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The death of Che Guevara in 1967 and the overthrow of Salvador
Allende six years later were traumas for Latin American leftists that
moved them to question long-held assumptions and strike out in new
directions. Yet neither event induced the Left to discard completely the
strategies to which Che and Allende had adhered: guerrilla warfare and
the electoral road to socialism. The lull in the armed struggle after 1967
proved to be short-lived, and guerrilla movements subsequently reacti-
vated in Nicaragua, El Salvador, Guatemala, and Colombia could count
on more recruits and greater support among popular sectors than in the
1960s. Similarly, the coup against Allende did not rule out the possi-
bility of achieving socialism through elections, although it forced the
Left to examine the Chilean experience carefully and to admit that the
peaceful road to power had potential dangers and serious pitfalls. The
criticisms and self-criticisms expressed by those who continued to de-
fend a nonviolent approach included the need to eschew intransigent
rhetoric and slogans and to avoid massive expropriation in order not to
alienate the middle sectors.!

Perhaps the most striking characteristic of the Left since 1973 has
been its greater willingness to accept diversity and pluralism. This atti-
tude is actually part of an international trend involving the disappear-
ance of monolithic Communism. Acceptance of diversity has led to dif-
ferent kinds of agreements among leftists, a more common develop-
ment in Latin America than in Europe, where Communist parties mo-
nopolized the Marxist Left for a long time. The most successful example
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of intra-Left unity by far was the pact established in March 1979 be-
tween three distinct currents of the Sandinista movement, which until
then had operated as three virtually distinct political parties.

The studies reviewed in this essay can be divided into three cate-
gories: those by leading representatives of the Latin American Left
(Martinez Verdugo, Wheelock, Petkoff, and Arrate); those by scholars
who obviously sympathize with the leftist cause (Munck, Hodges,
Furci, and Dixon-Jonas); and those written by scholars who maintain a
greater distance from their subject matter (Slater, Gillespie, and Degre-
gori). These works analyze not only unity agreements among different
leftist movements and the acceptance of pluralism but also other ten-
dencies: rejection of the mechanical two-stage theory of revolution in
which anti-imperialism and socialism are two separate and almost un-
related goals; the greater willingness of orthodox Communist parties to
engage in the armed struggle; acceptance of the “war of positions”
strategy designed by Antonio Gramsci, in which the Left attempts to
penetrate civil society and the government bureaucracy; the Left’s at-
traction to and utilization of national symbols and traditions; efforts to
perfect internal democracy in forms not tried by nonsocialist democratic
parties; and the growing importance of popular movements that care-
fully maintain an autonomous status vis-a-vis political parties, includ-
ing those of the Left.

The process of organic unification involving the Partido Comu-
nista Mexicano (PCM) and a host of smaller leftist groups, as discussed
in the two works on Mexico under review, led the Left down an un-
trodden path replete with difficulties and setbacks. Creation of the Par-
tido Socialista Unificado de México (PSUM) in 1981 raised great expec-
tations, especially when it was joined by Demitrio Vallejo, the legend-
ary leader of the railroad workers who had helped found the Partido
Mexicano de los Trabajadores (PMT). Yet the PSUM consisted only of
parties that had themselves split off from traditional leftist parties in-
cluding the Communist party itself, while the more heterodox PMT
refused to join, despite Vallejo’s decision to enlist. Furthermore, former
loyalties persisted within the PSUM, leading to several subsequent divi-
sions. Only more recently have renewed efforts brought all the parties
together, including the PMT, which had originally participated in the
plans to found the PSUM.

In Mexican Communism, 1968-1983: Eurocommunism in the Ameri-
cas?, Barry Carr discusses the issues that have generated heated debate
on the Left and impeded the achievement of broader unity. Carr shows
that the Mexican Communist party’s four sister parties that joined the
PSUM were tied to timeworn slogans and dogma and thus retarded the
reforms advocated by former members of the Communist party influ-
enced by the innovative spirit of Eurocommunism. As a result, the
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Communist movement’s endeavor to break out of its former mold has
been “confused” (p. 26), “tentative and highly uneven” (p. 36). Carr
perceives the Communist party’s publication of Machete, an offbeat
monthly containing numerous articles by nonparty members, as typical
of the party’s effort to reach out to the more freethinking and uncon-
ventional members of the middle sectors, in accordance with Eurocom-
munist strategy. Machete, however, was discontinued on the eve of the
founding of the PSUM because of the publication’s critical stand toward
the Soviet Union and other positions that threatened to obstruct the
Mexican Communist party’s plans to coalesce with its more orthodox
allies. Carr also points to the party’s failure to deepen its analysis of the
democratic road to socialism, which Mexican Communist theoreticians
had explored in the early 1970s under the influence of Eurocommu-
nism. Another example of slippage was the PSUM’s insistence on ana-
lyzing youth and women’s problems exclusively according to class
analysis, after the Mexican Communist party had made strides in
“granting [these issues] a more autonomous status” (p. 32). Carr is
obviously sympathetic to the renovation process and views it as a sine
qua non for achieving authentic interparty unity encompassing the
PMT and other heterodox parties and movements, which are far more
significant in Mexico than those of the traditional Left.

The same topic is covered in Historia del comunismo en México,
most of whose contributors are leading Mexican Communists. The edi-
tor, Arnoldo Martinez Verdugo, served as the secretary general of the
Communist party in the 1960s and 1970s and the PSUM'’s presidential
candidate in the 1982 elections. This volume, however, differs sharply
from official histories of Communist parties in other Latin American
nations, which gloss uncritically over abrupt policy changes and obvi-
ous party errors.” These essays avoid a static view of the Mexican Com-
munist party by acknowledging the importance of outside events, such
as the student rebellions of the 1960s, in shaping party policies. Despite
the contributors’ identification with the Mexican Communist party,
they recognize that it was markedly influenced since its origins in 1919
by dogmatism and even anarchism.®> One essay cites a document
drafted by the party’s central committee pointing out that the “sectarian
and vanguardist inheritance [of the party] derives from the ideas of
Stalin, which prevailed for a long time ... [through] authoritarian
forms of leadership” (p. 337). The contributors to Historia del comunismo
en México especially criticize Dionicio Encina, who headed the party in
the 1940s and 1950s, for unjustly hurling epithets of “Trotskyist” and
“renegade” at dissident Communists, thus preventing the kind of unity
that was achieved only in 1981.* In similar fashion, Eurocommunist
leaders have reviewed their parties” history and have attempted to rec-
oncile their rejection of the dogmatic attitudes embedded in the Com-
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munist movement with their identification with their parties’ traditions.

Both Carr and the contributors to the Martinez Verdugo volume
perceive the transformation of the Mexican Communist party over the
last two decades as closely related to its reexamination of the trajectory
of the Mexican Revolution. Until the 1960s, most of the Mexican Left
accepted the ruling elite’s claim to be the legitimate heirs of the Mexican
Revolution and on this basis characterized the government as constitut-
ing an anti-imperialist coalition that could serve as an agent in favor of
socialism at a future date. Several of the contributors to the Martinez
Verdugo volume, however, have discarded this optimistic view as based
on an “illusion regarding the eternal everlastingness of the Mexican
Revolution” that endows “the struggle in that nation and the political
ideas [related to it] with a unique character” (p. 278). Nevertheless,
leftists in general and the different currents within the PSUM in par-
ticular have scarcely reached a consensus regarding the legacy of the
Mexican Revolution. Those like PSUM National Deputy Arnaldo Cér-
dova who see the revolutionary tradition as represented in the govern-
ment hail its pro-Third World foreign policy and its takeover of the
banking system in 1982 and call for a strategy of working within pro-
government labor organizations.” Carr belittles this tendency in his ob-
servation that “the language and practices of populism form an impor-
tant part of its [the tendency’s] intellectual baggage.”®

Carr and the contributors to the Historia del comunismo en México
diverge in their evaluations of the proposal to “legalize internal currents
of opinion,” which was put forward by a “renovation” faction of Com-
munists in order to democratize the party’s internal structure. Under
this system, those who defend minority opinions are represented at all
levels of the party’s leadership and are provided with ample opportu-
nity to present their viewpoints within the party. Carr seems to support
this setup and maintains that the only real chance that the renovation
faction had to put forward their positions was at the party’s national
congress.” In contrast, the contributors to the Martinez Verdugo vol-
ume point to the danger that “legalization of internal currents” would
have posed to the party by allowing well-organized minority factions
(such as the “renovators”) to gain disproportionate representation in
the party’s hierarchy. In addition, they argue, the system would have
paralyzed the Mexican Communist party by converting it “into a party
of opinion rather than action” (p. 398).

At the time that the Mexican Communist party began to embrace
heterodox positions, the Latin American party that most resembled it
was the Movimiento al Socialismo (MAS), founded in 1971 by dissident
Venezuelan Communists. In the course of the following decade and a
half, however, MAS continued to evolve in directions that were in
many ways unprecedented in Latin America. My analysis, Venezuela’s
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Movimiento al Socialismo: From Guerrilla Defeat to Innovative Politics, exam-
ines the degree to which MAS is the unique Latin American leftist party
that it claims to be.> MAS presents a contrast with the PSUM in five
basic ways. From the outset, the Masistas (unlike Martinez Verdugo
and other Mexican Communist leaders) rejected the advice of certain
Eurocommunist leaders to remain in the Communist movement in or-
der to try to reform it from within.® Second, after originally calling itself
a “Communist” movement, MAS quickly distanced itself from estab-
lished Marxist-Leninist doctrine and even ceased to identify with the
Left. Third, MAS has become an ardent critic of the Soviet Union, in
contrast with the Mexican Communist party, which despite its condem-
nation of the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan, “energetically pronounced
itself against the proposed anti-Soviet alliance of China and the United
States” and has generally supported Moscow’s foreign policy (Martinez
Verdugo, p. 385). Fourth, while Mexican Communists have attempted
to promote broad-based leftist unity electorally and organically, MAS
has deliberately undermined that process in Venezuela in order to
avoid blurring ideological distinctions. Last, since 1980 MAS has imple-
mented the system of “legalization of internal currents of opinion” that
the Mexican Communist party rejected at its last congress in 1981.

In Del optimismo de la voluntad, MAS'’s leading theoretician and
standard bearer, Teodoro Petkoff, discusses the party’s efforts to perfect
internal democracy. Its most recent reforms have included direct elec-
tion of party candidates and authorities, rotation in office, and “legal-
ization of internal currents.” Petkoff writes of these measures, “We are
determined that everything be open [and] that everything be subject to
elections” (p. 36). Thus MAS emphasizes the struggle for democracy
instead of socioeconomic change, based on its interpretation of the ex-
ceptional conditions prevailing in Venezuela over the last two decades.
While other Latin American countries were ruled by military juntas or
subjected to mass upheavals or both, Venezuela enjoyed political as
well as social stability. Petkoff attributes Venezuela’s privileged position
to its oil wealth, an explanation that many Venezuelans resent as slight-
ing the efforts of their fellow citizens in favor of democracy.’® Petkoff
argues that the oil income that has filtered down to the lower classes
“buttresses the notion that life will improve with each passing year”
(p- 58) and thus has been a godsend for nonrevolutionary reformist
ideology. He adds that as a result of the oil boom of the 1970s, “the
Left, which people associate with radical change . . . , could find no
receptivity” for its ideas (p. 163). This political atmosphere has led MAS
to emphasize elections and political reforms, reject widespread mobili-
zations, and avoid intransigent slogans. Another salient feature of the
Venezuelan political culture is its deeply rooted anticommunism. Pet-
koff affirms that MAS’s response to this reality is to strive to achieve
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ideological clarity and not, “as some simple-minded people claim” (p.
84), to imitate the strategy designed by Rémulo Betancourt, who in his
radical youth called on leftists to conceal long-range socialist goals. In
this way, MAS hopes to show that its democratic brand of socialism has
no affinity with the totalitarianism inherent in Communist doctrine.

As in Mexico and Venezuela, leftist parties in Chile have under-
gone radical change over the last fifteen years. Until the overthrow of
Allende, the Partido Comunista de Chile (PCCh) was more vocal than
its counterparts elsewhere in arguing for the feasibility of the peaceful
road to socialism. Now Chilean Communists are not only engaged in
the armed struggle but allied with the Movimiento de Izquierda Revolu-
cionaria (MIR), which they had previously denounced for undermining
the government of Unidad Popular (UP) and engaging in ultra-leftist
tactics. The Partido Socialista (PS) has also been thoroughly trans-
formed through the emergence of two main factions critical of the poli-
cies followed prior to 1973. In fact, the point of departure for under-
standing trends on the Left since Allende is the contrasting analyses
offered by leftists of the fatal period from 1970 to 1973, and more gener-
ally, of the history of the Chilean Left since the founding of the Com-
munist party in 1922 and the Socialist party in 1933.

In The Chilean Communist Party and the Road to Socialism, Carmelo
Furci credits the party with devising the strategy of the “Chilean road to
socialism” followed by the Left from the 1952 presidential elections until
the coup in 1973. The Chilean Communist party favored electoral
agreements with parties to its right, specifically the Radical party (Par-
tido Radical), and understandings with the conservative Christian
Democrats. The Socialists, who would have preferred more exclusive
alliances based on a more explicitly socialist platform, reluctantly ac-
cepted the inclusion of the Radical party in the UP coalition that
brought Allende to power. Furci interprets this opening up to the Right
as sufficiently at odds with orthodox practice to draw the conclusion
that “the PCCh is one of the few Latin American Communist Parties to
have elaborated an autonomous political strategy in line with the socio-
economic conditions of the country” (p. 181). According to Furci, this
originality explains the Chilean Left’s success in electing a Socialist
president. What actually made Chile unique was not so much the alli-
ance between the Communists and the moderate leftist Radicals (them-
selves of minor electoral significance) but the Communists’ agreement
with the Socialist party in four presidential elections between 1952 and
1970. In this sense, the Partido Socialista contrasted with its socialist
and social democratic counterparts in other Latin American nations,
which were less radical and more influenced by anticommunism.

Furci criticizes the Communist party for failing to offer a thor-
ough self-criticism of its errors under Allende and for exaggerating the
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harm inflicted by the MIR as a result of its ultra-leftist actions. Furci
observes: “[T]he party placed the responsibility for [the coup] on other
political forces and their policies, without analyzing its own failure to
implement alternative policies. . . . If it is correct to say that the tri-
umph of Popular Unity was mainly due to the success of the PCCh’s
policies, why did the PCCh not consider in more depth its role and its
failure?” Although Furci correctly faults the Communist party for scape-
goating the MIR,'! it is not true that the party has avoided rigorous
self-criticism of its behavior during the Allende years. In fact, the Com-
munist party’s reevaluation of the Allende experience is closely related
to the party’s move to the Left and its decision to participate in the
armed struggle in 1980. Soviet and Chilean Communist theoreticians
accuse the party, in the lexicon of orthodox Communism, of “opportu-
nistic deviation to the Right” during the Allende years.'? According to
this analysis, the party erred in several respects: it failed to implement
new forms of mass mobilization; it failed to take measures to restruc-
ture the state; it failed to translate the slogan “people’s power” into
alternative sources of authority; it failed to respond to the violence per-
petrated by the Right with “revolutionary violence”; it overemphasized
the need to respect the nation’s constitution; and it naively trusted in
the neutrality of the armed forces. Chilean Communists also argue
against the assertion made by moderate Socialists that a revolutionary
situation did not exist in Chile between 1970 and 1973.'3

Furci offers various explanations for the Communist party’s
about-face in abandoning its traditional strategy and participating in the
armed struggle along with its erstwhile leftist adversary, the MIR. Furci
notes that the refusal of the moderate faction of the Socialist party (the
PS-Nunez) to cooperate with the Communists induced the party to look
to its Left for allies. In addition, the “apparent institutionalization of the
military regime” precluded the possibility of abiding by the rules of the
political game in order to radically alter them (p. 166). Finally, the Chil-
ean Communist party was influenced by the triumph of the Sandinistas
in 1979 and the subsequent incorporation of the Communist party of El
Salvador into the guerrilla movement. Furci hints that the decision to
take up arms resulted from pressure from rank-and-file Communists
active in Chile and was only reluctantly accepted by top Chilean Com-
munists in exile. Brian Loveman has argued that the Communist party
leaders actually opposed the armed struggle but lost control of the po-
litical organizations inside Chile that they had helped create.' In this
sense, the Chilean case differs from that of El Salvador, where Commu-
nist party Secretary General Schafik Handal defended electoral politics
in the 1970s but is now a fervent champion of the armed strategy.'®

In Revolutionary Social Democracy: The Chilean Socialist Party, Benny
Pollack and Hernan Rosenkranz perceive internal organization as being
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at the heart of the differences between the Communist and Socialist
parties in Chile. Unlike the Communist party, the Socialist party was a
“part-time” organization that depended almost entirely on the volun-
tary work of its members rather than on paid functionaries, who were
“absent for most of the party’s history” (p. 94). The authors prove em-
pirically that Socialist leaders were not fully aware of the looseness of
the party’s internal structure and were committed to a tighter organiza-
tion based on the Leninist concept of discipline and vertical lines of
command. The lack of internal constraints, while conducive to rank-
and-file input in decision making, proved to be a serious liability. Re-
gional leaders accumulated inordinate authority and often refused to
obey orders from higher levels, a situation that Pollack and Rosenkranz
call caciquismo. In addition, the Socialist party was transformed into a
patchwork organization with different factions commanding the loyalty
of its members and undermining party discipline in the process. These
problems cut into the party’s capacity to take the initiative and force-
fully assert its positions. The authors show that the policies set by the
Socialist-Communist electoral alliance more often than not reflected
Communist positions that Socialists were often loath to accept. This
negative experience should serve as a lesson to democratic socialists -
(like some MAS leaders in Venezuela) who favor a federalist structure
as an alternative to Leninist forms of organization. Pollack and Rosen-
kranz demonstrate that the Socialist party’s organizational weakness
proved fatal following the 1973 coup. The loosely knit party became
easy prey for security forces, and the legacy of disunity led to a balkan-
ization process that produced two separate parties and a host of fac-
tions. Unfortunately, the authors’ conclusions regarding attitudes of
party leaders toward internal organization are based on numerous in-
terviews and other data that are marred by incomplete references and a
lack of methodological rigor.'¢

The influence of pre-1973 party history on the new directions
taken by Communist and Socialist parties following the coup, a topic in
the works by Furci and Pollack and Rosenkranz, is a central theme in
Jorge Arrate’s La fuerza democritica de la idea socialista. A member of the
central committee of the moderate PS (Nunez), Arrate believes that the
long-standing principles and basic propositions of the Socialist party
are the point of departure for designing a viable strategy to confront the
Pinochet regime. The PS (Nurez) accuses its Socialist rivals, the PS
(Almeyda), of having betrayed the party’s tradition by advocating a
tight-knit working-class party that is indistinguishable from orthodox
communism.'” Arrate points out that the Socialist party pioneered re-
forms and revisions in Marxist thinking that have been popularized by
Eurocommunists and others in more recent years. For example, he ex-
tols the Socialists’ 1947 program entitled “Fundamentacion Tedrica,”
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which advocated such advanced concepts as workers’ management and
the autonomy of each party within the international socialist camp.
Arrate notes that democratic socialists worldwide in recent years have
followed the Fundamentacién’s call for disputing the claim of nonsocial-
ists to being the true defenders of democracy. Finally, Arrate points out
that the attitude of the Chilean Socialists toward the armed forces an-
ticipated recent formulations of nondogmatic Latin American leftists.
Because the Socialist party was not perceived by the military as being
subservient to a foreign power, the party was able to develop “relations
based on reciprocal sensibilities” with the armed forces (p. 143), and to
call for acceptance of political debate within the institution.

The rejection by the PS (Nunez) of alliances with the Communist
party is also derived from a critical reading of the history of Chilean
socialism. As both the Furci and Pollack-Rosenkranz works note,
throughout its lengthy electoral alliance with the Communist party, the
Socialist party took a back seat to the Communists in formulating plat-
forms and other campaign decisions. To provide Socialists with the op-
portunity to develop their own identity, Arrate favors avoiding pacts
with the Communist party. This is the reason why Arrate highlights the
Socialists’ 1947 program, which was drafted at a time when Socialist-
Communist relations were particularly strained as a result of Cold War
tensions.'® Arrate nonetheless recognizes the historical and numerical
importance of the Communist party and leaves open the possibility of a
future alliance. He also refrains from using the standard anti-Commu-
nist arguments employed by MAS and other moderate socialist parties
in Latin America. Moreover, in an obvious reference to the Christian
Democrats, he questions the sincerity of those who applauded the vio-
lence unleashed against the Left following the 1973 coup but later de-
nounced the Communist party for supporting the armed struggle.'®

Argentina’s urban guerrillas of the early 1970s, the Montoneros,
also based their political strategy on a particular interpretation of their
national history. According to Richard Gillespie in Soldiers of Perdn: Ar-
gentina’s Montoneros,”® the Montoneros were more populists than social-
ists?! in that they reduced Argentine history to a struggle between
popular heroes (like the gauchos) who defended national interests and
representatives of the oligarchy and foreign powers. In Gillespie’s view,
the Montoneros’ deification of Perén did not result merely from this
erroneous historical conceptualization but from their being a group
whose members were naive and lacking in political experience. Gil-
lespie’s depiction of the Montoneros as unwilling to accept the facts
regarding Perén’s lack of revolutionary commitment (even after he
turned against them) suggests that they were imbued with a mystical
fascination with their leader, like sons’ attachment to their father. Gil-
lespie contends that in maintaining a posture of being more peronista

152

https://doi.org/10.1017/50023879100022871 Published online by Cambridge University Press


https://doi.org/10.1017/S0023879100022871

REVIEW ESSAYS

than Perén, the Montonero leaders were trying to compensate for their
own right-wing and (in some cases) Catholic backgrounds.

Gillespie is much harsher in his view of Perén as an unadulter-
ated opportunist, if not a cynic. While out of power, Perén simulated
revolutionary qualities and goaded the leftist Peronist youth with prom-
ises of greater influence in the movement over the course of the strug-
gle. In actuality, he intended to use the youth movement as a counter-
poise to organized labor and to undermine those Peronist leaders (like
Augusto Vandor, who was assassinated by future Montoneros) who
favored reaching an accommodation with the military government un-
der the formula of “peronismo without Perén.” Once back in power in
1973, Per6én had no further use for the Montoneros. He accused them of
being “infiltrated” and gave his security force carte blanche to deal with
them. This repression later found its maximum expression in the “dirty
war.”?? Gillespie thus perceives the Montoneros as victims of their own
ingenuous faith in Perén. An alternative interpretation, however, de-
nies that the Montonero leaders harbored illusions regarding the revo-
lutionary inclinations of their aging leader. They acted in his name in
order to capitalize on his widespread popularity in the hope that they
would inherit leadership of the movement once he died. According to
this perspective, the Montoneros were opportunists who were far from
naive but still no match for Perén.?

Gillespie argues that the main strategy of the Montoneros was to
win Perén over to the revolutionary cause and to fortify their position
within the Peronista movement rather than to galvanize class struggle.
The Montoneros viewed government repression as evidence of the fu-
tility of legal forms of struggle and thus did not take into account the
coincidence between their ascendence in the early 1970s and the up-
surge of labor militancy. Because of their faith that the masses would
respond to their calls for action, the Montoneros made no effort to
establish organic links with the working class, and they even remained
isolated from the most militant sectors of the movement. Elsewhere
Gillespie has stated that the Montoneros, Tupamaros, and other urban
guerrilla organizations active in the early 1970s corresponded to a stage
in the armed struggle in Latin America that was characterized by pri-
ority of military considerations over mass political work, steady escala-
tion in tactics that led to spectacular military action,? and a “theoretical
and ideological guerrilla poverty.”” By the late 1970s, however, these
errors and shortcomings had been overcome, and in more recent years,
urban actions have been conceived of as “just tactical supports for stra-
tegic mass challenges”®® (as in Chile) or as subordinate to the rural
struggle.

In Intellectual Foundations of the Nicaraguan Revolution, Donald
Hodges reviews Latin American revolutionary thought throughout the
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twentieth century in an effort to trace the political and intellectual
strands that make up the basic tenets of Sandinismo. In documenting
the eclecticism of the Sandinistas, Hodges’s work responds to the
movement’s detractors who claim that Managua’s identification with
Sandino is a mere cover for adherence to Marxist-Leninist dogma.?”
Hodges points out that Sandino’s rediscovery by Carlos Fonseca and
Tomas Borge, the key founding members of the Sandinista movement,
led to their withdrawal from the pro-Moscow Partido Socialista, which
(along with Soviet historians) belittled the deceased guerrilla fighter as
a representative of the petty bourgeoisie. Fonseca’s study of Sandino
(and the more theoretical, albeit indirect, influence of José Carlos Ma-
ridtegui) convinced him that “more than scientifically based theory is
needed to mobilize the masses for revolution, that revolutionaries must
appeal to nonrational as well as rational motives . . . and to basic hu-
man sentiments. A revolutionary must learn to make concessions to the
people’s lack of political awareness” (Hodges, pp. 188-89).

Perhaps the most striking evidence of this pluralistic approach
has been Sandinista acceptance of Christian thought. The incorporation
of three ordained priests into the cabinet goes beyond the religious
toleration recently proclaimed by Fidel Castro®® to indicate the Sdndi-
nistas’ doctrinal flexibility. In searching for ideological precursors of the
Sandinista movement, however, Hodges overstates his case regarding
the diversity of influences that were exerted over time. In analyzing the
thinking of Ernesto Cardenal, Hodges posits a link between the icono-
clastic Sandinista poet and the anarchist component in Sandino that
was partly shaped by the Mexican anarcho-syndicalist Ricardo Flores
Magon: “The new theology of liberation encouraged by the FSLN repre-
sents the single most important carrier of [Sandino’s] anarcho-commu-
nism” (p. 294). Hodges goes on to state that the theology of liberation
represents a “left wing” of the Sandinista movement. But these asser-
tions are misleading in that despite Cardenal’s fame and prestige in and
out of the Sandinista movement, he is hardly typical of the Christian
wing of Sandinismo, as the author himself acknowledges. Furthermore,
libertarian concepts notwithstanding, Cardenal and other Sandinista
Christians cannot easily be placed on a Left-Right continuum.

Hodges also traces the insurrectional strategy that was instru-
mental in overthrowing Somoza back to Sandino. This approach at-
tempts to activate diverse forms of struggle while assigning a primary
role to general strikes, mass resistance, and ultimate insurrection as a
means of toppling the regime. Hodges points out that Humberto Or-
tega, the key strategist who designed the final Sandinista offensive,
was inspired by Sandino’s military example. After the initial phase of
hit-and-run battles, Sandino’s war of liberation took on national propor-
tions as guerrilla columns extended beyond their original base of opera-
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tion and the general populace was ready to respond in a massive way.
Another precedent cited by Hodges is the Cuban Revolution. Not only
was the Moncada assault in 1953 designed to spark a mass uprising, but
Castro hoped that the Granma invasion three years later would produce
an insurrection. Only when his urban apparatus failed to respond effec-
tively did Castro fall back on rural guerrilla warfare.

Just as the Sandinistas have been receptive to diverse intellectual
and political currents, they have accepted input from the rank and file
of popular organizations in the decision-making process. This aspect
may be the most far-reaching implication of Hodges's study. Of all the
unique features of the Nicaraguan Revolution noted by Hodges and
other pro-Sandinista writers, popular participation both before and af-
ter July 1979 is undoubtedly the most significant.?”’ James Petras and
Marta Harnecker, for instance, have pointed out that the abortive upris-
ing of September 1978 was set in motion by the general populace and
only reluctantly supported by the Sandinistas, who realized that condi-
tions were not ripe to seize power. In addition, the ill-equipped Sandi-
nista guerrillas were forced to rely on mass organizations to collect
arms.* Carlos Vilas (who has written extensively on popular participa-
tion in Nicaragua) argues that mass organizations have enjoyed a semi-
autonomous status, even in financial matters, since before the revolu-
tion triumphed and that they occasionally clash with the Sandinistas.?!
Vilas nevertheless recognizes that the violence unleashed by the Con-
tras after 1982 has limited the radius of independent behavior.*

In Vanguardia y revolucion en las sociedades periféricas, Nicaraguan
Minister of Agriculture Jaime Wheelock discusses the various theoreti-
cal and strategic positions assumed by the Tendencia Proletaria, which
he headed within the Sandinista movement. This movement favored
concentrating efforts on organizing urban sectors, especially workers,
while the rival faction led by Tomas Borge, the Guerra Popular Prolon-
gada, gave priority to guerrilla warfare in the countryside and the Ten-
dencia Insurreccional, headed by Daniel and Humberto Ortega, called
for combining diverse methods of struggle to set off an insurrection in
the immediate future.® In this book, Wheelock displays none of the
aggressive partisanship that led to the Tendencia Proletaria being ex-
pelled from the Sandinista movement in 1975, and he acknowledges the
“contributions” of each faction to the overthrow of Somoza (p. 9). In-
stead of viewing the three approaches as mutually exclusive, Wheelock
points to successful efforts in the final months of the revolution to de-
vise an integral strategy that gave each form of struggle a complemen-
tary role. Wheelock even engages in self-criticism in admitting that the
Tendencia Insurreccional was correct in spurning his faction’s emphasis
on organizing activity over militant action and in forming a coalition
with business representatives. In fact, the triumph of the revolution
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was a tribute to the correctness of the Tendencia Insurreccional ap-
proach, although the “insurrectionalists” did not attempt to parlay their
victory into control of the Sandinista movement.

Wheelock offers an extensive analysis of the economic elite in
Nicaragua and concludes that “the local bourgeoisie is economically
and politically tied to imperialism in such a way that it is difficult to find
[a sector of] the bourgeoisie that primarily represents local [national]
interests.” This viewpoint contradicts the Sandinista government'’s ef-
forts to win over or at least neutralize the local bourgeoisie with a
strategy of developing a mixed economy in which imperialism is por-
trayed as the main enemy. If the entire local bourgeoisie is intricately
linked to foreign interests, as Wheelock affirms, it will scarcely support
the anti-imperialist thrust of government policy. Like other leftists who
have been influenced by dependency theory’s perception of the local
bourgeoisie as fully committed to the established international order,
Wheelock recognizes that the extreme backwardness of socioeconomic
conditions in Nicaragua forced the Sandinistas to reach an accommoda-
tion with local business interests before and after the overthrow of
Somoza.

Revolution and Intervention in Central America consists of essays
written by leftist scholars, interviews with guerrilla leaders, and docu-
ments issued by leftist groups in Guatemala, El Salvador, and Nicara-
gua. These pieces provide a clear picture of the transformations in the
guerrilla movements and the modifications in their strategies over the
last two decades. Most important, guerrilla organizations have largely
succeeded in avoiding the isolation from the general population pro-
duced by the foquista approach of the 1960s. Susanne Jones asserts in
the introductory essay that this greater linkage has been facilitated by
the “rapid proletarianization” of recent years in Central America,
largely the result of penetration of foreign capital in the countryside
(p. 21). The volume also includes interviews with Salvador Cayetano
Carpio, the top leader of the revolutionary movement in El Salvador
until his startling suicide in 1983, and Joaquin Villalobos, who replaced
him as the leading guerrilla strategist. Whereas Carpio favored a pro-
longed popular war, similar to that sought by the Guerra Popular Pro-
longada in Nicaragua, Villalobos is more receptive to the insurrectional
approach followed by the Ortega brothers.® In the lengthy interview
with Villalobos conducted by Marta Harnecker, the Salvadorean guer-
rilla points to the density of the population in El Salvador, its extensive
road network, and the lack of isolated areas as key determinants of the
guerrilla strategy followed. According to Villalobos, these factors repre-
sented “disadvantages at the beginning, but [they] also had some ad-
vantages, because we were born and grew up in constant communica-
tion with the peasant masses” (p. 75). He maintains that the semi-
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clandestine structure of mass organizations in recent years has enabled
the guerrillas to achieve a greater degree of articulation with the popu-
lar movement.® As in Nicaragua, the guerrillas are not always able to
maintain tight control of the insurrectional movement. Thus Villalobos
attributes the execution of paramilitary personnel to the “insurrectional
enthusiasm” of the masses, even though the practice was prohibited by
the guerrilla command (p. 101).

In an essay on the revolutionary situation in Central America,
Guatemalan scholar Edelberto Torres-Rivas points out that the leftist
insurgents in the region have been grouped not in political parties but
in fronts “with a political-military structure at the summit and a wide
dispersion of mass organizations at the base, all held together by links
that are not always organic or ideological” (p. 168). He also notes the
diversity of social groups and “the coexistence of different forms of
radical consciousness” within the popular movement (p. 169). Accord-
ing to Torres Rivas, such characteristics are rare in revolutionary move-
ments on the verge of taking power, and they demonstrate that “plural-
ism” is not a vacuous catchword being employed opportunistically by
the Sandinistas.

Guatemala, un pueblo en lucha is a collection of essays, documents,
and interviews that set forth the positions of the four guerrilla organiza-
tions constituting the Unién Revolucionaria Nacional Guatemalteca
(URNG). These pieces highlight the contrast between the political-mili-
tary situation and the strategy followed by the Left in Guatemala in the
1960s, on the one hand, and the developments that have taken place
over the last two decades, on the other. The guerrillas are more firmly
rooted in the countryside and are therefore less dependent on supplies
from urban areas than in the 1960s.>® The new generation of guerrillas
have avoided media exposure and the dramatic, well-publicized actions
that were the rebels’ stock-in-trade in the 1960s.%” In fact, the leaders of
the Organizacién del Pueblo en Armas (ORPA), aware that the “law of
counterinsurgency states that the [initial stage] is the best moment to
annihilate the guerrillas” (p. 183), decided to keep their organization’s
existence a secret throughout the 1970s.%® Perhaps the most interesting
aspect of the Guatemalan Left’s reorientation is the nearly exclusive
concern of the two guerrilla groups formed in the 1970s—the ORPA
and, to a lesser extent, the Ejército Guerrillero de los Pobres (EGP)—
with the economic and cultural plight of the Indians. One essay taken
from the EGP’s Compariero discusses the radical political potential of the
Indians and asserts that even the bourgeois members of that race stand
to gain rather than lose from revolutionary change. Guatemala, un pueblo
en lucha documents a guerrilla movement as well-entrenched as its
counterpart in El Salvador, a situation not generally recognized because
of the scarcity of public information on rebel activities in Guatemala.
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One other important change in Guatemala since the 1960s
should be mentioned. The orthodox Communists, grouped in the Par-
tido Guatemalteco del Trabajo (PGT), vacillated in supporting the guer-
rilla movement in the 1960s, for which they were harshly criticized by
pro-Castro rebel leaders. Today in Guatemala, as in other Latin Ameri-
can countries, debate over the pros and cons of armed struggle has
been eclipsed, if not superseded. Like its Communist counterparts in
Colombia, El Salvador, and elsewhere,® the PGT (after dividing over
the issue) has firmly committed itself to the armed struggle and is one
of the four organizations making up the Unién Revolucionaria Nacional
Guatemalteca. The PGT leader interviewed in Guatemala, un pueblo en
lucha points out that Communist youth members were the most vocal in
supporting the armed struggle (as was the case in Chile and else-
where). He attributes the resistance of older party members to the
PGT’s late founding during a period when the popular front strategy
encouraged Communists to look to their Right for allies. He further
suggests that Communist support for the guerrilla movement has been
heightened by their acceptance of a unified military-political command
that has replaced two separate units, one engaged in political decisions
and the other in the armed struggle.

Peru’s enigmatic Sendero Luminoso (Shining Path) is a sui ge-
neris guerrilla movement that cannot be grouped with other organiza-
tions. Indeed, its strategy and positions run counter to those defended
by the rest of the nation’s Left. To appreciate Sendero’s importance, its
ascendence must be analyzed in the context of developments in the
Peruvian Left. The structural reforms initiated by the regime of General
Juan Velasco Alvarado after 1968 unintentionally set in motion popular
mobilizations and led to a proliferation of unions that strengthened the
Peruvian Left, despite its historically weak presence in Peru.*’ By unify-
ing disparate leftist parties into the Izquierda Unida (IU) in the 1980s,
the Left has been able to capture nearly a third of the nation’s elector-
ate, a feat that has radicalized the formerly more conservative APRA.*!
Like leftists in other countries examined in this essay, the Peruvian Left
looked to the past to rediscover and glorify one of the nation’s out-
standing revolutionary leaders—José Carlos Maridtegui, whose ideas
were considered applicable to the present political scene.*? Although
Sendero Luminoso has shared the Left’s eulogistic attitude toward Ma-
ridtegui, it has spurned unity and condemned leftist-sponsored general
strikes and land takeovers.

Carlos Ivan Degregori points out in his Sendero Luminoso that
while diverse sectors of the Left immersed themselves in the mass
movement in the 1970s, Sendero developed a predominantly university
base in the Department of Ayacucho and was cut off from the national
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worker and peasant contingents of the Communist party from which it
had emerged.*> Degregori employs Gramscian terminology to explain
that Sendero’s military approach of an “assault on power” coincided
with a period of the “strengthening of civil society” that (according to
the Italian theorist) should have led to a strategy of gradual leftist pene-
tration of institutions and organizations (p. 51). After 1980 Sendero led
peasants in a “popular war” in Ayacucho, capitalizing on regional re-
sentment toward national authorities. Sendero’s vision, however, was
imposed on the rural population, and many of its ideas (such as the
repression of the marketplace as part of a Maoist-inspired military
strategy of laying siege to urban areas)* were accepted only reluctantly
by the peasants. Degregori notes that the peasants accepted Sendero as
though it was “a new good landlord” (p. 43) and that the movement’s
authoritarianism contrasted markedly with the rest of the Left. Finally,
Sendero Luminoso invoked Mariategui’s outdated analysis of Peruvian
society to argue that it was semifeudal,® in contrast with the view of
the rest of the Left, which (influenced by dependency theory) perceived
the nation’s economy as capitalist.

In emphasizing the university origin and thrust of Sendero Lu-
minoso, Degregori takes issue with Cynthia McClintock’s argument
that peasant hunger was the driving force behind the violence un-
leashed by Sendero. McClintock likens the Sendero movement to the
peasant upheavals in Southeast Asia, as described by James Scott, in
that they were propelled by “an objective threat to peasant subsis-
tence.”*® (Scott’s explanation too has been questioned by other research-
ers emphasizing the subjective causes of peasant unrest.*”) Degregori’s
assertion that Sendero Luminoso did not truly represent the rural sec-
tor in Ayacucho suggests that McClintock’s view of poverty in the coun-
tryside as the mainstay of the movement is misleading in that it exag-
gerates the extent of peasant commitment to Sendero Luminoso.*®

Revolutionary Trends in Latin America by Ronaldo Munck presents
a Trotskyist critique of the Latin American Left and includes a chapter
on the history of Trotskyist movements in the region. Munck cites the
influence of Trotsky’s theory of permanent revolution as proof of the
existence of a “vigorous Trotskyist intellectual tradition in Latin Amer-
ica” (p. 117). According to the author, Trotskyism was particularly evi-
dent in the original ideas associated with the “first generation” of Latin
American Communist leaders who were not as tightly controlled by
Moscow as the “second generation” that emerged after Stalin consoli-
dated power in the USSR.*® Mariategui, for instance, was evidently in-
fluenced by Trotskyism in his emphasis on the socialist thrust and con-
tent of the anti-imperialist movement. Later, the foundations of “de-
pendency theory” were laid by such Trotskyists as Argentine Silvio
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Frondizi, who in the 1950s put forth the concept of “the development of
underdevelopment” and questioned the revolutionary potential of the
“national bourgeoisie.”

Munck stops short of the dogmatism and purism characteristic of
Trotskyism that have produced a welter of doctrinal currents and orga-
nizations within its fold. He admits that Trotskyism in Latin America
has remained an isolated sect as a result of its “serious failure to con-
nect with national reality” (p. 114). While harshly critical of the Cuban
Revolution for its “international evolution toward the Soviet model”
after 1970 (p. 58), Munck praises the innovative features of the Sandi-
nista revolution. He takes issue with James Petras’s pessimistic 1979
prediction that the Sandinistas would attempt to “demobilize the
masses” (p. 137) and his assertion that the Tendencia Insurreccional of
the Ortega brothers was “social democratic.”*® Munck justifies the alli-
ances with bourgeois organizations promoted by the Tendencia Insu-
rreccional as having facilitated the overthrow of Somoza, but he ques-
tions continuing such a policy in postrevolutionary Nicaragua and its
application to the rest of Latin America. Munck’s argument is surpris-
ing because Trotskyists have generally been harsh critics of leftist alli-
ances with bourgeois sectors (dating back to the popular front period of
the 1930s), although Munck’s position on Nicaragua is shared by fellow
Trotskyist Adolfo Gilly in his books on Nicaragua and El Salvador.>

In a noteworthy observation, Munck states that the pro-Castroite
movements of the 1960s, specifically the Movimiento de Izquierda Re-
volucionaria in Chile, have followed Havana’s lead in seeking recon-
ciliation with the Soviet camp. He adds that the MIR hesitated in the
1960s to offer a thorough criticism of socialism in the Soviet Union,
despite major ideological differences. This restraint paved the way for
its new position of extolling Soviet bloc nations and working closely
with its erstwhile leftist rival, the Communist party of Chile. Although
Munck may be hesitant to recognize it, the MIR’s reevaluation of the
USSR reflects the renewed prestige of the Soviet Union among Latin
American leftists, a trend furthered by the political initiatives taken by
Mikhail Gorbachov over the last few years. Moscow’s current image
contrasts markedly with that of the 1960s, when the thinking of Latin
American leftists was shaped by Chinese denunciations of Soviet “so-
cial imperialism.”

The intriguing growth of new social movements in Latin Amer-
ica that were neither formally nor informally linked to political parties
captured the interest of political scientists in the early 1980s. These new
social movements were led by actors who had previously played mar-
ginal roles in channeling popular discontent: clerics, women, labor
leaders unaffiliated with political parties, and representatives of ne-
glected regions and disadvantaged ethnic minorities. Some analysts
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have argued that the new social movements were transitory in that they
represented a response to the relaxation of restrictions on civil liberties
in countries in transition from military to democratic rule, as in Argen-
tina, Brazil, and Uruguay. In these countries, the new social move-
ments became substitutes for political parties, particularly leftist parties
that were still proscribed.®> But many of the new social movements,
such as the automobile workers movement in the Sao Paulo area led by
the legendary “Lula” (Luis Ignacio Lula da Silva) and the Madres de la
Plaza de Mayo in Argentina, have remained active even after demo-
cratic governments have been restored.

New Social Movements and the State in Latin America, edited by
David Slater, presents a number of case studies and raises theoretical
questions regarding the significance of the new social movements. The
contributors are not entirely in agreement regarding the implications of
the new social movements for the Latin American Left. Some, such as
Tilman Evers, depict relations between the new social movements,
which seek to maintain autonomy, and leftist political parties, which
promote their own organizational and ideological objectives, as fraught
with tension. Evers points out that most of the members of the new
social movements in Chile are young people who lack political loyalties
that predate 1973. For them, “a permanent dilemma of the new social
movements . . . is making itself felt: will they have to integrate into
established political structures to gain some efficiency, at the price of
sacrificing their specific identity?” (p. 54).% Other contributors interpret
the rise of the new social movements as an implicit critique of the Left's
failure to channel popular energies. One example is the Brazilian auto-
mobile workers movement headed by Lula, who boasts that his union
is independent of all leftist political parties, particularly the Communist
party, despite his own position as president of the Partido dos Trabalha-
dores.”* A parallel workers’ movement, the “Matanceros,” emerged in
the Guayana region of Venezuela. This movement, which gained con-
trol of the national steel workers’ union, has also lashed out at the Left
for neglecting grass-roots organization. The Matanceros belong to the
“Causa R,” a political party that has twice run the former head of the
steel workers for president of the nation, notwithstanding the Matan-
ceros’ antiparty rhetoric.>

Other contributors to New Social Movements and the State view
these movements as opening up rich opportunities in Latin America for
democratic forces and the Left. Ernesto Laclau writes that the new so-
cial movements themselves do not represent a radical challenge to the
system because they can be taken over by conservatives seeking their
own political objectives. But the nonspecificity of the new social move-
ments, like the nonspecificity of populist movements he discussed in a
celebrated essay,”® implies that their evolution in a particular direction
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is not a foregone conclusion. Laclau suggests that under restored
democratic regimes in the Southern Cone countries, multiplying new
social movements may give rise to a new political structure with room
for diverse interest groups that do not correspond to any particular
position on the Left-Right spectrum. In another essay, Maxine Moly-
neux foresees this novel proliferation of political spaces as leading to a
new model of democratic socialism, one that is currently being pio-
neered by the Sandinistas in Nicaragua.

Conclusion

The fact that the Nicaraguan Revolution has not produced a rep-
lica of previous revolutionary processes and is gravitating toward a new
revolutionary model should not be surprising. The history of revolu-
tions in the twentieth century is replete with efforts to universalize
particular experiences: leaders in the Soviet Union after 1917, China
after 1949, and Cuba after 1959 all became firm exponents of revolu-
tionary theories and strategies that were identified with their respective
national experiences. What is exceptional about Nicaragua is that San-
dinista support for pluralism and elections and the semi-dutonomous
status of popular organizations are associated with the Gramscian ap-
proach to hegemony, which was designed to apply to European nations
with a history of democratic rule where a peaceful, gradual road to
socialism was feasible. Nicaragua obviously lacks a democratic tradi-
tion, and the Sandinista triumph in 1979 was achieved by an “assault on
power” instead of a gradual takeover. The outstanding features of revo-
lutionary rule in Nicaragua—collective leadership, novel forms of pop-
ular participation, and tolerance of the enemies of the revolution—are
perhaps as much a commentary on the changing correlation of world
forces as on the originality or ingenuity of Sandinista leadership. Cer-
tainly the initiatives and policies pursued by the Sandinistas would
have been difficult to imagine twenty years earlier, when U.S. influence
was at its apex and the polarized world setting produced by the Cold
War largely determined the course of the Cuban Revolution.

The experimental directions of the Nicaraguan Revolution are
typical of the new strategies and forms of struggle that have character-
ized leftist movements in Latin America over the last two decades. This
essay has highlighted the diversity of experiences and approaches
throughout the continent: a highly active mass movement that helped
bring about leftist unity in the form of electoral pacts in Peru; organic
unity encompassing orthodox and heterodox sectors of the Left in Mex-
ico; and fronts that coordinate the activities of guerrilla organizations in
Central America, each one committed to different tactical and strategic
military approaches. Changing forms of struggle have also taken their
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internal toll in the form of leadership displacements. For instance, sev-
eral traditional Communist parties, which some analysts claim were
completely impervious to changes other than those dictated by Mos-
cow, have been subjected to abrupt transformations. Long-standing
Communist leaders were successfully challenged and knocked off their
pedestals by a younger generation in Brazil (Luis Carlos Prestes), Costa
Rica (Manuel Mora), and Argentina (Rubens Iscaro).

Leftists have at least one lesson to learn from developments in
countries where the Left has been fortified in recent years. For the Left
to advance, deep-rooted animosities will have to be put aside, which is
to say that leftists must learn to live with diversity and relinquish any
hope of achieving monolithic socialism. The new democratic commit-
ment of the Latin American Left has been embodied in the pluralistic
concept in which interparty unity encompasses a greater diversity of
ideological positions on the Left than it did during the popular front
period of the 1930s, and for this reason, unity is all the harder to
achieve.”” Solidifying this development looms as the Left’s greatest
challenge in the years to come.
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