberation Armed Forces,
made up of Thai villagers, hill tribesmen, and minority na-
tionals, have received propaganda support and training
from China. Until the autumn of 1971 most insurgents had
been from the Meo tribes in the extreme north and from
the Thai-Lao living in the northeast frontier area, but after
that communist organizers began, with considerably less
success, to try to mobilize lowland villages.

During the spring of 1972 the Royal Thai Army carried
out a major counterinsurgency operation at Phu Hin Long
Kla plateau in the north, and this widely reported battle
seemed to awaken the people of the rest of the country to
communist efforts and caused them to rally around the
government.!? By midsummer, for the first time-in the his-
tory of the Thai insurgency, the government ordered the
evacuation of seven entire districts bordering on Laos. Once
the inhabitants had been removed, search-and-destroy oper-
ations were undertaken. Complicating the picture is a road
built by the Chinese from Yunnan province through Houa
Khong and Luang Prabang provinces in Laos in the direc-
tion of the Thai border. It is expected that this road will

11 Lovelace, China and “People’s War” in Thailand, 1 4-1969
(Berk)e]ey: Center for Chinese Studies, University of California,
1971 .

12 Far Eastern Economic Review, March 18, 1972, p. 12. Also sce
the same journal for June 10, 1972, P. 9; and July 1, 1972, pp. 16, 18.
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allow China and North Vietnam to introduce 2 nci resuphYy
insurgents in northern Thailand virtually at wl.“'l “two-
There have been slight signs of a Chinese shift to.a and
tiered” approach toward Thailand. During 1972 China as a
ailand began to exchange sports teams, and thereg;’ems
gingerly beginning toward informal talks on such proo ese
as the insurgency and the status of the overscas Chin be
Community jp Thailand. The insurgency continues to nd
confined almost entirely to the northern borc.k',r areas ta‘on
has mage little headway among the Thai p P UIa' l in
Proper. However, the Chinese are clearly supp ort{ng ; d
conjunction iy, Communist activities in Indochina, S"e
are likely to continue doing so as long as the struggle ther
g0es on, 14 ither
The Malaysiap People’s war differs from that of eltthe
Burmg o, Thailang. Following the defeat in 196? of the
OMmunist Party of Malaya'’s guerrilla war against
British, about fiye hundred communists took sanctuary
across the border i, Southern Thailand. By 1968 these guer
rillas, principally Chinese byt with some new recruits from

a
2y and Thy; Communities, had grown to abouthe
thousang, 5, they reopencg guerrilla warfare along t
Thai-Malaysia bor

in Kuala
der against the government m
Gt This comppce no ¢ is reportedly still led by

Chin Peng, whe headeq th guerrillas at the end of the
Emergency in 196,

On Novembe
tine radio statig
which in jts ini

.

" 15, 1960, the Chinese opened a daf'def,'
™ the “Voice of the Malayan Revolution,

tia] broadcast called for an “extensive peo-

13 Ibid., October 14, ,

i 9721 p. 26. .

14 For the outlook in 1 ing the Paris accords of 1973
on Indochina, sce the j tcr\?ilc??v ift(;]lhl):tvugenf Saiyud Kerdpol, dﬂe‘i
tor of the Thai COmmun,'st SUPPI'CSSI'O.D Opcmtions Command, 1
ibid., March 19, 1973, pp, 2628
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ple’s war” in Malaysia and Singapore. It stated explicitly k

that the Communist party of Malaya was guided by the \

thought of Mao Tsc-tung. Kuala Lumpur and Bangkok re-

taliated by setting up a joint antiguerrilla command, and

during late 1969 and 1970 these combined forces captured

several guerrilla training camps in southern Thailand. In

their propaganda the guerrillas have tried to broaden their

base of supporters beyond the Chinese by appealing to

other ethnic and religious groups, but they seem to have

made little progress. The insurgency itself has been con-

fined to terrorist raids, and on May 7, 1970, the Malaysian

chief of staff said that he had no evidence of Chinese arms

reaching the insurgents.
During May 1971 Tengku Razaleigh Hamzah led a semi-

official trade mission to Peking. In an interview Chou En-lai

told him that no big powers should interfere in the affairs of

other countries, but on May 19, the New China News

Agency (NCNA) wrote, “The Malayan National Libera-

tion Army, under the leadership of the Communist Party of

Malaya, has persisted in guerrilla warfare and valiantly

struck at the enemy through ambushes, mine warfare and

other tactics.” The problem in Malaysia is complicated by

the fact that the insurgents are mostly Chinese in a nation

where ethnicity is the major determinant of all political

relationships. China’s verbal support for the rebels may

reflect an attempt to appeal to the Chinesc of southeast

Asia more than an effort to promote people’s war. In any

case, as of 1973 the insurgency was being kept under control

by the Malaysian government, and relations between China

and Malaysia were slowly unfreezing, although at a much i

slower rate than Sino-Burmese relations. ,
In December 1968 in the Philippines, a Maoist faction }

split off from the Communist party of the Philippines,
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which is itself further subdivided into two pro-Sov:::.:3 af;cd
tions, and a year later this Maoist Communist ?artyPeo o
the “New People’s Army.” Since 1970 the I\e\’v.11 pem.
Army has been carrying on widely dispersed guerrilla op

inning the en-
tions in northeast and central Luzon and winning
thusiastic endorsement of

Peking radio. On October 27,
1970, NCNA identified the

. )
chairman of the Maoist part)}'ls
central committee o Amado Guerrero, an alias of the
young, former univers;

ty professor, Jose Maria Sison. Ul}tﬂ
he went underground ip 1969, he had headed a left-wing
student Organization ip Manila. Sison and other intellec-
tual Maoists have beep active in trying to indoctrinate the
Peasantry, but it appears that at the gucrrilla level, th'e
Communpjst Party of the Philippin es and the New People’s
oy rely Primarily o, former Huks, who today are report-
edly. freelance terrorists, formerly communist directed but
aving lost myc}, of their ideological motivation. During
oY 1970 President Marcos ordered military operations
against the rebels,
Philin May 19, 1971, NCNA said that the people of .’d.’le
. MPPINes coylg take heart from the fact that “the Philip-
PIne New Peop)erg Ammy, under the leadership of the Phil-
Ppine Comm“niSt arty, has launched armed struggle
vrgorf)usly - [and] Oug};t more than 8o battles with the
rf:actxonary troops and wiped out over 200 enemy men ina
little over 3 year after jtg founding”” Only slight progress I}as
been made thus far i, improving.relations between Pelfnr\g
and Manila, byt during 1972 a growing number of.Phlllp-
pinc visitors, including doctors, legislators, and' bankmg.an;l
trade groups, traveleq to China and were cordially f"-ce‘vi .
China appeared tq be interested in developing at leas
two-tiered relationship wig, the Philippines.

i insur-
Complicating the Philippine picture is another in
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gency, unrelated to that of the New People’s Army in Lu-
zon—namely, the Muslim uprising in Mindanao aimed at
secession from the Christian Philippines and union with
Muslim Sabah, a part of Malaysia. During 1973 it became
clear that Maoists have tried to penetrate the Mindanao
movement, but it seemed unlikely that they had met with
much success, given the historically religious and nonideo-
logical nature of much of the unrest in the southern Philip-
pines. The real importance of the secessionist insurgency
was its contribution to overall instability throughout the
country, thereby draining off valuable resources into coun-
terinsurgency and giving the insurgents more propitious
circumstances for promoting revolution. President Mar-
cos’s declaration of martial law on September 22, 1972, re-
sulted in an increase of military action against the insur-
gents—the government claimed to have killed some 1,757
rebels in the six-month period following martial law—but
the Philippine insurgencies and Maoist interest in them
persisted with considerable tenacity.'s

Within the relatively large Chinese community of Sara-
wak (ie, the Eastern Malaysian state located in north
Borneo), communism has a long history going back to
the Malayan Emergency and to the Indonesian Confron-
tation with Malaysia. Communist ideas spread to the ter-
ritory through Chinese who visited Singapore, Malaya, and
China; and during the early sixties the Sarawak Communist
Organization, as it calls itself, opened armed struggle in sup-
port of Sukarno’s military assault on the new nation of
Malaysia. After the abortive 1965 coup in Indonesia, the

15 See, in particular, Robert Shaplen, “Letter from Manila” New
Yorker, April 14, 1973, PP- 97-119; “Mindanao: Marcos’ Vietnam?”
Far Eas(em Economic Review, March 26, 1973, Pp. 13-16; and New
York Times, December 17, 1972; March 11, 1973; and April 15
1973. '
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Chinese communists of Borneo were forced to retreat into
Sarawak in order to escape the anti-Chinese pogroms being
Carried out throughout Indonesia. In the early seventies,
under the name of the People’s Army of North Kalimantan,
about seven hundred communists were still fighting against
the federal government, and they received verbal encour-
agement from Peking (although apparently not arms, judg-
Ing from the guerrillas’ reported dearth of weapons).'®

On March 25-26, 1972, the Sarawak guerrillas ambushed
and killed some fifteen Malaysian Rangers sixty miles west
of Kuching. After a visit to the state during the same month
b)’ Malaysian prime minister Tun Abdul Razak, the author-
ltles.began to carry out a new plan of counterinsurgency—
rming the indigenous Iban population with shotguns. Al
though this move opened up the possibility of the Chinese
lg]‘;f:glas Obtain‘in'g arms by organizing these peoples, it 3.1150
all Chie Potentiality of unleashing Iban retaliation against
con tim?cse. At the end of 1972 the insurgency in Sarawak

ed to be very active.!?

th:scf]l;lts record sho“./s, in the years immediately following
people’s ural ReVO]}Jthn, China continued to suppf)rt some
and prin::a'lis’ ?Jut it did so at a declining level of mtens.ll'y
Provideg ™'y 1n southeast Asia. As far as is known, China
where the“:a]tenal support only in Burma and in c.:ou{ntnes
of "aﬁonalo c]?f ﬂl(% United States had raised major issucs
tries). Chinfo icy (ie., I.ndo.china and neighboring coun-
where Chineswas 3189 act}ve ina propaganda sense In arcas
the guerrillag eC ethnic minorities formed the hard core of
of these insu'r iven the meager chances of success ff)r any

16 Far Fag gencies and the fact that elsewhere in the

17 See the i’;’;fﬁc‘f?sf;':lic Review, April 15, 1972, p. 14.

Root 3 awak Case Study” in Douglas Hyde, The
590_012 8(.))‘ Guerrillq Warfare (London: Bodley Head, 1968), pp-
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Third World China has shifted to a policy of state-to-state
cooperation rather than subversion, it is to be expected that
China will increasingly deal with its neighboring statcs in
southeast Asia on the basis of the five principles of peaccful
coexistence. Needless to say, howevcer, the outcome of the
continuing struggle in Indochina, where Sino-Sovict rival-
ries color all external communist involvement, will greatly
influence the pace of this trend.

Finally, in looking back on the decadc of the 1960s and
China’s efforts to turn the gricvances of rural Asia into
revolution, one cannot fail to record China’s dismal per-
formance in the face of the most genuine revolutionary
situation of them all—namely, the 1967 Naxalbari peasant
uprising in India and its political outcome. The peasants
(who also form an cthnic group) of the Naxalbari subdi-
vision of Darjeeling district in the northern portion of West
Bengal rebelled and occupied lands in resistance to what
they considered unjust and exploitative land tenure condi-
tions. This jacquerie inspired many Maoist intellectuals,
dissatisfied with both of the Indian communist parties and
their acceptance of parliamentary politics, to organize a
third, strictly Maoist party—the Communist party of India
(Marxist-Leninist). Although many Indian observers of
the new party believed that it was only a terrorist organiza-
tion and that Chincsc-style armed struggle woulq prove in-
appropriate in India, cvents secmed to prove them wrong.

The eruption of the Bangla Desh separatist movement in
an area bordering directly on the territory of t}ye “Naxal-
ites” (as the CPI-ML is known) offcred ideg) conditions
for the development of guer.rilla \yarfare. It is doubtful that
there existed anywhere else in Asia during the 1960s a more
propitious set of circumstances for Proving the relevance
and validity of Mao’s ideas: Bengali desires for cconomic
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justice and independence, combined with fierce repression
by the troops of West Pakistan, posed conditions not unlike
those that prevailed in China at the time of the Japanese
invasion.

Unfortunately for the Naxalites, China decided to back
Woest Pakistan in its hopeless campaign of military sup-
pression in Bengal. China’s reason, of course, was that the
government of India, supported by the Soviet Union, first
recognized the plight of the Bengalis and gave them direct
g}::‘otasry f‘SSiSt‘ance in their war of national liberation. Th'e
war, Scc))vr:]? Cll\}sput'e took precedence in Pekmg over peqp!e s
dutifally it axalite leac'leljs back.ec.l the 9hmcse posm.OTl
o Stickyt’ ereby.cm.nmlttmg political suicide; others tried
were ao e principles of the CPI-ML, although thee
how Lo W tlarmshed. by Mao’s political betrayal, no matter
diti gical they might have remained in the concretc'COTl'
_11ons of Bangla Desh and northeastern India, Thus, ion-
lcgl]y, t.he potentiality for a mass-based guerrilla revolution
Still exists in India, but should it ever occur it would firt

ltu?ve to dissociate itself completely from the Chinese doc-
ine of people’s war,18
18 . .

Party,s"cc}\s';ter alia, Marcus F. Franda, “India’s Third Communit
Ramach;m.:],r:l Survey 9, no. 1, (November 1969): 797-817; K. N.
rent Scene g v LeKing and Indian Communism Since 1965,” O
the Indian Gono: O (Match 15, 1970): 1-13; Gargi Dutt, “Pekint;
196:-.-1970 ” AT;‘TUmSt Movement, and International Communis™
Far Eqgtern n Survey 11, no. 10 (October 1971): 984-991; 40

stern Eco i :
nomic Review, December 16, 1972, pp. 11-12



7
Spinoffs from the Doctrine

Chinese communist ideology, like traditional Chinese reli-
gion, has tended to divide into “great” and “little” tradi-
tions as it has gained adherents around the world. No doubt
a connection exists between Mao’s fully elaborated theory
of people’s war and the ideas that come through to a peas-
ant in Africa or a student in Japan who knows nothing
more of it than the aphorisms in Chairman Mao Tse-tung
on People’s War, just as there is a relationship between
the “Maoist vision” of the Cultural Revolution and the
thoughts of the eleven million Red Guards who paraded
past the T’ien An Men in 1966 holding up the Little Red
Book as a miracle-working amulet. But the connection is
often tenuous. Ideology in the mind of one man or a sma]]
group of leaders, particularly Marxist-Leninist-Maoist ide-
ology, is rational (if not necessarily reasonable); but for
ideology to become more than a way of Teasoning or a phi-
losophy, it must inspire people to act. In so doing it appeals
to both their minds and their emotions, and in the process
ideology often becomes myth.

In addition, ideology is not the property of one man or
one party or one country. Having entered the marketplace,
a particular ideology may be embraced by many different
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people, who are of course free to modify it, tinker with it,
and violate its internal logic, in light of their own needs,
expericnces, and even understanding of what they have
taken over. This is all by way of saying that the historical
Chinese people’s war and Mao’s generalizations of its par-
ticular features into grand theory are undoubtedly the
single most important source of precedent for revolutionary
theorizing in the contemporary world. However, for the
theorists, revolutionaries, and people who came after Mao,
the Chinese ideology of people’s war is not inviolable. Rev-
olutions other than that of China have contributed to the
doctrine of pcople’s war, and many men have modified the
doctrine, just as Mao altered some of Lenin’s formulas, in
order to adapt it to changed international and domestic
political conditions. Just as with Vietnamese theories of
peoplc’s war, these later theories bear a family resemblance
to Chinesc interpretations of their own experience, but they
also differ in critical ways. Such modifications of Mao’s
theory are 1o less valid because they are modifications, but
it is useful to know what has been modificd and to see the
consequences of the modifications in practice.

Virtually all post-Maoist theories of people’s war divorce
guerrilla activitics from what Mao would call the “support
of the peoplc” and what the Soviets would call a “revolu-
tionary situation.” They are, in fact, addressed to the prob-
lem that mass support for a revolutionary cause docs 70t
exist; and they attempt to answer the question “What is to
be done?” (other than merely waiting) in light of that
situation. Theories that advocate guerrilla activity in lieu
of a popular infrastructure are designed to elicit one of three
kinds of “intervention”: intervention by foreign imperialist
forces, whosc depredations may bring about the mobiliza-
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tion of the masses (e.g., the Japanesc in China or the Amer-
icans in Vietnam); intervention by international socialist
forces in order to support a struggling revolutionary party
and to prevent reactionaries from gaining power by defeat-
ing the guerrillas (e.g., the Soviets in Cuba or the Indians in
Bangla Desh); and intervention by the masses of a country
themselves as their aspirations for dignity and social change
are mobilized by the examples of heroism that the guerrillas
provide.

Based on the Cuban experience and an analysis of what
he believed to be the political realities of Latin America,
Guevara's theory of guerrilla warfare is intended to elicit
the first and third types of intervention. Interestingly
enough, the Chinese never mention Guevara in their publi-
cations, while the Soviets attack him indirectly, through
Régis Debray, who tried to schematize some of his idcas.
Guevara himself summarized his theory as follows: “We
consider that the Cuban revolution contributed three fun-
damental lessons to the conduct of revolutionary move-
ments ip America. They are: (1) popular forces can win a
war agz?mst the army; (2) it is not necessary to wait until all
conditions for making revolution exist; the insurrection can
create them; and (3) in underdeveloped America the coun-
tryside is the basic arca for armed fighting.”*

Debray developed these idcas further in his theory of the
foco insurreccional, or nucleus of armed men, who them-
sclves attempt to create a revolutionary situation by makin
armed attacks on police and government officials. At the

outset, when the gucrrillas arc spreading the chaos that they
hope will lead to mobilization, they do not want involve-

1 Che Guevara, Guerrilla Warfare (New York: Monthly Review
Prcss, 1961), p. 15.
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ment by the peasantry, who at this stage will mistrust the
guerrillas and may betray them.? Debray’s essential ideas

are contained in these statements from his Revolution in
the Revolution:

The guerrilla force is the party in embryo. This is the
staggering novelty introduccd by the Cuban revolution.

Any guerrilla movement in Latin America that wishes
to pursue the people’s war to the end . . . must become
the unchallenged political vanguard.

The people’s army will be the nucleus of the party, not
vice versa. The guerrilla force is the political Va"g‘!‘“‘g
in nuce and from its development a real party can arse.

Necdless to say, this approach did not work when it Was
implemented in Bolivia in the sixties. Huntington offers

this explanation of its failure:

The 1960s saw the emergence of a new doctrine of rev-
olutionary war which, perhaps more than anything clse,
played a role in leading to the defeat of revolutionary
movements. This doctrine, reflected in the writings of
Che and Debray, marked a major Latin American devi-
ation from the classic Asian doctrine of revolutionary
warfare as it had been developed by Mao, Ho, and Giap.
The new doctrine put the emphasis on the importance of
subjective factors of will and dedication as against ob-
jective social conditions. It stressed the role of the guer-
rilla foco itself as against the Maoist stress on the need
for popular support. It exalted military factors over po-
litical ones, including the significance of the guerrilla
force as compared to the party organization. It also, at
least in Guevara’s formulation, put an emphasis on a
continental appeal as against nationalist appcals in 1n-

2 Jack Woddis, New Theories of Revolution, A Commentary on
the Views of Frantz Fanon, Régis Debray, and Herbert Marcuse (Lon-
don: Lawrence and Wishart, 1972), p. 261.

3R. Debray, Revolution in’ the Revolution (New York: Grove

Press, 1967), pp. 106, 109, 116.
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dividual countries. The extent to which doctrine shapes
revolution is open to debate in any particular case, but
certainly many of the errors which Latin American rev-
olutionaries committed in the 196os—including those of
Che himself in Bolivia—could be explained in terms of
the adherence to this militaristic doctrine of insurgency
as compared to the earlier Leninist-Maoist emphasis on
political action.*

Although this analysis is persuasive, it seems to me that
the critical element responsible for the collapse of Gue-
vara’s activities was the failure to produce intervention of
the first type. Had this happened—that is, had the func-
tional equivalent of the Bay of Pigs been elicited in several
Latin American countries—it does not seem to me obvious
that Guevara would be condemned today for totally mis-
reading the nature and history of people’s war. After all,
Mao himself in a sense “elicited” the Japanese invasion
through the record of his pre-1937 guerrilla activities and
by forcing the Kuomintang into an anti-Japanese united
front. The Japanese always attempted to justify their inter-
vention in China in terms of the suppression of commu-
nism and the anti-imperialist nationalist movement. Gue-
vara’s problem was to have acted too precipitously, in the
wrong country, and to have forgotten the first rule of all
politics: one must survive.

.With regard to the third form of intervention, Guevara
did attain some degree of success. He did not “vitalize” the
rural population, but by his example he did mobilize large
numb.ers of urban, middle-class students throughout Latin
America and in industrialized countries elsewhere. Among
the successors to Guevara were the urban guerrillas of Bra-

4 Samucl' P. Huntington, “Civil Violence and the Process of De-
velopmgnt, ' International Institute for Strategic Studics, London,
Adelphi Papers, no. 83 (Dccember 1971), p. 7.
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zilian and Uruguayan cities, who for some five years after
Guevara’s death in October 1967, captured the headlines of
the world with political kidnappings, airplane hijackings:
robberies, ambushes, assassinations, and urban terrorism-
Although, as Robert Moss argues, it is difficult to find a0
explicit theoretical rationale for such activities among the
groups themselves, it seems to me that the implicit ration-
ale can be found in a look at their attitudes towar
intervention.®

So far, Latin American urban gucrrillas have not seriously
attempted to elicit external imperialist intcrvention (3
though they have kidnapped American diplomatic 1€Pr¢
sentatives); and one of the reasons for the shift to the cities
after Guevara’s death was because support of the secon
type—from Cuba and other local communist parties—W3
dwindling for rural revolt. The guerrillas do, however, 07"
tinue to believe that by their very example they can attract
the population to the support of the revolution and expos¢
to the people the alleged corruption and brutality of the
ruling establishment. If there is any one thing that urba?
guerrillas scek to acquire through their activities, it is pub-
licity; as Carlos Marighella once pointed out, the mon€y
that he and his companions made in a 1968 robbery of a
payroll van ($9,500) was nothing compared to the value ©
the coverage the robbery got in the mass media ( estimated
at around $400,000 if paid for in the form of advertise-
ments).® Unfortunately for the guerrillas, the arousal of the

5 Robert Moss, “Urban Guerrillas in Uruguay,” Problems of Com™-
mmunism 20, 0. f5 (September—October 197g1):y 14-23. On thf: back-
rouﬂd“f:l?l“scsl‘)) urban guerrilla warfare in Uruguay, see M. J-
inch, " lhirce erspectives on the Crisis in Uruguay,” Journal of Latin
Americant Studlges 3, 0. 2 (1972): 173-190.
6]In MOSS,'" T?ble'ms of Communism, PP- 14-15. Another reason
for the guerniias shift to the cities was, of course, the changing de-
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masses by “propaganda of the deed” usually fails for 'the
simple reason that, as Huntington puts it, “the criminallz?-
tion of political violence is more prevalent than the polit-
icization of criminal violence.”” As in the case of the
Tupamaros, the public comes to see their criminal acts as
criminal, not political, and when that happens the con-
tinuation of the guerrilla movement loses any further
rationale.

Despite the failure of most urban guerrilla activities, the
point should not be missed that they aim at the mobiliza-
tion of the masses, either by eliciting the first or second
forms of intervention or by mobilizing the masses directly
through capturing their attention and inspiring them. In
this sense such activities are a form of incipient people’s
war; the very essence of all theories of guerrilla warfare is
to create a popular infrastructure that will provide the mil-
itary activists with an intelligence advantage against their
professionalized adversaries. In authentic revolutionary sit-
uations the masses themselves are already mobilized and
are seeking leaders. In derivative revolutionary situations,
such as those under discussion here, self-proclaimed leaders
are trying to stir up the masses. Intervention of various
kinds can accomplish the mobilization of the people, but

———

mography of Latin America; over 5o percent of the populations of
Umguay, Chile, Argentina, and Brazil lives in cities.

untington, “Civil Violence,” p. 15. Of course, the politicization
of criminal violence does sometimes occur. “The motives behind
terrorism,” write Segre and Adler, “vary and are not always discern-
able; and the borderlines between banditry and terrorism are not
clear-cut since motives tend to shift. Recall the classic examples.
Pirates could achieve respectability and join the legitimate establish-
ment by being commissioned as privateers. Some, like Sir Henry Mor-
gan, alternated between privateering and buccaneering at their con-
venience. The Mafia started out as a national liberation movement and
cventually organized intemnational crime.” “The Ecology of Terror-
ism,” Encounter 40, no. 2 (February 1973): z0.
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as the case of contemporary Ulster seems to indicate, even
when the armed activities of the urban guerrillas have elic-
ited all three kinds of intervention—by the British army, by
socialist and ethnic allies with arms and propaganda, and by
the masses themselves, who have been forced to pay atten-
tion to the guerrillas’ cause—the people may still hold the
guerrillas responsible for these disturbances, and the revolu-
tion will fail.

Intervention of the first two types refers, of course, to di
rect intervention by outside parties into the internal affairs
of another country. The third form of “intervention” is
different: it refers to the mobilization of the people either
by inspiring them to action or as a result of drastic changes
in their political environment. According to the theories of
some urban guerrillas, this later condition can be achieved
by cliciting through terrorism and outrages a counterinsur-
gent overreaction from the authorities, onc that so disori-
ents the people—who are actually innocent bystanders—
that they become covertly engaged on the side of the rebels.
As was mentioned in chapter 3, however, terrorism m?St
commonly inspires a military coup d’etat, which may -
deed disorient all of the people but which rarely produces 2
“revolutionary situation” in the Leninist sense. One would
have supposed that this lesson had been learned once and
for all in 1933, when the policies of the German Commu-
nist party helped to elicit Hitlerism and a very different
kind of revolution than had been predicted by the German
communists.

What urban guerrillas actually hope to generate is 2
blundering and inept counterinsurgent reaction—som¢e
thing similar to President Ngo Dinh Diem’s rcsponse to the
Buddhist protests in South Vietnam in 1963. The case of
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Northern Ireland is ambiguous precisely because the re-
sponse, particularly at the political level, has itself been
ambiguous: terrorism by the Irish Republican Army elic-
ited a hardening of Protestant positions and a consequent
partial mobilization of the Catholic population, but it also
caused British intervention, in the interests of a just solu-
tion and an end to terrorism by both sides. Actually, and
contrary to Herbert Marcuse’s views (quoted in chapter 3),
a successful counterinsurgency is more easily accomplished
against urban guerrillas than against rural guerrillas, par-
ticularly if external intervention is only a remote possibility
and the population, even if somewhat critical of its own

government, perceives the behavior of the revolutionarics
as criminal,

Japan offers an example. On October 21, 1969, the super-

intendent of the Tokyo Metropolitan Police, Akira Hatano,
announced:

According to our composite information, guerrilla war-
fare is likely to occur in many different sections of the
city. Radical students who believe in “violent revoly-
tion” will attack according to plan using Molotov cock-
tails. . . . There is simply no logical basis for violent rey-
olution in an advanced industrial nation. Although we
do not deny the students the right to protest against the
Present system, we must deny them their use of vi.
olence. . . . I believe that in the ncar future the students
will realize that they are pursuing an erroncous strategy ®
8 The quotation and following information on the Kidotai is from
Ishitanj Tatsunari, Kidétdi to seishun (The Mobile Foyccs and Youth)
(Tokyo: Eru Shuppansha, 1970), pp. 10-11 and passim. The trans]a.
ton from the Japanese is by the author. Also sec Ebashi Watam,
“Nanajii nendai shakai to chian taisci” (The Society of the Seventies
and the System for Maintaining Public Peace and Order), Horitsy

jihd (Law Review), special edition on “Maintaining Order anq
Human Rights,” June 1970, pp. 199—204.
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Hatano’s answer to the students was to use the famed To-
kyo Kidétai, or “mobile forces.” Equipped with high-pres-
sure water cannon, barricade-destroying vehicles, search-
light trucks, armored personnel carricrs specially designed
for use in cities, and a vast array of other material, and em-
ploying tactics that sound like Mao’s—that is, concentrate
one’s forces for any battle, occupy a better position than the
enemy’s, attack when the encmy has begun to falter—the
Kidotai is probably the most effective counterinsurgent
force operating in an advanced democracy. Standing be-
hind it is an elaborate police intelligence service, including
the capacity to computerize identifying numbers for €very
person in Japan if it were necessary, and the Japanese Self-
Defense Forces, with whom the police have trained, in case
the police are overwhelmed.?

In a large public opinion poll of attitudes toward the use
of the Kidotai at Tokyo University on January 18 and 19,
1969, some 77 percent backed the police actions. On the
question of the ferocity of the police, 30 percent thought
that they should be more severe, 38 percent thought that
they werc about right, and 8 percent thought that they were
excessively forceful (the remaining 24 percent had no opin-
jon one way or another). In this respect, it should be noted
that the Kidotai does not use lethal force. However, even in
cases where the public actively supports the revolutionaries
and where there is no suggestion of criminality in the use of
revolutionary violence, the urban environment offers more

ossibilities for the success of what Marcuse calls a “final
solution" than does a rural setting—for example, the ac-
tions of the Soviet Red Army in Budapest in 1956.

; ?]'1 alg:ir:llsltinglcfor t}}ﬁ]use of the Sclf-Defense Forces and the
idotal t the possibility of ternally f = ency,
slie New York Times, March ); ,019;;.6’( mally fomented insurg
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This is not to conclude that urban guerrilla warfare is a
totally hopeless proposition. Perhaps the most important
recent case of successful “urban” guerrilla warfare and ter-
rorism was the EOKA (Greek) resistance movement in
Cyprus, 1955-1958. There, however, the issue was never
one of the guerrillas becoming strong enough to force the
withdrawal of Great Britain from the island. It was rather
that the Greeks held on long enough to capture interna-
tional attention, and when that happened they had victory
virtually in their hands. The Cypriot insurrection came to
involve the foreign relations of three nations-Eng]and’
Greece, and Turkey—and threatened the whole southern
flank of NATO. The essential achievement of EOKA was
precisely to bring about this international e‘ntang]ernent,
thereby forcing major powers to make choices rclatively
favorable to its cause. Had the NATO complicatiop, not
arisen, British counterinsurgent force could have demonp,.
strated to the insurgents the impossibility of Success._

which is precisely what counterinsurgent force ig Supposeq
to do.

Urban guerrilla warfare in a modern setting can Usual]

succeed only if it produces a bungled domestic reye
impinges on international interests in sucly aw
jor powers decide to promote or tolerate g fevolutioy
“victory” as the better part of a complex bargain, Inang tl;:
rccent example, that of the “Che Guevarisy” Uprisiy er
April 1971 in Ceylon, it appears that the activists 1 °pe§1 :f
elicit intervention of both the second and thirg types Io
goes beyond the scope of this book to explore the ye cci t
plex origins of this revolt, but suffice it to say that 5 Ia::b
group of educated youths aged sixtcen to twenty-ﬁve, or :le
nized as the “People’s Liberation Front,” on ga-

. Apl’il S, 1971
launched a serics of armed surprise attacks against almoSE

ton op
ay that y.
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seventy-four police stations throughout the country. The

results were an appalling twelve hundred deaths, over US

$20 million in damages, a doubling of the army and police

manpower in a country that could not afford its preinsur

gency forces, and between fifteen and sixteen thousand
youths still in jails or rehabilitation camps that could easily
become schools for further revolution.?® The roots of this
movemcent are to be found in the unimpressive record of the
government in Ceylon (or Sri Lanka, as it is now called)
since its peaceful achievement of independence in 1948;
but the precipitating factors were youthful dissatisfaction
with the traditional left in Ceylon, the influence of Mao’s
and Guevara’s ideas about the efficacy and Marxist “cor-
rectness” of armed struggle, and the belief (probably er-
roneous) on the part of the rebels that in their struggle they
could expect foreign assistance from socialist countries, in
articular North Koreca and China.’! The rebels were
avowed followers of both Mao and Guevara, but the appel
lation “Guevarist” seems to have been attached to them be-
cause of their willingness to act without popular backing.
Needless to say, socialist countries did not come to the
Guevarists” support, probably because the government of
Mrs. Sirimavo Bandaranajke against whom they revolted
was (and is) already sufficiently leftist to suit both Moscow
and Peking.!* The Ceylonese case is interesting in illustrat-

10 Sec A. Je . . A . Ty
Survey 13,0, 5 (Remwilon, “Ceylon: A Time of Troutley 0
Revolt n Ceylon,” Asign Survey 12, no. 3 (March 1972): 259-274
and Far Eastern Economic Reyiew, May 27, 1972, pp. 20-3°-
i; FE?I:!;C:Z’ Asian Survey (March 1972), p. 272.

o al fcoux:.t of the Guevarist uprising favorable to t]}e rebels
nd caticd’ of China’s fai1yre to support them, sec Fred Halliday,

«The Ccylonese Insurrcch'o“ " New Left Review, no. 6 (Scptembc[_
October 1971), PP. 550 Printed on page 91 is Chou En-lai's mes-
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ing a “reverse flow” of revolutionary ideas from Latin
America (i.e., Guevaraism) back to Asia. Another example
is the Iranian “Tupamaros,” a terrorist and guerrilla group
inspired by their Uruguayan counterparts and backed by
Iraq and by some Arab extremists from the Palestinian
movements.'?

Intervention of the second type—that is, from one or the
other socialist bloc countrics—does not necessarily mean
direct intervention while a revolution is in progress; but the
very fact that nations exist that could protect newly in-
stalled leftist revolutionary governments from counterrey-
olution has been a spur to revolutions. Or, at least, so the
Soviets think. Pomeroy explains the prevalence of leftists

acting in the absence of a revolutionary situation in terms
of this factor:

In the contemporary period the radicalized petty bour-
geoisie often secks to act with impatience, independent]

and in advance of the prolctarian movement, tendiy ty
view student and intellectual sectors as the vanguarg 0(;
the revolution. They seck armed struggle without wait:
ing for a mass upsurge in its varied forms, in the belieé
that action by a minority will create the masgg upheava]

No doubt this outlook has been augmented by the val,
ing importance of the external factor in the revolutigrow.
situations of today, by the knowledge that armed ggig

sage of April 26, 1971, to Prime Minister Banda il .
hcgr supprtl:)ssion of ch: insurrection and stating, “Fg{?\i};ﬁ aléll)]a}ldmg
Mao Tse-tung's teaching the Chinese people have 3]y alogn hairman
ultra ‘left’ and right opportunism in their Protracted ;evg]ORPoscd
struggles. We are glad to see that thanks to the effq tts ofo Yuhonary
cellency and the Ceylon Government, the chaotic situatj our Ex.
by a handful of persons who style themselves 'Guevarists?n Created
whose ranks forcign spics have sneaked has bee and into

control.” n brought under
13 Annual of Power and Conflict, 1971, Brian Crq

don: Institute for the Study of Conflict, 1972), pp. 4;‘:&. ed. (Lon-
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gles can be supported and their victories protected by the

socialist and anti-imperialist countries (as in the case of
Cuba) .14

There are no recent cases of revolution-making in the ab-
sence of a revolutionary situation which have succeeded in
eliciting both the dcsired form of intcrvention and the
desired effect on the population, but the precedents of
People’s war and the prevailing international conditions of
the sixties and seventies make the attempts plausible.
One further permutation of people’s war theory is not
bi_lsed on the attempt to clicit intervention. In the doctrines
dl§cusscd thus far the problem has been one of how to ob-
tain mass support for the guerrillas; but another, perhaps
more basic, problem is how to get guerrillas in the first
pl.ace, regardless of what the masscs are thinking or doing,
Lin Piag alluded to the solution to this problem when he
f‘POke of war as a “great school” and of its capacity to
temper” Pcople, but by far the most important writer to
alddrcss this question is Frantz Fanon. For Fanon the most
fvli f::Cl?nta}-y difﬁcu]?y in revolution-t?mking. is that pt{ople
with S"z]‘;(-dbcen socialized in a colonial regime are afflicted
sis of {1y - Qubts, a lack of dignity, and a consequent paraly-
gle, notc.“’l“ toact. He advocates the resort to armed strug:
the use ;'; fOrdc—:r to obtain some pohhcal. end but because
Ple’s i)Cr Orf:(f tends to transform and hbcra.te some peo-
out 3 rcsoralftles. In other words, he favors violence W.lth~
arics Favo u,t‘(mar.y. purpose in order tq create revoh.ltlon-
to th.c inrlﬂon $ position is, of coursc, a kmq of compl.lment
Knox tenee of French thinking on him: Sorel lS"?’e]l
own for his contention that in the violence of political
strikes workers could be transformed into “men.” Jack

14 Wi

York: I liam J. POmCmy, cd., Guerrilla \Warfare and Marxism (New

nternational Publishers, 1968), p- 39-
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Woddis, of the Sovietinclined British Communist party
and a man who is scandalized by Fanon’s and Debray’s al-
leged “depoliticization” of revolutionary activity, writes:

For them [Fanon and Debray] violence is not just a
means to an end but a necessary experience in itself;
violence is liberation; it is the cleansing fire which tests
and purifies revolutionaries. It is, according to Fanon, by
practicing violence that the long-subjected colonial peas-
ant overcomes his fear of the enemy and acquires a readi-
ness to take part in revolutionary change. Debray pro-
pounds his belief that by the physical act of taking up
arms and fighting man transforms himself into a dedi-
cated revolutionary.?®

Guerrilla warfare as a kind of Third World “encounter
group” may sound farfetched, but when it was combined
with the impact of the Chinese Cultural Revolution of the
late sixties, it began to have an influence on revolutionary
activities. Both Fanon and Mao have a profound interest in
creating “new men,” and both of them think that revolu-
tionary violence, either real or stage-managed as in Mao’s
Cultural Revolution, is the best way to do so. This idea

. b4
when added to the requirement of armed struggle in peo-
Ple’s war doctrines, leads directly to such manifestations of
contemporary life as university campuses calling themsclves

liberated areas”; Milan’s millionaire “guerrilla publisher,”
Giangiacomo Feltrinclli, blowing himself up with dynami;e
while trying to sabotage a high-tension pylon;!¢ and Niiji-

15 Woddis, New Theories of Revolution, p. 398.

16 For a revealing report on “liberation armies,” “red bri ades,”
and numerous armed action groups in Italy, sec Claire Sterlin ; “The
Fcltrjnelli Case,” Athntw, Iul_y 1972, pp. 11—18. Feltrinellig'whom
Sterling calls a “‘gucirilla publisher,” died on March 15, 1972. The
publishing house he had inherited published such spec’:tacular suc-
cesses as Dr. Zhivago and The Leopard, but Feltrinell; himself was

best known as a ﬁngncial backer for numerous European leftist
groups and as an admirer of Che Guevara,
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ma'’s notion that Tokyo students joining together with djg
gruntled fam.lers to battle policemen over the governmeng,
efforts to build a new Tokyo airport constitutes “people’y
war” (during September 1971 three policemen were killeg
in the course of such activities).!?

This kind of people’s war is usually unsuccessful, but j;
can be and often is justified as being of personal benefit t,
the participants regardless of its political effects. As J. B,
Bell puts it, “The myth of the guerrilla has been extrap.
olated from a technique of attrition to revolutionary tac.
tics and then to a psychomilitary strategy possessing not
only the capacity to win wars of national liberation but alsy
to transform men.” 8 The Chinese doctrine of people’s wa
is certainly not responsible for all of thesc things, nor for
the addition to our vocabulary of terms such as “ecology
guerrillaism,” “guerrilla theater,” or “sexual guerrilla war.
fare”; but it sct in motion the thought processes that led,
through various byways, to them.

17 Niijima Atsuyoshi, Atarashiki kakumei (New Revolutions) (To.

kyo: Keisd Shobd, 1969), pp. 242-243.
18 The Myth of the 9C)mzlr)filla‘*( Nc?vBYork: Knopf, 1971), P- 59.
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Conclusion

The people’s wars of the 1960s, as sketched in the previous
chapters, caused a good deal of mayhem and destruction
around the world. Even so, the reader may still ask, are peo-
ple’s wars of any real significance—either as facets of com-
munist societies or as influences on the world balance of
power? Numbers of lives lost, as well as pure destructive-
ness, like natural disasters, are not necessarily adequate
criteria of significant political behavior. It could be argued
that the Maoist doctrine of people’s war was only the ideo-
logical tip of a much more complex political iceberg in
China and around the world; that people’s war was merely
the ideological cover for Chinese policies that were actually
quite pragmatic and that have largely been abandoned to-
day. In a period in which ideological influences in all coun-
tries are allegedly on the wane, doesn’t it smack of Cold
War disputation and the errors associated with it to single
out the idcology of people’s war for study? Even though I

agree that a purely ideological approach to communist and
radical movements is likely to obscure as much as it reveals,

and that even the Chinese ideology of people’s war can be
traced to quite clear bases in Chincse foreign policy objcc-
tives, it seems to me that studies such as this point to the
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continucd strength of ideology as an influence on political,
and particularly revolutionary, behavior.

No revolution cver occurred without idcology. It is one
thing for a citizen to think hc knows why a revolution is
nceded; it is quite another to know how to go about making
a revolution and to know what to put in place of the inst-
tutions that revolutionary violence destroys. Some people
have argucd that the revolutionary is like Hercules: having
clcancd the Augcan stables, he is under no obligation to fill
them up again. As a matter of fact, he always does so,
obliged or not. Revolutionary ideology supplies answers to
the questions why, how, and what—that is to say, it offers2
critique of present conditions, a strategy for the use of
p91itical violence in order to change those conditions, anda
vision of an improved socicty. It is of course truc that lead-
ers and adherents of revolutionary movements are influ-
cnced by a varicty of motives, and that for an observer to
rc])'; solcly on an understanding of their shared ideology in
trying to explain their behavior would be folly. The prob
]C".l obviously is not either to ignore or to fixate on the role
of ideology in politics but to conceptualize it properly and
to study it as one input into the overall processes of political
%(\)/gmtion and motivation. In moving away from the Cold
of Z:;v?gucl()f ".ntCTPl'Ctin‘g all f:mhmunist behavior in terms
rememb _eo Og‘Cfll b]ueprlI.It, it is nonethcless e§sentlal to
nist s cr ,that ‘(I?OIOSY still influenccs politics—1n commu-
fcrocisflchfls as in all others. The particular forms, the
are sinlnl’ﬂz;'n llng]lct:e?]t‘lt-cl(:]xncs.()f the revolutions of the 1t9§os
of people’s war anég:'tse' without reference to dtlhc do:; 1::3

the opponents of revol impact on both the adheren
revolution.
If that point is accepted, onc might still ask whether
People’s war as such is, or ought to be, of any interest to
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peoples not caught up in one. Isn’t the real lesson of the
1960s that people’s wars were taken far too seriously by
countries not afflicted by them, and that, in a sense, if for-
eigners (and political scientists) would only quit paying at-
tention to them, they would go away—or at least diminish
in importance? As Kenneth Waltz argues, “The revolution-
ary guerrilla wins civil wars, not international ones, and no
civil war can change the balance of world power unless it
takes place in America or Russia.”! In this view people’s
war becomes a non-problem and a non-subject; the real
problem is why some people want to meddle in other peo-
ple’s civil wars.

The answer to this line of thinking is rather simple. Re-
gardless of the existential and ideological causes of revolu-
tions, they inevitably boil down to a concern with the
enlargement of state power, which is precisely what all suc-
cessful revolutions of the past two centurics have brought
about, notably in China. To quote Ellul, “Whether we like
it or not, a type of constant revolution has existed since
1789. Each successful revolution has left the state enlarged,
better organized, more potent, and with wider areas of in-
fluence; that has been the pattern even when revolution has
assaulted and attempted to diminish the state. It is a matter
of record which no theory can disprove.” For Ellul this rela-
tionship between revolution and the growth of the state
leads to a definition: “Revolution is finally the crisis of the
development of the state.””? Enlargements of state power
inevitably affect the balance of power, and therefore I
would argue that “civil wars” in other people’s countries are
understandably of concern to everybody, or ought to be.

1 Kenneth N. Waltz, “The Politics of Peace,” International Studies
Quarterly 11, no. 3 (September 1967): 205.

2 Jacques Ellul, Autopsy of Revolution (New York: Knopf, 1971)+
PP- 160, 162—163.
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\fValtz is of course correct in arguing that during the
penofl in which a particular society is convulsed by people’s
war, xt' can hardly make a contribution to the course of in-
tcrn;ztxonal cvents, cither as an ally or as an enemy. China
d urn.ig World War 11 illustrates this point perfectly, Allied
w;lrt‘nnc Propaganda notwithstanding. However, as our dis-
cussion in the introduction to this cssay sought to show,
People’s wars are not merely civil wars; they are also “rev-
olutions.” 1n the modern period revolutions have become
the primary subject matter of a global intellectual con-
cern to find patterns of and meaning in history. In our pre-
occupations with industrialization, modernization, devel.op-
ment. and change, revolutions have acquired a “histﬂn.ca.l
stgni'f"lc;ln ce” that distinguishes them from mere “civil
:;c:::;] :lmd that transcends spcciﬁc.socla] grievances and
()ll‘ll i;n:sc- alternatives to present social arrangements..RCV'
o w]: lnC Iaccordance with one or'another theory 0{‘ hlS.fO"}’
of Uy thco]’ 'thn successful, are interpreted as va]ndatlfJns
lar rcvo]utiolg ~tend to' cxaggerate ﬂ.]c effect of any parfor
termal opgen rm the minds both of its adherents and of ex-
Cuba, Loy Z. If /t'he revolutions in places such as Algei,
wars, it Scéms,urf]‘l letnam had been conceived of as civil

at ale 1 cly that the normal enlargement of state
any but i (;1.}-8 follo“'fs wou?d have befan of concem to
adding ¢ s (- latcly ncighboring Fountnes: However, by
were alsg s 1€S¢ successful revolutions the idea that they
of the futll;:rt of a Rosctta stone to the past and a prophecy
important tg’ (;ne understands why these cases appeared s0
revolution o Al politically aware people in the world. Unti
Of virtually o (O be identified with progress in the minds
trcat rC\'Ofllti()cn bo.d)." no one sensitive to politic N gox;g ©
On the Othera S]lf it were merely somebody e]s.e sBght
hand, it js useful to be reminded that
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revolutions in the modern sense are also, in fact, civil wars.
If other nations want to make a successful adjustment to
them, they cannot ignore the fact that a domestic fight is
going on between people who are agitated by issues other
than the general course of human history. For this reason
direct intervention in one is generally the worst thing that
a prudent nation can do—not because the revolution is un-
important either ideologically or to the world balance of
power but because foreign intervention, if it fails, is bound
to antagonize in the most direct manner the victorious
revolutionary state. An alternative approach, occasionally
available, might be to try to “derevolutionize” a revolution
by .encouraging the nations of the world to understand it as
a civil war. This would at least weaken the ideological multi-
Plier effect: civil wars are not prime concerns of intellectu-
al§ and philosophers of history, whereas revolutions are. A
Vietnamese “civil war,” for example, does not bear the
same import as a Vietnamese “revolution.” Unfortunately,
tbe (:Thinese doctrine of people’s war made such a separa-
Flon Impossible in Vietnam and in many other places dur-
Ing the 1960s, with consequences that are all too familiar.

All people’s wars lay claim to being revolutions, but not
all revolutions are people’s wars; this distinction suggests
that our study of people’s war might also offer insights into
the vexed problem of why there are types of revolutions.
The problem itsclf is obvious: in accordance with the gen-
eral reductionist approach favored by scholarly analysts of
rfevolution, it is possible to compare many different revolu-
tions on the basis of the structural characteristics of soci-
eties and the human grievances that allegedly generate
revolutions. However, even though different societies may
be quite similar in terms of the roots of revolution, the
revolutions themselves take different forms. In some cases
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the same “causes” produce a military coup d’etat, or a peas-
ant jacquerie, or a political putsch, or a generalized up-
heaval, or an ethnic civil war, or a communist seizure of
power; in others a people’s war occurs. Without fully ex-
plaining this phenomenon, analysts have tried to bring it
under control by constructing “typologics” of revolution.
One writer, for example, identifies the following types:
palace revolution, communal revolution, co-opted revolu-
tion, nationalist revolution, orderly revolution, clite revolu-
tion, imposed revolution, and mass revolution.® I myself
at one time suggested a six-fold typology composed of
jacquerie, millennarian revolt, anarchistic revolt, jacobin-
communist revolution, conspiratorial coup d’ctat, and mil-
itarized mass insurrection—a typology that several writers
have found of some ad hoc usefulness but have also faulted
for its obvious logical deficiencies.*

In light of the people’s war cases and the continuing pro-
liferation of idiosyncratic typologics, I believe that it is time
to take an entircly new tack in approaching this problem.
We scem to suffer from too much reductionism and not
enough attention to purposive action. It is perfectly sound
to try to uncover the socioeconomic roots of behavior—
particularly if we wish to change bchavior, since these
socioeconomic conditions are presumably more amenable
to Cha'“ge than are peoples’ minds—but in the analysis of
beha"'or.it is also necessary to ask directly, what do people
engaged in revolution think they are doing? This approach

3wil]iam I(('_)l-nhauscr uR . 0 . L. 1 d
. . , evolutions,” in Roger W. Little, ed,
f,-'cﬂ'{i‘fﬁ,‘?’i ;’; 11)‘411itar§ Institutions (Beverly Hille. Calif.: Sage Pub-

4 Cha » P. 384.

4 Ch: .
ne%‘:l';ﬁ“l Johnson, Revolution and the Social System (Stanford:

nstitution on War, Revolution, and Peace, 1964), pp-
26-69. Cf. Lawrence Stone, “Theorics of Ille?/olution," World quitics
18, no. 2 (January 1966 162-164; and Percz Zagorin, “Theories of

Revolution in Contern Tiepent €z £Aag9 ) ]
porary Hist hy,” Political Science Quar
terly 88, no. 1 (Marcl, 197'35'): lssogrsxf.grap y," Politi
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leads back to the problem of ideology. Although most
theorists of revolution recognize the central role of ideology
in processes of revolution and often use it as an input in the
construction of typologies, their attention has most com-
monly focused on the critical and goal-identifying func-
tions of ideology. The strategic function has been neglected.

As was stated earlier, revolutionary ideology supplies an-
swers for the potential rebel to the questions of why, how,
and what. Many revolutionary situations share common
whys and whats; they differ according to hows. Different
strategic conceptions of how to bring about change through
violence is thus one important source of revolutionary vari-
ation. Another source of variation occurs when the whys
and whats are radically different but the hows are identical
—that is, when stratcgies that worked in earlier, known
revolutions are applied in subsequent revolutions of an
entirely different sociological nature and idcological pur-
pose. The instances of people’s war seem to belong largely
to this latter case.

John Dunn asserts that “revolutions belong to a tradition
of historical action in the strong sense that virtually all
revolutions in the present century have imitated—or at
least set out to imitate as best they could—other revolutions
of an carlier date.”s I should like to supplement this obser-
vation with the thought that the revolutions chosen for
imitation are not selected randomly. Two additional con-
cepts are nceded here, one from the traditions of revolu-
tionary analysis and the other from the logic of scientific
conceptualization—namecly, the concepts of a “great revolu-
tion” and of a “paradigm.”

Writers on revolution in the past (e.g., George Pettee
and Hannah Arendt) have often restricted the range of

% John Dunn, Modern Revolutions (Cambridge: Cambridge Uni-
versity Press, 1972), p- 232.
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cases considered in their analyses to what they called the
“great revolutions,” without, however, establishing what it
was that made these revolutions great. The cases themselves
are obvious: the French, Russian, and Chinese revolutions,
occasionally joined by the American revolution and t}}e
English revolution of the seventeenth century. Ido nc?t dis-
putc that these are the “grcat" cases, but I should like .to
suggest that what made them grcat was the fact that, in-
tellectually, they altered older understanding$ of the word
“revolution” and supplicd it with new meaning Théy were,
in short, paradigmatic cases of revolution, and their influ-
ence as paradigms of revolution held sway, Wherever rev
olution was thought about at all, until the next great re?:o]u-
tion came along and established a new paradigm. By “par-
adigm” I mecan simply a pattern, example, O Qodel that
dominates human thinking to the extent of creating a Ges-
talt, or an cxclusive configuration of thought about a par-
ticular subject.®

Paradigmatic cases of revolution have supplied answers
to other peoples’ questions about why 0 rcvolf aﬂd_ what'to
build in place of the targets of revolt, but their primary i
fluence has been in the area of how to succeed at f"j"‘ﬂt The
great revolutions establish the fact that it 1 possible to e
volt and s.till survive, and they supply proc¢ ares for h?w t?
go about it. In the wake of all great revolution’ the "‘Ct("""
ous Fevolutionaries themselves write up paradlg’rp-creatmg
versions of how they did it—Lenin’s up eft-W ing Comml';-
nism and Lin Piao's Long Live the Vieto People
\’(.’ar.’ are examplcs—and they disseminate thesc.matemls
widely. Onec aspect of a great revolution ;s its active propa
gation for about a generation at least of 1S own ideology,

sometimes because such missionary activity is called for by

6 Cf. Thomas S. Kuhn, The Structure of scientific Revolutions

(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1962)-
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its ideology, but in any case because evidence of foreign
acceptance is useful in legitimizing the new revolutionary
regime.

In addition, domestic and foreign writers further spread
the message that a genuine “revolution” has occurred by
writing histories and analyses of it and paeans to it. If there
are persons in the world who know why they want to revolt
and who believe that a better world is possible but who need
to know how to proceed, it is to these official and exegetical
writings that they will turn.” In the nineteenth century they
read about the French revolution; in the interwar period of
the twentieth century they read about the Bolshevik rev-
OIUFIOB; and since 1949 they have been reading about the
thnese revolution. There has been, in short, a progression
in revolution-making from what might be called the Pari-
S1an paradigm, to the Comintern paradigm, to the guerrilla
paradigm.

Needless to add, the prevailing paradigm will influence
others besides active revolutionaries, and it will define nor-
mal connotations of the concept of revolution in all ordi-
nary discourse. In one period the term will evoke visions of
the Bastille, the guillotine, and barricades; in another, of
W0r1.<ers' organizations, “socialism in one country,” and
Stalinism ® Progressive people and sympathizers with the
revolution will adopt the styles and modes of thought cap-
tured by the paradigm (that we are currently living in the
age of the guerrilla paradigm can be confirmed by a visit to
any American college campus and observing the costumes

"For a vivid illustration of committed revolutionaries in_the act
of searf:‘hing the known cases for an effective strategy, see Sheridan
Johns, “Obstacles to Guerrilla Warfare—A South African Case Studys
]Ol;rtllal of Modern African Studies 11, no. 2 (1973): 1418

81n order to obscrve the changes in symbols of revolution OVer
time, see David Caute’s heavily illustrated book The Left in Europé

Since 1{\?9 (New York: McGraw-Hill World University Library,
1966) . Necdless to add, during the Comintern paradigm cven the
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strategy they call Systemiiberwindung (conqucst‘ ‘of the sys-
tem) and which has been described as follows: “The com-
mon element of this strategy lies in the perversion into
weapons of the fundamental moral and political values

which underlie these institutions [i.e., “Institutions which

rest on opinion rather than on force”); the aim is to under-
mine their stabilit

. ¥ by the use of their own values and be-
hefs,‘"m Although this judo-like playing on the target sys-
tem’s values has haq some success in Germany and has
afﬁa;:t'l'e Sh\yith the North Vietnamese “externalization pro-
fas n’ottyelts c(j:;r;ntan strategy remains untested. The wqr]d
student syn dromeo Tegflrd the Berkeley-Paris-Tokyo radxc.al
matic case, as either a great revolution or a paradig-

In sum « ,

exPerie:;;s I;efol:}]ees gaf" originated as a distillation of the
revolution, e fact tlllnese communists in the Chinese
Propagate the;; docty; laF the communists haYe t.ne:d to
Way unusugl, . fINCs in arcas outside of China is in no
, " Very great Tcvolution, most particularly the
Azncr:c,?;], Iy ¢nch, ang Russian revolutions, gave rise to the
same kind of political activity. 1f, in fact, the evidence

proves accurate that the Chinese are now ending their

; i . o we must
seriod of active rcvolutionary ecumenicism, then

conclude that the Chinese revolution ge“eﬁ.lt?d i;:zntgl:
nor more destructive g period of such a?tmty French
Amcrican revolution did in Latin AmchE}r the lution
revolution in western Europe, or the Russian 16v0

in castern F.ul'Opc, This is, of course, No consolatiOH for l’h(;
Pc()plcs who haye h“Ppcncd to be in the pathS of any o
these great revolygjg,, o
10 [ Telmut Schc]sky “ f the Sys-
AT > Tl ¢ Conquest 0 )
tem': 'l he Long Marcj, Th:gusgatgfg}inosftitﬂil:ns- Tl'?e Wider Setting
of Disorder in the G¢ g c s

2): 616 " Universities,” Minerva 10, no. 4 (October
1972/ :
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In 1965, former Chinese Minister of Defense Lin Piao
published his famous Lozrg Live the Victory of People’s
IWar, in which he advocated a global epidemic of guer-
rilla wars as offering a sure road to victory for communist
revolutionaries. Eight years later, in this “autopsy” on
people’s war, Chalmers Johnson looks back on the decade
of the sixties in order to explain what the Chinese cam-
paign to “export” revolution was all about and to explore
the fateful consequences in Vietnam of the American
response to Chinese bellagerency. Considering the with-
drawal of U.S. ground forces from Vietnam and the
Sino-American détente as marking the end of people’s
war, the author explores such topics as the origins of the
Chinese doctrine of peaple’s war, the high tide of the
doctrine in the 1960s, the Vietnam War and its signifi-
cance for the doctrine, thhe Soviets’ attack on the doctrine
but support of people’s wars, Chinese backing of guer-
rilla insurgencies today, and variations on people’s wars
as advocated by Guevara, Fanon, Debray, and others. L

This original essay on. one of the most destructive and
poorly understood foreigen policy issues of the past decade
and a half also considers such questions as: Who won in
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revolutionary strategies (o terrorists and urbar guerrillas™ |
pursuc? Why has guerrilla warfare become the most
commonly attempted foym of revolution today?
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