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INTRODUCTION

Durning the past two years, Root & Branclt has sponsored
a series of forums on various topics. The first two articles in
this issue are expanded versions of talks given at two of these
tarums. The overthrow of the Shah in lran was achieved by a
mass movemnent with a lurge degree of popular initiative; tous
it seems esprcially impartant 45 a demonstration of the power
of a population to averthrow a heavily armed regime. At the
same hime, it was a revolt langely tooght 1in the name of a
revival of past ideclugivs and institutions. It has led to an exal-
tativn af the power of the [slamic clergy: to the attack on cer-
tain progressive tendencies of capitalist develuprment, such as
wvxudl equality, introduced by the Shah: and to a growing
repression agamst the lett. Two [ramian tricnds have tried to
explain the constellation ot forces behind this situation, and
the historical process through which it developed: they have
also translated sume interesting [vatlets by Jranian workers
groups.

Though Manism seems to be finally dead in China. it s
still important e figure out what it was, Bill Russell’s article
deals with Maoism as a “development stralegy.” Basing his
account on 4 comparison of China with the Soviet Union, be
describes (he fortunes of Mau's policy with a view bath (o the
divisions among China's rulers and to the impact of the Maoist
sirategy on the Chinese working class.

Previous sssues of Koot & Hianeh have discussed the like-
lihowad that capitalism today s carrying us into a major cco-
nomic crisis, and the Lailure of “economic science” to affect
this situation or even explam it, This is nn doubt the reason, at
least in part, for the revival of interest im Mands theory of
capilalism and critique of cconomic theory. Caysital can be dif-
Licalt reading. huowever, largely because of the barrers erected
between Marx and hizs potential readers by the ideology of
Marxism-{eninism and by academic cconomists and social
“scientists.” PPaul Mattick, Jr.'s article is the hirst in a series,
intended to serve as 3 reader’s guide to Marx's work,

Our book review section is deveted 1o a discussion of
Nancy Chodorow’s hook on psychological aspects of the
reproduction of the sexual division of labor. The process of
deciding whether or not to print this review sparked a contro-
versy within Koot o Branch on the place of psychological
theorizing in political analysis, which we hope will lead to fur-
ther articles on this question, Finally. we are glad to say that
vur requests for camments and criticism are beginning 1o bear
truit. We hope the correspondence section will continue to
expand: please write us!

As ever, our major problem —aside from a chronic short-
age of money—is poor distribution. Readers who would like
copies of Root & Branelr to distribute to bookstores or at meet-
ings should write us.
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THE SHAH IS DEAD:
LONG LIVE THE CALIPH

Riza Pahlevi was an illiterate soldier in the Iranian army
until he caught the eye of British imperialism in the 1920s. Sce-
ing in him an alternative to the unpopular and feeble Qajar dy-
nasty, the British gradually worked him up the ranks. Atter
the creation of the Pahlevi dynasty by a coup d'etat. Riza Shah
served British interésts by giving them conlral over lran's oil
and supporting their eftorts to contain the revolutionary pav-
ermment in Russia. In 1941, however, alarmed by his pro-Hui-
ler posture, the British and Russians torced Riza Shahto abdi-
cate in favor of his son Mohammed,

Riza Shah had tried, with some success, to build up a na-
tional industrial bourgeoisie during the war by taking advan-
tage of Anglo-German competition. In 193738, for inslance.
Germany had supplied Tran with a basic steel industry. In the
late 1940s. the war-torn economy of the imperialist powers
and the Anglo-American power struggle tor hegemony again
offered a brief opportunity for the expression of national senti-
ments in Iran, Bourgeois nationalism consolidated and mani-
tested itsell in the National Front, while anti-fascist and Stalin-
ist intellectuals and students joined with some workers from
the developing industries behind a number of aristacratic lead-
ers in the pro-Moscow Tudeh Party. The consolidation of na-
tionalist sentiments within the two parties, in combination
with the weakened position of the British vwners o} [ranian
oil, led to a movement for the natianalization of oil. The
Mossadegh government of 1951, in fact, realized this dream of
the [ranian nationalists.

Although popular support for Mossadegh's government
had forced the Shah to flee the country, the U.5, Central In-
telligence Agency with the help of Iranian gencrals restored
him to power by a coup d'etat that overthrew Mossadegh in
August 1953. It would be unhistorical. however, to attribute

the success of the coup to the CIA alone, The composition and
unevenness of class forces at the lime showed in a lack of unity
and coordination belween the major partics and forces at
work. The political movement was contined to the towns,
while the countryside, with 75 percent of the populafion, was
completuly isolated from politics. {In this respect, the move-
ment ot 1979 represents & major change, reflecting the

eonomic and social development of iran in the last quarter

century.} The National Front, never organized as a real politi-
cal party, had na organizalional ties with the bulk of the peo-
ple. Although they had often backed puopular movements in
Iran's past, the Moslem leaders were unable to assume the
leadership ot this movement. Their inflvence declined sharply
atter a prominent religious leader ot the time, Ayatollah Ka-
shani, as a result of his compromise with British imperialisen,
withdrew his support from the Mossadegh government. The
Tudeh Party, despite its clandestine organization [numbering
about 600 officerst within the army. made no move. In addr
tion, the Tudeh's complete subservience to the wishes and di-
rectives ol Moscow proved latal 1o their influence. Their slo-
gan, “Nationalize oil in South Iran,” drove people from the
Tudeh toa Mossadegh. {The Russians imported il from frelds
in the North.)

A period of intense repression tollowed the 1953 coup.
The army and security forces rounded up thousands of trade
upionists and members of the major political organizations.
The sharpest edge of repression was directed against the com-
munists of the Tudeh Party: a score were executed and many
jailed,

The victory ot this dictatorship heavily dependent on the
L:.S. was the political counterpart to lran’s changing role in 2
world economy dominated since the end of World War 1 by
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Tranian women demonstrating In Teheran yesterday, They carried plctures of Ayatollah Ruhollah Khomeini, their
piritual leader, and of a young man whe was killed in a recent violence,

American capital. |n the vears {ollowing the war, the export of
capital from the dominant 1+ vuntries te the dominated coun-
tries was chietly oriented toward the control o) raw materials
and the extension ol markets. Nevertheless, Iran remained ba-
sically an agricultural country with 75 percent ot its popula-
tion living m rural areas, mostly self-sutficiently. The cities
were essentially trade centers with petty commodity produc-
tion and a small bourgeoisie. Landowners, living in the cities,
were sometimes also middle traders. The Shah, himselt one of
the biggest landowners, was the figurehead of an oligarchy
that held social power,

Atter 1953, the Iranian government cenlralized its opera-
tions, establishing a strong state power as part of an attempt to
develop the economy . By the early 1960s, however. the econo-
my was in chaos. Along with a negative balance of payments,
the Shah's budget deticit had become chronic, The budget de-
pended entirely on oil revenues, which tell during 1958-62 with
the collapse of the world il price,

During the 1960s, as part ot the continuing restructuring
o world capilal. developed countries were trying to make the
Third Warld more dependent on the system by opening up
their agricultural seciors 1o capital, thus speeding up their total
integration inta the world capitalist market. At this time India
was experiencing its "Green Revolution,” while the U.S. was
imposing the “Alliance tor Progress” on Latin America. Ad-
justing Iranian society to world capitalism, the regime under-
took a series of governmental development plans, Such plan-
ning had already been initiated in 1948, The earlier attempts at
state stimulation. however. were not transtorming the country
rapidly enough to meet the growing needs of imperialism.
Theretore, with the help of the Americans, in 1962 a package

called the “White Revalution” was introduced to meet these
goals, This package was a series of reforms whose main ele-
ment was a land retorm distributing land among the peasan-
try.

There was a considerable trantormation of the class struc-
ture in rural and urban areas tollowing the execution of the
land retorm in the 1962-71 period. The state paid “expropri-
ated” landlords partly in cash and partly in industrial bonds,
thus transforming them directly into industrialists. While the
reform was a failure for Iranian agriculture, it did produce
substantial change in the social and political structure of the
country. The main results of the land reform were: (1) The es-
tablishment of a market economy in rural areas and the de-
struction of the earlier self-sutticient economy. This brought
an increasing social dependence of country on town. (2) The
creation of almost 1.5 million landless families out of half of
the rural population. Having nothing to seil except their labor,
the majority of them migrated to the cities while the rest
became agricultural laborers. (3} The migration of rural
wealth to town to tunction as capital.

In other words, the result of the land reform was the es-
tablishment and expansion, over a ten-year period, of the capi-
talist mode of production in Iran. OF course the ex-landowners
who had transferred their wealth to town either functioned as
commercial capitalists or had their wealth absorbed by rivals,
The Shah himself was the first to transform his wealth into
capital and become a major capitalist,

Under the pressure of the Kennedy administration, and in
order to gain popular support for the "White Revolution,” the
Shah initiated a period of relative democratic freedom. But
popular support went to the opposition rather than the Shah,



The oppaosition in the early 1960s was mainly composed of the
local bourgeoisie and the clergy. That the bourgeoisie’s appo-
sition to the regime was mild and hesitant was not surprising,
since the Shah's propased economic refurms included all that
they had dreamed of lor many years. The bourgeoisie mainly
cbiected to the regime's dictatorial nature and its lack of re-
spect for the lranian constitution. The bourgruis opposition,
thus, organized itselt behind the slogan, “Yey to the propused
reforms, no to despotism!” By taking a more intransigent
stand, the clergy broadened its popular supporl, particularly
among the lower strata of the petty bourgeoisie and the bulk
of the working population, who were suffering ihe most pre-
carious econamic conditions. By the spring of 1963, the mass
movement was virtually under the clergy’s leadership.

The clergy's intransigence and radicalism stemmed irom
two different components within its social basis. First, the
lower level ot the Moslem clerical hierarchy, which was eco-
nomically and socially tied to the poorer sirata of the petty
bourgeoisie, accounted for the radical anti-dictatorial and
anti-imperialist character of the religious movement, The sec-
ond tendency. expressed the fear and resistance of the upper
clerical orders, whose own etonomic and political power was
threatened by the Shah's reforms. Islam has traditionally in-
volved 2 system of wealth redistribution via taxes paid to the
muosques, which distributed some to the poor and accumulated
much more. Their revenues from this religious taxation de-
clined with the spread of Westernization and ils attendant sec-
wlarization. Although their large, directly controlled land
holdings escaped confiscation, they were badly hurt by the re-
form’s displacement of the peasantry who had always worked
these lands. Also. a major part of the mullah's traditional role
was usurped by the army people sent into the rural areas to
educate the villagers. Finally, the Islamic institutions were fur-
ther weakened by such reforms as women's civil emancipa-
tion, brought by the general transformation - economic, polit-
tcal. and cultural—Iran was undergoing at that time.

By June 1963, the mass movement took the character of a
popular religious uprising: bul within three or four days the
army crushed the movement, killing over 10,000 demonstra-
tors and arresting their leaders, including the Ayatollah Kho-
meini, who was subsequently exiled. The bloody days of lune
put an end to the period of relative democratic freedom. The
Shah's regime never gained mass support, but during the next
tourteen years it went unchallenged by any serious mass move-
ment. thanks to its repressive apparatus, its econonc palicy,
and its huge oil revenues, which allowed a definite rise in the
standard of living. The only arganized resistance 1o the regime
during those years came From underground guersitla organiza-
tions. The Pevple’s Fedayeen drew many people from the stu-
dent movement. ex-Tudeh members, and Maoist or Third-
Worldist activists. but remained confined within the intellecty-
al strata of the society and was isolated fram the working
class. The Islamic Mujahedeen guerrilla organization, which
drew members from the National Front and altempted to use
religion as a basis for radical political ideology. was more suc-
cessful in getting the sympathy of broader layers o sotiety,
Despite its limits, the armed struggle such groups initiated n
1971 had a definite impact. The rapid, enormuus growth of
these groups after the collapse of the Shah's power is largely
the effect of their activity during the preceding years of politi-
cal dormancy. as well as the publicity given them by SAVAK
propaganda.

The'White Revolution™ resulted in an acceleration of the
capital flow into Iran, a rapid growth of the available labor
torce, and a prospect—or rather, an illusion—of future pros-
perity. In 1972, 1.5 million people were employed in 225,000
manufacturing establishments, although a large number of
these were small-scale artisan units and only 7 percent of the
wuorking population was employed in modern industrial units.
In spite of chaos and declining production in agriculture, the
rate of growth in other branches was so high that the GNP
grew rapidly in the first ten years of the White Revelution.
According 10 government figures twhich, while exayzerated,
give some indication), GNP increased by 8 percent in the 1960y
and by 14 percent in the early 1970s, even betore the oil boom.

In the period of 1962-77, the urban population grew trom
25 percent to 50 percent of the country’s total population,
which itself grew from 23 to 35 million in the same period.
Teheran, which had 2,000,000 inhabitants in 1963. has a popu-
lation of 5,000,000, according (o the latest statistics. But Iran
was still a backward, il-planned society. without a sucial-wel-
fare system. adequate housing. or even such basics as traffic
control. Having always been dominated by toreign powers or
despots, the bourgeoisie had no history of celf-rule: the Shah's
governmen!, therefore, had no legitimacy. When it could no
longer run things, social and political chaos prevailed.

Thus, urbanexpansion that accompanied the establishment
of the capitalist mode ot production had its own problems and
consequences. For the lower strata of people. especially for the
non-industrial working population, this meant poor working
conditions, poor living conditions, a lack of housing, and un-
employment. The masses of people moving into the cities, who
lived in shanty towns around the industrial centers and re-
ceived no benefit from the national wealth, moved inta oppo-
sition 1o the system,

Although government-controlled unions existed. even the
mos! primitive vrganization amaong workers themselves coueld
not survive, The strike at the Johan Chil weaving factary was
the first major struggle of this perind. Two hundred unarmed
workers marched toward Teheran from their (actory, situated
thirty miles to the north, Midway. however, 1he police
launched an attack by land and air that killed torty and
wounded many more. (In revenge the Fedayeen executed the
tactory owner in 1973.) In the early 1970s, however, such iso-
lated wildcat strikes for higher wages occurred more frequent-
ly in the more modern industrial units. Strikers were often ma-
chine-gunned by the angry ruling class, but the continuativn
of the strikes forced the capitalists to concedk to some de-
mands. Nonetheless, no organizational attempt from the
workers’ side was tolerated.

Among the upper strata of socicty, as the pule of indus-
trial capital increased, the tradilional middle-traders. called
bazzrari, became the sworn enemies of the regime. The Pahlevi
court had the upper hand in exsentially all major investments.
As a result, the part of the bourgeoisie without a close link to
the Pahlevi dynasty became dissatistied, simply because it did
not have a proper share of the cake. This part of the bourgeoi-
sie was also-unhappy about the autucratic, bureaucratic re-
gime and its expenditure of funds in non-productive sectors,
such as the military, from which it saw nu immediate benefit,

With the devastation of agriculture, the government had
1o import more agricultural goods. Also. alignment with U.S.
defense policy in the region in the post-Vietnam era meant that
more money had tc go to the military. The result was a budget



deficit in 1972. The oil boem thal began in 1973, however,
bought more time for the regime and the Shah announced that
[ran was heading toward a "Great Civilization.” Government
development plans expanded: whereas the first seven-year
plan had a projected expenditure of $350 million; after the ai
boom the fifth four-year plan bore a %6¢ billion tag.

As independint industry, nevertheless, failed to develop.
the economy became increasingly dependent on oil. From 19.5
percent of GNI” in 1972, cil experts rose (o 49.7 percent in
1977, when they accounted for 77 percenl of government reve-
nues and 87 percent of fareign earnings. Meanwhile, the rapid
growth of burvaucracy and milivarism was sustained by an in-
crease in circulating money, which. given the constant level of
production, produced inflation. In addition, during 1974-77
period, the worldwide intlation swallowed a certain percen-
tage of oil income (the Shah himself put the figure at 25 per-
centr, It we take into account, turthermore, the devaluation of
the dollar and a 10 percent decrease in oil production, we can
ser why rising expectations were just a prelude to hopeless-
ness, The wealthy and respected regime —which had loaned
Pan Am a large cash sum {with the slogan “Iran needs the
West”|. bought 25 percent ol Krupp stock, and loaned a bil-
livn dollars cash 1o the British government —had to struggle (o
avoid bankruptcy in 1977 and ended the last two years with $4
and 37 billion budget deticirs,

The burcaucracy, which had expanded 1o reach new bud-
getary frontices in the 1973-75 period and had gained momen-
tum for turther expansion, respanded 1o its now shrinking
budget by becoming ever more corrupt. The same phenome-
non taced the bourgeoisie: they were expanding in expectation
ot tuture income that tailed to materialize. Rocked by the vi-
cissitudes of the world market and politics, the Iranian econo-
my revealed all the more cleasly s sicuctural weaknesses—the

deficiencies of its dependent. foreign-dominated industry and
the complete devastation of its agriculture. Money required
for capital investment in modernizing its agriculture, whose
earlier method of praduction had disintegrated under the land
reform, went into speculation instead, with the result that 70-
BO percent of the national food supply in recent years has had

"to be imported, largely from the 11.S.

Hoping to reduce its budger deficit in 1978, the govern-
ment started to raise taxes, which just preduced more inflation
and more dissatistaction. While more people joined the work-
ing populalion in jts growing oppositon Lo the regime,
SAVAK, the natorious secret police, nevertheless managed to
dismantle nearly all the nuclei ol working-class organization.
The only institulion the government could not openly oppose
and demalish was the lslamic dergy, with a nvtwork of thou-
sands of mosques throughout the country and an ideology
(particularly that of the Shiite sect) well suited to an opposi-
tional role. In the past 300 years the Shiite luerarchy had cus-
tomarily played an.influential political role in lran, where it re-
mains the dominant sect. Its clergy have been directly involved
in all the major upheavals of the last seventy vears.

This Islamic ideology was seen as representing a potential
alternative to the Shah's regime by people who were dissatis-
fied with their present and atraid of theic future. Hundreds of
thousands ot new and poar inhabitants vl the cities, burdened
with the remnants of their past. identilicd themselves with the
clerical upposition. These peoply joined svith more traditivnal
allies of the clergy, such as the shopkeepers and middle-
traders, to swell the lslamic movement. espouosing such me-
tions as [slamic government twhich traditionally means a pop-
ulist guvernment with a simple life tor the leaders. tis whom
everyone is to have direct access) and bslamic justioe (which
would use the Koranic code ot “an eye fur an eye, with switl-

Kalun Airmail Edition, no. 318 {Wednesday, 30
May 1979).

Teheran. ['nme Mimster Mehdi Bazargan has issued a
memorandum regarding counterrevolutionary activities in fac-
tories and workshops, the text of which runs as follows:

In Ahe name ol Genl.
Dear Factory Workers:

[ wiondd ke b mention a bew points cegarding my pre-
vivus sprvvhes and visits st revelutionary beaders, represen.
Latives o the Labor Meistry. andHoctary aodticials, in refer-
vae o the reports trom e ghove sounes, some constrec:
ton. road-huilding, and manuiacturing-plant workers have
seduced their oulput at the urging of vonnter-revolutionary
aclivisly ar as a conveyuenee ol their own unreakislic de-
mands, These activitics have caused o ~igniticanl decrease
in the couniry's coonomic outpyl and developmen! As 2
resah. wsential production and 1otal wage payments have
deopped. 11 s obvicus that the aim o putting the Lactorics
in working order i~ not bor the produd tion of protal or in the
interest of ihe employvers. but rather to decrease the rale of
unemploymend, which is the most ymportant problem for
the [ravisional Revoduironary Governmenl and is alwo in
FOUF 0w antorest.

In the same memorandum Mr. Bazargan went on 1o
declare that the government and employers have no source of
wealth other than the national industrial production. trade,
and reconstruction activities, which are the main sources of

revenue for the private and government sectors. Unless these
systems operate properly, there will be no source of revenue
for wages, expendilures, and payments. All strikes and
demands against the labor law, all interferences from sirike
committees ur workers commiltees regarding the management
of plants and job appointments, and all disruptions in the
factories, are considered counter-revolutionary acts and are
against the national interesi,

The Prime-Minister in his letter warned that these disor-
ders and counter-revolutionary activities would nmt be 1ol-
erated in the future. He has vrdered the stoppage ol wage pay-
ments in the struck factories. Those involved in illegal interter-
ence, congpiracies, and counter-revolutionary inciterment will
be prosecuted.

The Provisional Government of the Islamic Republic
expects all workers, distinguished colleagues wha have coop-
erated with other classes, and deprived [ranians—who strug-
gled for their freedom. independence. and lslam; who have
sacritied for God and the Natiom: and who have helped
achieve the Revolution's initial victory—should remaim united
with the Government and the Nation to ensure the ultimate
victory of the Revolulion by stopping internal and external
counter-revolutionary lorces from ruining vur economy and
the Islamic Revolution.
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A woman displaying currency bearing the image of Ayatollah Ruhollah Khomeini instead of that of the Shah. The notes,
which the Bakhtiar Government does not recognize, appeared yesterday in Teheran among supporters of the Ayatollah.

ly rendered judgment based on eyewitness reports and without
regard for wealth).

By the end of 1976, after numerous bloody rontronta-
tions, the government was forced to concede the demands of
shanty-town inhabitants. At this time the clergy were joined
by another opposition force. the National Front. With such
leaders as Sanjabi and Barzargan (at the center of the govern-
ment today). the Front represented the political wishes ol the
fraction of the Iranian bourgeoisie excluded trom power by the
Shah. Thetr hesitant opposition to the regime (initially encour-
aged by Carter's “human rights” policy) and their fear of and
antagonism to a violent and radical mass movement isolated
them from the rebellious population. Driven by their hatred
for the Shah, the masses followed Khomeini. who by consis-
tently calling for the overthrow of the monarchy became their
sole leader.

5 September 1978 saw an anti-Shah demonstration of
more than 3,000,000 people. Three days later, on Black Fri-
day, the regime responded by slaughtering thousands of dem-
onstrators in the center of Teheran, From then until the fol-
lowing February, a continuous crescendo of rebellion opposed
the lranian populace to the Pahlevi regime. A general strike,
joined by the economically crucial oil warkers. whom neither
a 100 percent wage increase nor army threats sent back to
work, was matched by daily mass street demnonstrations. Even
the Shah's departure “on vacation” and his appointing the lib-
eral Bakhtiar government had no effect on the mass move-
ment. Finally, an armed insurrection, carried vut simultanc-
ously in Teheran and other major cities during 9-11 February,
in part by left organizations. consolidated the power of Kho-
meini.

Soon after his designated government, led by Mehd: Ba-
zargan, took office, Khomeini proclaimed the end of the revo-
lution and the beginning of the process of reconstruction.

While there is no question that a period ot reconstruction 1ol-
lows every revolulion, the question remains, reconstruction
tor whom? The answer in lran was clear. The workers were
told to return tu work {see boxi and all revolts were labeled
counterrevolutionary.

The content of the rebellion was in fact determined by
what the masses could no longer tolerate, theShah's regime.
Although succedstul in achieving this goal, Khomeini had no
concrete social program tor the tuture. In any case, aside from
the nationalizalion of some busimesses, no drastic change is
really possible in the country's economy. Meanwhile, the
sncial torces, held together by the struggle against the Shah.
are tlying apart in search of their own ends.

Politically, the current government represents an uneasy
compromise between Khomeini's forces, including the bazaa-
ris, who want the benefits accruing from a larger role in poli-
tics after Lheir efforts against the Shah, and the more modetn
sectors of the bourgeoisie. Bazargan and Sanjabi are repiresen-
tative of the latter group in their orientation toward modern-
isim. which for them means political democracy as well as
banks charging interest in contravention of Koranic law,
While the Khomeini pecple are politically more primitive, see-
ing the otlicial lelt only as a threat, people like Bazargan might
be quile open to using the Tudeh Party—currently eagerly
espousing Islam, which they proclaim as identical in substance
to “scientific socialism”—to discipline the workers. The same
[tictions were briefly visible in the April women's rights dem-
onstrations, which pitted a modern bourgeois-leftist coalition
against Khomemi. This conHict was very quickly resolved, it
may be remembered, as soon as deeper issues of the nature of
the new regime were raised. At the moment of writing, the
Islamic group faces no real opposition—witness the rapid col-
lapse of the "progressive” opposition around the Ayatollah
Teleghani at the end of April. On the other hand, as a social



group whose day is gone, the bazaaris in fact have no phssibil
ity to aHect policy to any great extent. While the big bour-
geoisie would probably not mind an army coup that would
continue the White Revolution without {or even witht the
Shah, in the meantime they haven't much to lose simply by
waiting for the necessities of modern economics and politics to
mold the [slamic Republic in a satisfactory way. And, ulti-
mately, Khomeini must support the needs of the bourgeaisie it
his regime is to survive. lslamic banks will collect service
charges ot they don't demand interest. In general, Khomemnis
illusions about the eternal validity of the Koran will have to
make some allowance for the impossibility of a real return 1o
the past,

Meanwhile. the Caliph (traditional term tor a religious
leader with supreme political power) will make lran a pood
country {or businessmen. His regime has a potential tor a
warse repression than the Shah's; now not just SAVAK, but
the religious pupulation as a whole, is on 1he lookout Lor ene-
mies of the Revolution. Already the mullah-controlled neigh-
burhaod organizations are lunctioning to identity and arrest
lettists. Those who decry the rapid execution ot the Shah's colt
laborators (shot wathout public trial, no doubt, 10 prevent
their naminy their many colleagues now serving in Lhe Revalu-
tionary regimet will not protest the terror agamst the lett

The lett survives, tor the moment, thanks to the arms
seized during the final insurrection against the Shah {an esti-
mated 70,000 guns} and to support from the liberal bour-
peoisie. With the failure of the revolution to achieve noticeable

gains in terms of living standards, the left groups are beginning
lo attract some popular support, But, at the time of writing,
mass politits overwhelmingly means the backward-looking
Moslem movement; even at the universities members of reli-
gious organizations tar ocutnumber the leftists, What is most
likely is an ettort on the part ol the government to destroy the
lett while Khomeini still has the support of the population,

But despite the combination of mass support and repres-
sion ut the opposition, fundamental unsolved problems will
make social stabilization difticult, While Iran cannot return to
the past. it also cannot advance very rapidty. There has been
little investment vutside of oil; and any tuture development in
this direction would devastate a social system in which mil-
lions of shopkeepers and government ofticials live un the pro-
ceeds ol ail, while the rich invest their take in Swiss banks,
German industry. and American real estate, The current state
ol the world economy is unpropitious tor develupment at-
templs by a country with a bachward. dependent economy,
tarced (o import most of its Food and all its technology, and
already deeply in debt. While private enterprises can hardly
make much of a dent, theretore, in the four millions of unem-
ployed tabout hall the working population! produced by the
Shah « maodernization. state capitalism is not a hikely option
cither, as the White Revolulion has produced a sizable bour-
geotsie with much e lose by such a turn of aftairs. Despite the
dreams of a golden ape that accompany every revolution, the
overthrow ot the Shah can only be the prelude to a history of
continuing social turmoil,

Bubak Veramini

Unived Press internatonal

Supporters of Ayatoliah Ruhollah Khomeinl guard Partiament Building in Teheran




Committees and Councils

The destruction of the Shah's state authority by the Jran-
ian population was accompanied by the formation of new
forms of political organization. From the beginning of the
revolt to the downfall of the Bakhtiar government on 22 Feb-
ruary, the only state organs that remained under the regime’s
control were the repressive organizations, such as the army
anrd the police. The former bosses lost control of virtually all
other institutions {banks, schools, ministries. state and private
industries, television and radio, newspapers, etc.) in one of the
longest general sirikes in modern history. The breakdown of
cenirzlized power and the general revolutionary mooed of the
time provided the conditions for the emergence of local popu-
lar organizations. The main role of the hundreds of “commit-
tees” which sprang up spontanecusly all over the country was
to fulfill people’s immediate needs and to facilitate the contin-
uing struggle against the regime.

In the cities, district commitiees, using the mosques as
meeting places. were to a large extent organized and operated
by the local community without control by any particular
palitical affiliations. In many places—notably in Meshed {the
fourth largest city in lran. with 800,000 inhabitants) and in
many districts of Teheran—they were controlled by daily mass
meetings. Parallel to these district committees, workers and
statt councils were formed in nearly all workplaces. By playing
a decisive role in strikes and demonstrations, these councils
assumed a clearly political character. The most prominent
council was that of the oil workers, followed by those of bank
employees and journalists. The struggle organized by these
councils was so effective that no government could survive
without their consent. It is no Fxaggeration to say that the
councils and committees served as the main instruments of the
popular struggle that brought down the Shah, They provided
the basic organization for a total general strike: organized
communications within the eountry while all radio. TV, and
newspapers were shut down; organized the food supply and
distribution of medicine, transforming public buildings and
hotels into hospitals. Meshed was run by this form ot organi-
zation for more than two weeks.

Once in power, the [slamic government had little diffi-
culty in either dissolving or taking over the district commit-
tees. Already during the struggle national coordination had

been provided by the network of mulahs, with their own
pulitical organization and aims. This was all the easier as the
lett had neither to offer. In‘addition, the religious structure had
the advantages of a national symbul—Khomeini—something
of impertance in a backward country.

On the other hand, many workers' councils (and even
occasional employees’ councils), many of whom witnessed the
open collaboration of the newly established power apparatus
with the Factory owners. put up resistance. As late as the end

of May 1979 Bazargan was complaining of a certain factory

commitiee's refusal to give up control over the plami. Kho-
meini has also made such complaints. In addition, many of the
soldiers’ cauncils which emerged 1oward the end of the strug-
gle against the Shah, remain in opposition to the ongoing re-
establishment of the military hierarchy,

We do not mean to contribute to a myth of “[ranian
workers councils.” The arganizations just brietly described
did not represent an attempt to organize working—class power
over society. What autonomous proletarian interests they did
represent remained subordinated to the limited and even reac-
tionary elements of the Iranian revoli. Nevertheless they bear
wilness Lo an important phenomenaon. In lran, a highly reli-
gious Islamic country. the working class played a key role in a
popular movement of rebellion with a six-month general
strike, organized in the absence ot trade unions and powertul
left parties. with a continuously high level of mass action and
organization. This was made possible, as in revolutionary
movements in maore capitalistically developed countries, by
the formation of workers' committees and councils, confirm-
ing ance again that this is a “nawral” organizational form tor.
workers’ struggle. Despite the limited conlent of Lheir strug-
gles, this torm tinks the experience of the Iranian workers to
the history of working-class movements. It is an experience
which will gain new meaning when the struggle resymes on a
new, more truly revolutionary basis.

The following translation of a leaflet issued by such a
tactory council may give some idea of the conceptions and
activities ot the workers in struggle—the most unknown ele-
ment of the lranian revolt, and the mast signiticant tor the

future.
Balweh Vanmion

Praoclamation of the Employees of the Navand Fue-
torics and Ahvaz Pipe {NFAP!
We Salute the Martyrs of People's Frecdom!

The NFAD was established about nine years ago by lran-
ian and English capitalists at Kilometer 10 on the Ahvaz-
Khoramshar road. An initial capital investment of 50 million
tumans |about $7 million) has gradually aboun tripled. More
than 900 of the 1200 persannel are workers. The principal
stockholder {owning nearly 50 percent) is the Pahlevi Founda-
tion, ie., the former Shah. Minority investors include the
Bank of Toesiah | Development], 2 British bank, and 2 number
of Iranian capitalists. The factory produces six-inch-diameter
light pipes and cables of different sizes. Until now, the firm's
two main offices— one in Teheran, the other in England—kave
generally administered the factories and made all the major
decisions,

The management’s old British-style policy of concentrat-
ing production control in the hands of 2 selet tew has
impeded the division of labor and in etiect incurred an ever
greater technological and economic dependence. This practice,
coupled with that of appointing (until three years agod only
British presidents. has not only heavily damaged factory inde-
pendence, but also resulted in enormous repression at all levels
of the factory. All strikes and grievances were severely put
down; activists were promptly fined and fired; several of their
homes were set on fire; and some were beaten by thugs and
sent to SAVAK,

To completely abolish the despotic system of the regime's
corrupt, world-hungry, dependent capitalists, the lranian



nation's bloody revolution had to cleanse the environment of
agents of the former regime, including those who ordained
oppression in the factory with the support of the regime's
security forces. For this purpose, on the 28th Bahman 57 |18
February 1979] the factory employees decided to enact, to the
best of their ability, sélf-rule over the Ffruits of their labor-
power, that unique capital of laborers. The employees then
gathered in front of the central factory buildings and elected
eight people (four staff and four workers) to form a Transi-
tional Revolutionary Committee. Having delegated them due
authority, the employees resumed work that very day.

While declaring solidarity with the guidelines of the Iran-
ian Revolution’s leader, Ayatollah Khomeini. the Transitional
Revolutionary Committee at its tirst assembly resolved that:

I. Work would resume as before:; f

2. Managers tied to the former regime and responsible for

repression would be dismissed immediately:

3. The employees themselves would administer the fac-

tories;

4. Foreigners would be expelled;

5. All those previously fired from the factories could

return to their jobs,
That evening the employees’ assembly approved all these pro-
posals and returned to work. Confronted with their employ-
ees’ determination, the management tried to invert facts in
their distorted account of the situation presented to the Revo-

lutionary Committee of the town of Ahvaz. They began to
spread poison among the employees, To counter these anti-
human actions, which were creating factions among the
employees and could have stopped production, the employees
of each part of the fictory sent direct representatives to the
district assemblies. Known as the internal Workshop Commit-
tee, these 25 representatives set guidelines for the Transiticnal
Revolutionary Committee, which eventually brought the
firing of the most important pawns of the former regime and
increased executive power for the employees. At present the
committees have a two-to-one ratio of workers to staff. The
workers’ majority and their position on decisivé resolutions
have led to the success of the Transitional Committee. Of
course the job is not yet completed, but this course will con-
tinue because decision-making has essentially passed into our
hands. Having demonstrated our determination, we are sure
we will be able to run the factory in the near future.

Woe ask all freedom fighters to help and support us finan-
cially, spiritually, and publicly so that our human objectives
may becormne a lesson for other workers,

All power to the councils in factories, offices, districts,
rural areas and cities!

Toward the establishment of unions and waorkers’ polit-
ical organizations!

NFAP Employces
{March 1979/

Associnted Pre

Supporters of Ayatollah Ruhollash Khomeini celebrating in Teheran after troops backing Prime Minister withdrew




m ==y




CHINESE ROADS TO
STATE CAPITALISM:

Stalinism and Bukharinism in
China’s Industrial Revolution

Ten years ago, Western Maoists returned from Peking
bursting with stories of daily life in revolutionary China.
Inside the People’s Republic, a second Chinese revolution was
going on: ordinary peasants and workers were participating
fully in making all of the decisions that affected their lives;
women were rapidly advancing towards equality with men:
leaders were no longer permitted to raise themselves above the
masses and become a new ruling elite. In short, China was the
First socialist country to solve the problem of post-revolu-
tionary bureaucratization; such was the message delivered to
us by dozens of travelers who had seen a huture that worked.'
That was a decade ago; today, the journey to the East is being
made by another band of pilgrims inspired by an entirely dif-
ferent vision. Now it is the top executives of Western corpora-
tions—everyone from Pierre Cardin to David Rockefeller—
who are crowding the hotels of Beijing; and, what they are
searching for is not a new social order but the fabled China
Market. (That capitalists have pursued this mirage for a cen-
tury or more is, by the way, one of the eternal mysteries of the
inscrutable Occidenta) mind.)

China’s new hospitality towards the potentates of the
multinationals is only one of the unpleasant surprises which
the current leadership has sprung on its foreign admirers. The
first shock was the purge and arrest of Mao's closest asso-
ciates, including his widow, Jiang Qing, barely a month after
his death, More recently, we have seen Deng Xiaoping attempt
to teach the Vietnamese bureaucracy a lesson it tailed to leamn
from Lyndon Johnson and Richard Nixon. In between these
two incidents, a series of other disillusioning events took
place, such as China’s scolding Jimmy Carter for letting the
Shah topple from the Peacock Throne. The meaning of these
events is gradually becoming a topic of debate within the
American Left. Has the new regime betrayed the Maoist ideals
of the Cultural Revolution and reverted to a “bourgeois” polit-
ical line? Or has there been no essential departure from the
policies laid down by Mao ten years ago, but merely a rectifi-
cation of certain "excesses”

I do not propose here to choose a side in this polemic; far
from it, what | want to show in these pages is that the argu-
ment is irrelevant because both sides proceed on the basis of
false premises about the nature of Maoism. The common
understanding on the Left of the political conflicts within the
Chinese Communist Party [CCP) is mistaken: the "leit-wing
way out of Stalinism,” which many see in Maoism, is a polit-
ical mirage. There is as little reason—or less—to regret the
defeat of the Maoist “Gang of Four'' as there is to celebrate the
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victory of the "number-two person in power following the
capitalist road" {as Deng was known during the Cultural
Revolution), To demonstrate the validity of these judgments
will require a close examination of Mao's socioeconomic poli-
cies and of the struggle within the Party bureaucracy.

Mao vs. Stalin?

Over the last decade a new consensus on the nature of
Maoism and its relation to Stalinism has emerged among West-
ern China-watchers. During the early 1950s, the story goes,
the CCP uncritically imitated the Soviet political and econom-




ic system, with the result that Chinese soclety became increas-
ingly hierarchical and authoritarian. Once Mao realized where
the Soviet path was leading China, he rebelled and set out to
find a new "Chinese road to socialism,” more consistent with
radical principles of egalitarianism and mass participation in
decision-making. Mao devoted the last twenty years of his life
to the struggle —against stubborm opposition from a conserva-
tive Party bureaucracy intent on retaining its power and privi-
leges—to subordinate China's economic development to
socialist values of equality and democracy.

Stalinist economic theory had insisted that nationaliza-
tion plus economic growth would automatically lead to a
classless society: no need to be concerned, then, if in the mean-
time gross inequalities persisted:; if all decisions were made by
a handful of bureaucrats, with no mass participation; if the
countryside were drained of resources to support urban indus-
trialization. But all of these phenomena were unacceptable to
Mao, and he reacted strongly against their appearance in
China during its First Five-Year Plan [FYP]. The transition to
communism, he insisted, must begin without delay; it must
not be put off till the indefinite future on the grounds that the
material preconditions were lacking. To meet this goal he
devised a new approach to the problems of economic growth,
The peasants would not be left tu stagnate while cities flour-
ished at their expense; rural industry would be developed
along with its urban counterpart, and at an even faster rate, so
that the gap between town and country would narvow and
eventually disappear, The incomes of the bureaucrats would
not be permitted to grow, and they would be encouraged to
restrict their consumption and required to participate in physi-
cal labor alongside the workers and peasants, so as not to
become separated from the masses. The masses would be
drawn into the decision-making processes in factories and vil-
lages. The health and education systems would be redesigned
to provide services for everyone. not just for the privileged
few, The arts would focus on the lives of workers and peasants
and their struggle 10 become better socialists, rather than
glamorizing the ruling classes, old or new. Step by step, the
class distinctions which still survived under socialism would be
reduced and ultimately abolished: so Maoist economics is
usually presented,’

Thus Maoism represents a total break with the economic
and political doctrines of Stalinism: this view has become part
of the conventional wisdom of current China scholarship, and
is shared by writers of almost évery political position. To be
sure, there are differences of interpretation or emphasis;
radical scholars, for example, describe Mao as the Jeader of a
coalition of workers and poor peasants in a “class struggle”
against the would-be new ruling-class and its allies. while lib-
eral academics portray him as a visionary, a man in revolt
against the canons of Weberian bureaucratic rationality, striv-
ing Futilely to keep the spirit of revolution alive. Although lib-
erals and radicals disagree on the feasibility of Mao's goal, and
whether it was shared by the majority or imposed from above,
there is no disagreement over the nature of his goal: to imme-
diately begin the transition to communist social relations.

It is this consensus which | would like to call into ques-
tion. China's political struggle of the last twenty-five years
should not be seen as a confrontation betwesn a Stalinist
orthodoxy which dictates economic development at any cost
and a Maoist alternative which places human values above
economics. Rather, the split within the Chinese ruling class has

centered on a more mundane topic, the optimal rate of eco-
nomic growth, and has juxtaposed two conflicting develop-
ment strategies—one, advocated by Mao Zedong, being fast
but risky; the other, proposed by “Capitalist-roaders” like
Deng Xiaoping. slower but more dependable. No one would
deny that “moderates” like Deng have been primarily con-
cerned with economic growth; [ will try to show that the same
is true of the Maoist faction, despite its facade of populist and
egalitarian rhetoric. Furthermore, 1 will argue, it was not Mao
who rencunced Stalin’s economic pricrities, but his oppo-
nents; Mao wanted to retain the eseential features of the Stalin-
ist development program, making only such changes as were
needed to adapt the Soviet model to Chinese ecoromic reali-
ties. In order to demonstrate this, it will be necessary to return
to the origins of the “struggle berween the two lines” in the
19505, for it was then that the economic battle lines between
“left”" and “right” were drawn. The bulk of this article will
recount, in some detail, the emergence of the conflict during
the 1950s; 1 will then attempt, more briefly, to show that the
same issues continued to be the focus of debate in the 1960s
and 1970=. But first we must clarify the meaning of the key
term, “Stalinist development strategy.” so as to avoid certain
confusions which have become endemic o recent China
scholarship.

The Stalinist Development strategy

Throughout these pages, I will be using such terms as
“Stalinist model” and “Stalinist development strategy” in a
very specific and restricted sense, referring to the set of inter-
related policies applied during the USSR's First Five-Year Plan.
The later Five-Year Plans have, of course, much in common
with the first, but it was the economic program of 1929-32
which embodied the principles of Stalinist economics in their
purest form. The following decades saw a gradual drift away
from the pure Stalinist model, in a direction which might be
called (the term will be explained presently) Bukharinist. It is
customary. at lezst in writing about China, to include the
entire history of Soviet economic policy under the rubric of
“the Soviet model.” a term used interchangeably with “5talin-
ist model.” Although this broader definition is perfectly appro-
priate for most purposes, the failure to differentiate between
variations of Soviet economics has contributed {as will become
clear in dur course) to the general confusion about the rela-
tionship between Maoism and Stalinism.

Stalin’s First Five-Year Plan was, in a phrase. a crash
industrialization program.’ All efforts were concentrated on a
single goal: the highest possible rate of growth of heavy indus-
try. The State 100k contral of the entire urban vconomy, and
scarce resources were channeled into the priority sectors, at
the expense of consumer goods industries; centralized planning
was introduced and expanded precisely to ensure the “courect”
distribution of resources, as markel forces would otherwise
dictate investment in the higher-profit consumer sector. At-
tempts were periodically made to raise labor productivity by
speed-ups amd forced overtime, with disastrous consequences
for workers’ health and safety. While production quotas were
raised through “socialist emulation,” living standards were on
the decline as consumer industries were starved of investment.
Police informers in the factories recorded the workers'
response to this intensified exploitation: "Socialist competition
is 4 new yoke on the neck of the workers. They want to drive
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the half-dead worker to the grave before his time."*

Agriculture made a major contribution to the growth of
heavy industry; the countryside provided a pool of cheap
labor, which could be transferred to the cities as needed, and
the peasants’ labor provided tood and raw materials for the
consumer industries, which provisioned the growing urban
workforce, as well as agricultural exports, which were ex-
changed for Western capital goods. To give the peasants some-
thing in return, more consumer goods or agricultural tools,
would have drawn resources away from heavy industry; thus,
the agricultural surplus product was extracted without offering
anything in exchange. Forced “collectivization,'™ which
amounted to a war waged by the ruling class against the peas-
antry, gave the State control over the peasanis’ land and labor-
power, making it possible to extract the agricultural surplus
relatively efficiently. One effect of this policy—which, as we
will see, made the Stalinist model unworkable in China—was
a long-term stagnation of agricultural vutput, for the peasants
had little incentive to produce more,

These are the main features of the Stalinist strategy . In the
late 19205 the “Bolshevik Right,” led by Nikolai Bukharin,
charted a diflerent path to industrialization.” Their main disa-
greement with the “Left” was over agricultural policy. Remem-
bering the 1920-21 rural uprisings that had been provoked by
wartime grain requisitioning, Bukharin feared that a renewed
assault on the peasants would drive them to rebel again. In-
stead, they should be persuaded to hand over their crop sur-
pluses by ottering them farm tuols and consumer goods in
exchange, Industry should therefore be ariented towards serv-
ing the needs of agriculture. Heavy industry's growth would
necessarily be slower in the short run, but it would eventually
benetit from the larger <urpluses created by agricultural invest-
ment. In this strategy. the How ot resources fromr-country to
city would be maintained (by taxation and by manipulation of
the ratio beiween the prices of industrial and agricultural
goads), but at a slower pace, so a5 not to antagonize the peas-
ants. Compulsory collectivization was ruled out. Since invest-
ment waould not be forced into heavy industry, there would be
no need to immediately subslitute planning for the market:
instead of subsidizing heavy industry, all State industry would
be required to operate at a profit.

These are the poles between which statecapitalist eco-
nemic policy oscillates: when the bureaucracy becomes disil-
lusioned with the extreme form of the Stalinist model, it has
nowhere to go but to the “Right,” that is, lowards the Bukhar-

inist model. Nikolai Bukharin is thus the patron saint of all
state-capitalist “economic reformers,” even if they do not
always remember to light a candle at his altar. Examples of
pure Stalinist economics are rare: the USSR during the First
FYP; most of Eastern Europe in the early Cold War years;
China in 1953-54 and again during the Greal Leap Forward.
Yugoslavia has moved the farthest in the other direction, but it
is not entirely alone: to one degree or another, concessions to
the Bukharinist strategy {or, as it is more often known, “mar-
ket socialism”} are the general rule. In the People’s Republic,
Bukharinist tendencies were kept in check by Mao, but have
tlourished since his death.

“Learn from the Soviet Union”

By maximizing the rate of exploitation and cpncentrating
all resources on a single goal, Stalin’s crash industrialization
program did succeed in achieving that goal: heavy industry
advanced rapidly. Steel preduction, for example, increased by
48 percent during the tirst plan; oil, by 83 percent. [t was this
success story which the Chinese were to try to emulate in their
own First Five-Year Plan, begun in 1953. However, China
adopted the Stalinist development model at a time when it was
already beginning to come into question throughout the state-
capitalist bloc. including the Soviet Union itself. Stalin's death
in March 1953 made it possible to criticize his economics: by
September, Khrushchev had described in the pages ol Pravidu
the failure of Soviet agriculture under Stalin: grain output, he
revealed, had increased by only 10 percent since 1940, and
there were fewer livestock than there had been forty years
before. Malenkov proposed an economic "New Course,”
which would increase investment in light industry and agricul-
ture. Throughout Eastern Europe, the Stalinist pattern of crash
industrialization, which had been applied from 1949 10 195,
was being reconsidered.” The CCP leaders were not insulated
trom Soviet and Eastern European influences; their readiness
to back down from the classic Stalinist model when il foun-
dered in China was no doubt encouraged by the "rightward”
trend within the bloc.

It was on the “industrial front” that the People’'s Republic
mosl closely followed the Stalinist line. State investment was,
if anything, even more heavily cancentrated in industry, with
other sectors, such as agriculture and housing, receiving an
even smaller share of the pie.” The Soviet practice of setting
targets too high to be met was also followed: the yearly plan
for 1953 called for a 25.6 percent rise in industrial output. to be
achieved mostly through a 16 percent increase in labor produc-
tivity: but, despite a nationwide speed-up drive, these targets
could not be met." Speed-ups occurred in the first half of the
year in both 1953 and 1954; their impact on the workers was
occasionally disclosed by the Party press. The Peapic's Daily
acknowledged that industrial accidents werge up in the first half
of 1953, The following year, a report from Shanghai said that,
"In transport departments, many accidents have been caused
as a result of overburdening the workers. The carrying of
excessively heavy loads has caused the workers to vomit
blood, to complain of aching bones, to suffer injuries from
falls, and to hurt their spines,” Early in 1955, when the Stalin-
ist model was under attack, the head of the “Trade Unions”
declared, "There has been no limit to the prolongation of
working hours; individual workers have worked continuously



for 72 hours through additional shifts and working hours. . . .
There are quite a few cases in which, owing to exhaustion,
workers have fainted. vomitted blood, or even died. ™"

Along with the speed-ups went an intensification ot
repression directed against the workers. The official press
mounted a campaign to tighten labor discipline in the spring of
1953. Workers were denounced for such crimes as skipping
work to go to the movies, or to work for private capitalists
who paid higher wages than the State. “In the Shanghai Elec-
tric Bulb Factory,” one typical attack ran, “where the working
hours terminate at 5 PM, many workers go to the toilet room
at around 4:50 PM to wash their hands and get ready to leave,
.. The workers eat candies and watermelon seeds, talk and
laugh just as if they are attending a tea party.”'* The next year,
the campaign was resumed: a labor discpline code, copied
directly from Stalin, was introduced, and special tribunals
were set up in the industrial districts and along the railroad
lines to try “saboteurs.”"" The consequences of these discipline
campaigns were described—again, in 1955—in an editorial in
the Beijing Workers' Daily:"

Inadequate business management. low productivity, and
tailure to compiete the production plans aee all blamed on
the workers and ascribed to their breach of labor discipline.

.. The management of some enterprses otten shiti the
responsibility tor injury and accidents ta the workers. .
For mstance, the grinder on the “chlorine trough' in Work-
shop 52 of lhe Shenyang Chemical Works has no satety
equipment. The workers had pointed this aul but the work-
shop 100k no action. with the resall that an accidenl oc-
curred where a worker had his (ingers cut. Analyzing the
causes tor the accident, the man in charge ot the workshop
put it “carelezsness on the part of workers,” . The warker
who had lost his fingers was lined one month's bonys and
made to criticize himseli betore the public.  In other in-
stances. when a serious luss has resulted 1o an enterprise
due to an accident, the worker responsible is sent to the
people's court to be punished as a criminal,

The author of this editorial was attacked during Mao's Great
Leap Forward as a “bourgeois rightist”; this and other exam-
ples of muckraking were among the "crimes” against the prole-
tariat for which he was condemned.

In agriculture, the Stalinist path was followed much more
hesitantly and cautiously.* As originally envisioned, collec-
tivization was to take place in three stages, spread out over a
period of about fifteen years. The process would begin with
the formation of mutual aid teams—each composed of five to
twenty households— which would systematize and extend the
traditional pooling of labor, tools, and animals without mak-
ing any changes in property relations. In the second stage. sev-
eral teams would be united in a cooperative, in which work
would be organized collectively but the peasants would retain
title to their land. and would be paid partly according to the
amount and quality of the land they contributed. Finally. the
cooperatives were to be amalgamaled inlo collectives—each
the size of a large village, or about a hundred families—in
which land, large tools, and draft animals would be owned “in
common’ and payment would depend solely on labor.

By the middle of 1952, some 40 percent of peasant house-
holds, most of them in the “early liberated areas” of North and
Northeast China, had joined mutual aid teams; only a handful
(0.1 percent) were in cooperatives. The first serious attempt to
organize tooperatives occurred in the spring of 1953 (roughly
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coinciding with that year's industrial speed-up), and was pre-
ceded by a purge of around 10 percent of the rural cadres. This
mini-collectivization drive reached its peak in March, and was
then reversed: 29 percent of the cooperatives were disbanded,
and the cadres were criticized for the “brutal measures” they
had used in forcing the peasants to sign up. While the number

of cooperatives doubled, it still remained insignificant, Al-
though this first experiment was not very successful, the
imperatives of rapid industrialization demanded that the
bureaucracy gain more contro! over agriculture, all the more
s0 when a new trade agreement with the USSR, requiring more
agricultural exports, was signed in the fall.

Since the peasants had proven unwilling to hand over
their produce 1o the State at below-market prices, a new law
was enacted in November 1953: henceforth, all “excess” grain
would be bought at prices set by the State. “If socialism does

not occupy the rural front line thencapitalismwill,” Mao de-
clared, and there was a new push to organize the peasants. By
mid-1954, some 60 percent were organized, but still mostly in
-mutual-aid teams; only 2 percent belonged to cooperatives.
From fall 1954 to spring 1955, the campaign was resumed, and
the proportion of rural households in cooperatives increased
to 14 percent. The number of collectwes was rmmscule There

The Stalinist model in crisis

Difficulties with the First Five-Year Plan arose imme-
diately. The industrial speed-ups necessary to mee! over-ambi-
tious targets led not only to more accidents, but also to more
breakdowns of expensive machinery and a general deteriora-
tion of product quality, to the point that much of the increased
output was unusable, Concentrating investment in capital-
intensive heavy industry provided few new jobs, and thus
offered little hope to the millions of urban unemployed. Short-
ages of food and consumer goods and wretched housing condi-
tions added to the demoralization of the urban workforce.
Even more serious were the rural problems. Manv prasants
were unhappy about being forced inta cooperatives;” they
responded by killing off draft animals and pigs, breaking
tools, and refusing to obey work orders.'* Peasant resistance
was not as widespread as in Stalin's collectivization drives,"”
but it was serious enough to make the Party think twice about
pushing the peasants too hard. With the introduction of com-
pulsory grain purchases, the surplus product extracted from
the countryside was at once increased sharply—and this



despite poor harvests in 1953-54—leaving some peasants with
barely encugh to eat. The high pracurement quotas set off a
panic in the countryside in 1954-55; peakants concealed grain
from the authorities, betieged them with complaints and de-
mands for a return of the surpluses already handed in, and fled
to the cities In droves; rural Party cadres often participated in
these activities or tooked the other way.™®

Similar difficulties at the start of the USSR’s First Plan had
not forced Stalin into any major reconsideration of his devel-
opment program; in fact, he had insisted on stepping up the
pace of industrialization and completing the Five-Year Plan in
four years. But the CCP faced still another problem, one
which could not be ignored: the increase in putput expected 1o
result from more rational and efficient organization of agricul-
tural labor did not materialize. While Industry was forging
ahead, agriculture fell short of the plan targets, and in fact
barely kept pace with population growth, Since the country-
side provided 90 percent of the raw materials for light industry
and 75 percent of the exports exchanged for fereign capital
goods, the agricultural lag had an immediate effect on indus-
try.” After the excellent harvest of 1952, industry’s growth
rate in the following year was 30 percent, but with the poor
harvests of 1953 and 1954, industrial growth fell to 16 percent
in 1954 and 6 percent in 1955.” No such dependence of indus-
trial growth on agricultural fluctuations occurred in the Soviet
Union: on the contrary, while total agricultural production fell
by 25 to 30 percent over the course of the First Five-Year Plan,
State procurements more than doubled, allowing industry to
expand steadily,”'

Unlike the Soviet Union, the People’s Republic was
unable to consistently extract an agricultural surplus large
enoiigh to maintain rapid industrial growth. The reason lay in
a fundamental difference between the China of the 1950s and
the Russia of the 1920s, a difference which was 10 make the
Stalinist model unworkable in China. In the Sovict Union., it
was possible to offset a poor harvest by decreasing the peas-
anis’ consumption; State procurements did not have to be
lowered. But China’s peasants lived too close 1o subsistence
level to permit any cut in living standards: China's per capita
grain production in 1952 was not guite 60 percent of the
USSR’s in 1928.2 Not only was China's potential agricultural
surplus so small that a bad harvest cauld virtually wipe it out,
but also any attempt to preserve the surplus at the expense of
consumption would court disaster. To persist in squeezing
grain out of the peasants after a crop failure would drive them
to the wall. and they would retaliate by slaughtering draft ani-
mals and destroying tools, which in turn would further reduce
production in the following years. This meant that a funda-
mental departure from Stalinist orthodoxy was essential.
While the Soviet burcaucracy could atford to let total farm
output stagnate, since it could in any case lay its hands on a
sizable surplus. in China an increase in total output was neces-
sary to guarantee a reliable surplus. A purely extractive,
Stalinist approach was thus not feasible.

With the Five-Year Plan in trouble after only two years,
the CCP had to begin to recognize that a quick push for heavy
industry was impractical. In facl, opposition to the Plan's
basic strategy had already been voiced in 1953, when unnamed
crities were officially quoted as demanding more investment in
light industry and agriculture and a rise in living standards.*
By early 1955, it seems that ‘most of the top bureaucrats had
come fo accept the (essentially Bukharinist} logic of the critics’
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position. In the vanguard in developing a new policy was a
group of economic experts within the Party, Chen Yun being a
notable example, bul the turn to the “right” apparently
enjoyed wide support at the highest level of the apparatus. As
a result, there was a genera) retreat from the Stalinist line of
1953-54.

The collectivization drive which had started in the fall of
1954 was halted, about 3 percent of the cooperalives were
allowed to dissolve, and the rural cadres were again criticized
for their use of economic pressure (i.e., raising the taxes of
thase who refused to join co-ops) or physical coercion. In the
future, it was stressed, collectivization would be purely volun-
tary, and a low rate of formation of co-ops was projected for
1955, The burden of State procurement quotas was lightened,
and the peasants were promised that there would be no
increase in quotas for three years, The terms of trade were ta
be somewhat less unfavorable to the countryside. In industry,
the speed-ups were denounced as “guerilla methods,” inapplic-
able to modern industry; trade union cadres were criticized for
having shown a lack of concern for the welfare of the workers.
Light industry was to receive a greater share of investment,
providing more consumer goods for workers and peasants.
The policy of social peace was even extended to the capitalists:
fearing a capital strike provoked by rumers of imminrent
nationalization, the Party relaxed its control over business
transactions, returned a few shops that had been nationalized
in 1954-55 to their original owners, and reassured capitalists
that I;I:ey would continue (0 play a major role in the econ-
omy.

I is not clear how far China’s Bukharinists had progressed
in waorking out the particulars of a long-run solution to the
main problem: the unreliability of the agricultural surplus.
Investment in agriculture was part of their program, but what
kind of investment? Tractors were clearly not the answer: they
could not yet be produced in the required numbers, and the
available models were not suited to most of China's agricul-
ture. In the event the Right"” was not in a position to work out
a full solution in practice until the early 1960s; but the general
direction to be taken must already have been obvious in 1955:
increased application of fertilizers, expansion of the amount of
land under irrigation, etc. Whether the Party would have been
willing in the mid-1950s to accept the large shift of investment
funds required to make such a program work will never be
known; but, in the long run they were to have little choice.
Meanwhile, Mac thought he had a better idea.

Mao’s neo-Stalinist alternative

The most obvious drawback of the slow-growth strategy,
trom the point of view of the bureaucracy, was that it implied
a long period of dependence on Soviet economic aid: if the
emphasis was to be shifted to light industry and agriculture,
the building of an independent heavy-industrial base would
have to be delayed and capital goods would have to be im-
ported for years to come. The Russians would certainly try to
parlay their economic leverage into political control. This
prospect could not have been pleasing to Mao, who had once
told Edgar Snow, “We are certainly not fighting for an emanci-
pated China in order to turn the counlry over to Mascow!"®
In addition, the Bukharinist strategy would postpene the day
when China would join the front ranks of world powers. and



this must have been equally displeasing to Mao, who repeated-
ly stated that, “We must. . . build our country up into a power-
Ful modemn socialist state” and “We shall catch up with Britain
in fifteen years. > Such nationalistic sentiments were, | would
argue, the most important motive behind Mao's search for a
developmental model that would salvage the prospect of rapid
modemization, Three aspects of Mao's program will be exam-
ined here: its continuities with the original Stalinist model; its
solution to the problem of the agricultural surplus: and ite
“egalitarianism.”

(1} At the core of the Maoist program was the very same
set of policies that were enacted in Stalin's First Five-Year Plan:
immediate nationalization, industrial speed-up drives, collec-
tivization of the peasants, general austerity. And these mea-
sures had the same overriding goal as in Stalin's program, the
fastest passible development of heavy industry,

This point needs to be underlined: its full significance has
not diten been grasped. Thus, one noted scholar can write that
“the Great Leap Forward marks the triumph of the Maoist
approach over Soviel models,” even though he recognizes that
the Leap “does not mark a decisive break with one of the main
features of the Stalinist madel. . . . There was to be na diversion
of investment inputs from the heavy indusirial sector.” This
statement does not do justice to the continuities between
Stalinist and Maoist economics; for, the exclusive facus on
heavy industry, which Mao barrowed from the Soviet First
Five-Year Plan, entailed more than merely “a Stalinist concep-
tion of capital allocation.”” It also entailed a wide range of
corollaries which touched the lives of every social group, from
urban workers (the speed-ups} to the peasants (forced collec-
tivization}.

A number of additional similarities between Stalin's First
plan and Mao's Great Leap Forward | GLF) might be noted: for
instance, the continual raising of production quotas from the
attainable to the implausible 1o the impossible, coupled with
attacks {under the guise of “class struggle”) on all thote who
questioned the targets; the proliferation of military terminol-
ogy—the “production front,” “baltles” with nature, etc. —with
its emphasis on discpline and self-sacrifice; the insistence that
all art and literature must serve to indoctrinate the workers
and peasants in this ethic of military discipline and self-immo-
lation; and the use of a rhetoric of mass participation to dis-
Buise increased exploitation. This last is worthy of particular
consideration, for Western Maoists claim that workers' parti-
cipation in management was one of the points on which Mao
departed from Stalinist orthodoxy. Yet, participatory rhetoric
was just as much a part of Stalin's economics as of Mao's.
Stalin’s speed-ups were always officially described as products
vl the workers’ spontaneous demands. We do not need to turn
back to the Soviet propaganda of the 1930s to see this; con-
temporary Stalinists continue to make the same claim. Thus
we hear that Stakhanovism “arose from the initiatives of indi-
vidual workers themselves... . What in other countries has
generally been devised by functional foremen and efficiency
experts, often in the teeth of relentless hostility from ordinary
workers, was now being initiated by workers themselves,”®
Another eulogist of Stalin's Russia speaks of “the participation
of workers in criticizing the five-year plan and drawing up
revised plans of their own.”® In practice, talk of “mobilizing
the masses” and “relying upon the creativity of the masses” has
always signified a Stalinist-style crash industrialization, in
China as much as in the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe.
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Pro-Maoist scholars point to the fact that Mao was a
severe critic of Soviet economics, including Stalin’s own writ-
ings.” What they overlook is that Mao's attacks were leveled
at the (post-Stalinist) Soviet economic orthodoxy of the 1950s,
and at Stalin only insofar as he moved away from the pure
Stalinist model in his later writings. Mao's references to the
Soviet First Five-Year Plan, though infrequent, are invariably
favorable; “At that time [1928] Stalin had nothing else to rely
upon except the masses, so he demanded all-out mobilization
of the party and the masses. Afterward. when they had real-
ized some gains this way. they became less reliant on the
masses."" Mao's reproach to Stalin was, it seems, that he
stopped being a good Stalinist. Nor was Mao too hard on
China's economic planners for their emulation of the Stalinist
model in their own First Five-Year Plan: in fact. he stated that
the first plan, though it “lacked creativity,” was “basically cor-
rect.*? [t was only when the planners questioned the cardina!
Stalinist principle of priority to heavy industry that Mao
balked. If many writers have missed the essential point—that
Mao rejected the Soviet economic orthodoxy of the 19505 only
in order to revive an earlier, and more repressive, Stalinist
arthodoxy—this is at least partly because they fail to distin-
guish between variations of the Soviet model, and therefore
assume that the rejection of one particular variant is equiva-
lent to discarding Soviet economics as a whole.

{2) As we have sven, the fundamental weakness of the
Chinese economy was agriculture's inability 1o consistently
provide an adequate surplus product, which caused industrial
growth to fluctuate from year to year and made long-term
planning impossible. The precondition for steady and rpid
industrial growth was thus an increase in farm production.
The appropriate technical measures to be applied were fairly
clear: wider irrigation and improved flood contrel, more Ferti-
lizers, some kind of mechanization, etc. Up o this point,
China's “Left” and “Right” could agree. The disagreement
arose over the question of how to reach the common goal.

The “rightist” approach—which did not fully emerge until
the early 1960s— was to increase the share of central invest-
ment in agriculture, producing chemical fertilizers and pestis
cides, small pumps to mechanize irrigation, and other small
machines such as garden tractors.® Obviously,*investment
would have to be diverted from heavy industry; moreover, the
program could not be expected o accomplish any dramatic
results in the immediate future. and therefore implied a
lengthy delay in the industrial take-off. Mao's “Left” refused to
accept any such postponement; they insisted that a plentiful
agricultural surplus could be created almost overnight, and
without a major diversion of central investment into agricul-
ture.™ Thus the basic principles of Stalinist crash moderniza-
tion neéd not be discarded,

The key assumption of Mao's rural development program
was that the technical transformation of agriculture could be
achieved—at little or no cost to the State—by mobilizing un-
and underemployed labor and economically marginal natural
resources which would otherwise be unutilized. Large-scale
labor mabilization projects were one pillar of the Maoist pro-
gram: vast labor armies would be put to wark building irriga-
tion canals and dikes, collecting organic fertilizer, killing
natural pests, et¢. The second major motif in the “leftist” stra
tegy was rural industrialization: small factories would be set
up everywhere, financed by the local peasants: the best-
known example being the backyard iron and steel furnaces of



1958. These local plants would produce mainly agricultural
means of production, such as small tools and chemical fertiliz-
ers. It should be stressed that rural industrializalion was not an
end in itselt, inspired by a vision of narrowing the gap between
country and city, so much as a means of avoiding the transfer
of central investment away from heavy industry. A third cate-
gory of Maoist policies included several retorms of agricultural
technique. such as closer planting and deeper plowing, which
were universally popularized with little preliminary testing.
All ot these measures, taken together. were expected to pro-
duce fantastic increases in crop yields almost immediately.
Since Mao's rural program had to accomplish something Stalin
hadn't needed to do, namely to create a surplus product rather
than merely extract an already-existing one, il was necessary
tu gain an even tighter control over the peasants’ labor-power
and means of production than Stalin had attempted: this, and
not an ideological vision of communism, was Lhe motive
behind the People's Communes.

{31 It is the third aspect of the Maoist development stra-
tegy that has attracted the most attention from Western radi-
cals: its relative egalitarianism. On this point, Mao certainly.
departed signiticantly from the Stalinist precedent: where
Stalin imposed austerity only on the masses, Mao wanted to
force the cadres to make sacrifices as well. Yet here, too, it can
be argued that Mao only altered the Stalinist model in order to
adapt it to the greater economic backwardness of China. The
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ecanomic rationale of Maao's egalitarianism has in fact already
been elaborated in some detail—not by Mao's detractors, but
by his admirers, who aim to defend him against the charge ot
economic irrationality and utopianism.® It is often pointed
out, by scholars sympathetic to Maoism, that restriction of the
bureaucracy’s consumption was necessary to prevent it from
becoming a drain on investment. And making the cadres par-
ticipate in physical labor served not enly to ensure that they
helped to earn their keep, but also to allow them to supervise
the workers and peasants more closely.® Similarly, Mao's
educational reforms were aimed at slashing expenses on elite

universities and stressing vocational training geared to the
immediate needs of industry. Even his rural health program

.can be explained as intended “'not only to relieve the hardship

of chronic and almost universal bad health. but to minimize
the consequent inefficiencies so that the population |could] get
as much effective working energy as is possible aut of a rela-
tively low calorie intake. ™ The Maoist emphasis on liberating
women by drawing them into the labor force, likewise, was a
corollary of the labor mobilization strategy, which required
the largest possible workforce.® Once it is realized that there
were practical economic reasons behind all of these “egalitar-
ian” policies, however, there is no longer any need to assume
that Mao was motivated by socialist values: thus, the defense
of his economic rationality undermines the image of Mao as
humanistic reformer.



The mini-Leap Forward of 1955-56

As we have seen, the top Party bureaucrats had become
disillusioned with the Stalinist strategy by early 1955 and were
moving. at least provisionally, to the “right.” Mao did not
accept their decision. After touring the provinces, presumably
to drum up support for his program, he called a conference of
provincial Party secretaries in July and demanded that they
step up the rate of collectivization. By the time the Central
Committee met in October, he was able to present his col-
leagues with a fait accompli: collectivization was well under
way, and without the disruptions they had feared. Mao fol-
lowed up this victory by proposing a Twelve-Year Agricul-
tural Program, which included a further acceleration of collec-
tivizaion and projected vast increases in output, to be
achieved through the labor-mobilization techniques described
above. The program was put into practice without waiting for
ratification from the Politburo. The rural cadres lack of
enthusiasm for collectivization was remedied by a campaign
against “hidden counterrevolutionaries™: a new category of
labor camp—to which suspects could be deported without the
formality of a trial —was created for the occasion. Late in the
year, a new speed-up drive was initiated in China's factories.
At the same time, the remnants of private industry were
nationalized and a massive investment drive was launched *

Within months, the modified Stalinst program had run
into the same problems as the orthodox Stalinist model. The
speed-ups had tamiliar results: poor quality products, machine
breakdowns, accidents, and worker unrest, Over-investment
gave rise to competition for scarce resources, and as usual it
was light industry which was sacrified. Furthermore, the State
bureaucracy had difficulties managing the factories which it
had taken over without adequate preparation. In the country-
side, the situation was no better. Many peasants, still resenting
being forced into collectives, resisted in the usual ways. They
had further grounds for complaint: Mao's rural development
plan increased their workload and lowered their living stan-
dards by cutting into the time available for family handicraft
production and cultivation of private plots. Perhaps the most
serjous problem—one which was to arise on a much wider
scale in the Great Leap Forward —reflected a consistent flaw in
Mao's approach to rural development: new tools and tech-
niques were adopted indiscriminately. Perhaps the most noto-
rious example was the two-wheel, two-blade plow, one of
Mao's hobby-horses. Hundreds of thousands of the plows
were built in 1955-56 and sold to peasants who sometimes had
to be forced to buy them. As it turned out, most of them had
to be scrapped because of technical difficulties: the plows were
too heavy and sank into the mud, there were not enough draft
animals to pull them, etc. Errors of this sort, combined with
bad weather, produced a disappointing harvest in 1956,

Mao's crash industrialization program had to be aban-
doned. The speed-up drive was halted, wages were raised, and
workers were promised that the urban housing shortage would
be relieved. The percentage of investment in light industry was
to be increased. Concessions were also made to the peasants:
private plots were restored where they had been taken away,
rural free markets were re-opened, and prices for some agricul-
tural goods were increased. Mao’s Twelve-Year Agricultural
Program was shelved. Many of the cadres who had opposed
collectivization were released from the camps and restored to
their posts, while those who had carried out the Leap-Forward

program too enthusiastically were criticized for “command-
tsm.” At the Eighth Party Congress in September. the talk was
all of modest, realistic planning and balanced growth,

With his program in trouble, Mao wisely retreated—or
was forced to retreat. At a Politburo meeting in April, he
delivered a speech, "On the Ten Major Relationships.” which
incorporated many of the proposals of the Bukharinists. This
speech has misled a number of scholars into concluding that
Mao was himself a Bukharinist, or at least a critic of the Soviet
heavy-industry-first strategy supposedly favored by his oppo-~
nents.” But as we have seen, it was not Mao, but his oppo-
nents, who first questioned the priority of heavy industry; and
Mao only adopted this position when his own policies had
failed and were under attack as “adventurist.” This suggests
that Mao’s April speech represented a public concession to his
opponents. not a statement of his own views. And in fact, it
has been recently disclosed that Mao did not write "On the
Ten Major Relationships”: the main drafter was one of Mao's
Bukharinist critics.” Only by ignoring these facts can one
make a case that the "Ten Major Relationships’ demonstrates
that Mao rejected the Stalinist development model; yet, this
speech is the most important piece of evidence for the claim
that Mao advocated a more consumer- and agriculture-
oriented development program. Clearly, the theory rests on a
shaky foundation.

The Impact of the Hundred Flowers Movement

For a few weeks in the spring of 1957, at Mao's insistence
and against the will of most of the Politburo, open criticism of
the Party by non-members was permitted—indeed, de-
manded. In keeping with the standard interpretation of Mao as
an opponent of bureaucratic oppression, this episode is usually
seen as an attemnpt 10 make the Party more responsive to popu-
tar sentiment. However, there is another way of looking at the
matter. In 1956-57, Mao was somewhat under a cloud: his pol
icies had been rejected and his personality cult was being
undermined (by, e.g., the removal of any reference to "Mao-
Zedong Thought'' from the Party Constitution),* When out-
voted in the Politburo, Mac often appealed to torces outside
the Party’s inner circle: sometimes—-in the case ot the 1955-56
collectivization drive, for example—he looked to other ele-
ments of the Party bureaucracy for support: sometimes he
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sought allies outside the Party, the most spectacular case being
the Cultural Revolution. The Hundred Flowers Campaign can
be seen as yet another of Mao's attempts to pressure his col-
leagues into accepting his policies by manipulating social
forces.

Perhaps, then, Mao hoped that if he encouraged pecple to
criticize the Party's arrogance and elitism, they would respond
by supporting his economic program. The appeals to speak
out freely were particularly directed to the "bourgeois intelli-
Zentsia,” and Mao may have felt that their patriotic desire to
see China become a world power would lead them to back his
crash industrialization plan. If he had any such hopes, they
were unfounded. Popular criticism went beyond atntacks on
individual cadres—which would have been acceptable—to
question basic Party policy and even the Party’s right tp exer-
cise dictatarship. Not all of the dissenters were conservatives
or liberals; sume of the attacks on Party rule came from a lefi-
Wing perspective. One student from a poar peasant back-
ground asserted that “a new class oppression”’ had emerged:
“As for the means of production, the main Party, Covern-
ment, and Army people, who hold power and represent a very
small percentage of the people, own them in common and
embellish this situation by calling it ‘comman ownership by
the people. "™ The greatest ferment occurred on the cam-
puses. but it was not only students who raised inexpedient
demands. Union functionaries, for example, called for the
right to organize unions free of Party control, and shop-floor
representatives complained that they were required to “uncon-
ditionally support the management.” If they objected to in-
creased quotas and forced overtime, they would be accused of
such deviations as “syndicalism” and “economism.” “Some
even accuse trade-union cadres of ‘unprincipled compromise’
with the masses, )

Faced with vehement attacks, including calls for the aver-
throw of I'arty dictatorship, the CCP put a quick end to the
free speech movement and counterattacked with an "anti-
rightist” campaign, Apparently, Mao had suffered another set-
back; not only had he failed to garner support for his econom-
ic projects, but he had provoked the resentment of Party mem-
bers by forcing them to submit to outsiders' bitter denuncia-
tions. The Party, it seemns, took a subtle revenge: quite a bit of
personal invective against Mao was published in the official
press, under the pretext of reporting the evil sayings of "bour-
geois rightists."** Yet less than six months later, Mao was able
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lo revive his Leap-Forward policies of 1955-56 on a much
larger scale over the continuing opposition, or at least skep-
ticism, of a large part of the top Party leadership. How did
Mao transform apparent deteat into victory?

One factor in Mao's success was his manipulation of the
tensions between provincial and central Party bureaucrats.
The slowdown in growth, which the Bukharinists were pre-
pared to accept, would leave the more underdeveloped prov-
inces stranded in their backwardness for an indefinite period.
At the Eighth Party Congress, several provincial Party secre-
taries asked the central leadership for more industrial invest-
ment.*” It was Mao who answered their request, for one of the
provisions of the GLF was that each province would have its
own heavy-industrial base.*” Those provincial Party bosses
who backed Mac's call for a new Leap Forward were rewarded
with promotions to the Central Committee in 1958.%

While support from the provinces was important to Mao,
the strongest impetus ta the revival of his neo-Stalinist pro-
gram was no doubt the fact that the "right” turn of 1956-57
was not having the desired results.* Despite concessions to the
agricultural producers, the performance of that key sector did
not improve. Rural cadres, under less pressure from above in
the last half of 1956, set lower quotas for the collective fields
and reduced local investment. Mediocre weather also had its
eftect, and State grain procurements after the summer 1957
harvest fell short of the official quota,

Furthermore, even betore the Hundred Flowers Move
ment, the general relaxation of controls was threatening {o get
out of hand. Thousands of peasants deserted the collectives in
late 1956. and not all could be persuaded to return; and those
who remained within the collective farm system often collab-
orated with the local cadres in undermining it. The officially-
sanctioned expansion of private plots also undercut the peas-
ants’ obligations to the State and reinforced their tendency to
devote more labor-time and apply more organic fertilizer to
their own land than to the collective fields. In the cities, work-
ers reacted to the Party's vacillations of mid-1956 by staging
daozens of strikes in the latter part of the year and the first half
of 1957.% Thus workers and peasants responded to the Party's
conciliatory gestures of 1956-57. not by working harder to
achieve new economic successes, but rather by airing old
grievances and pushing for further concessions. Politically, as
well as economically. it seemed that the right turn was leading
to a dead end. It is not surprising, then, that the Party was
amenable to being persuaded to change courses once more—
especially since the repressiveness of the Stalinist program
suited the bureaucracy’s defensive and retaliatory mood after
the Hundred Flowers. Furthermore, 2 good deal of China's
social unrest was directly attributable tq economic stagnation;
in this light, a crash program may have seemed the most plau-
sible way out of a potentially dangerous situation.

The Great Leap Forward

In response to the popular unrest revealed by the Hun-
dred Flowers, the poor performance of the economy in 1956-
57, and the threatened loss of control over the peasants, the
Party was already moving in a “leftist” (i.e., Stalinist) direc-
tion by the middle of 1957. After the summer harvest, a
"socialist education campaign” was launched: its aim in the
rural areas was to persuade the peasants to return to the collec-



tives and to spend more time working the collective fields.®'
Opponents of collectivization—rich peasants and ex-land-
lards, acconding to official accounts—were punished as exam-
ples to the rest. Rural markets were closed down, in order to
discourage the peasants from private labor. In the cities, the
rebellious mood of the workers and students was met by
repression. “"Counter-Revolutionary Cases Involving Posting
of Reactionary Stogans Broken in Liaoning Province,” ran a
typical headline of the period. One of the counterrevolution-
aries. a worker in an auto plant, “had on many occasions
scribbled reactionary slogans and distributed reactionary
handbills. On 18 and 20 April, he distributed in a streetcar
reactionary handbills slandering the leadership and intiting
workers to stage strikes.” Another article described a group of
“undesirable characters™ recently taken into custody; among
them were workers who “constantly violated labor discipline,
They absented themselves from work without giving reasons,
adopted the passive attitude of going slow with work, were
insubordinate to the leadership, refused to take up the work
assigned to them, and even went so far as to snap at the leader-
ship and to sabotage means of production and state proper-
ty.”* This repression directed against even the slightest hint of
werker resistance is not easy 1o reconcile with the claim that
an “unprecedented experiment in,worker control and partici-
pation in management swept over the nation” during the
GLF.»

It was in this general atmosphere—a closing of Party
ranks against outside criticism, a tightening of control over the
masses— that the first clear signs of a retum to the Maoist stra-
tegy appeared.® A revised version of Mao's Twelve-Year
Agricultural Program was on the agenda at the fall Central
Committee meeting, and several of the slogans of the mini-
Leap Forward were heard again. "Socialist education” in the
countryside was intensified: now the main target was the
“rightist conservatism” of the lower-level cadres, who had
complained that the Party was squeezing tob much grain out
of the peasants and driving them to rebel. Some 3 percent of
the basic-level cadres were purged. Hundreds of thousands of
urban bureaucrats—“conservatives” who doubted the wisdom
of the Party's turn 1o the "left” —were criticized and sent down
1o work in factories and villages: they could redeem them-
selves by helping to strengthen the management of collectives
and factories.

Throughout this period. from the summer of 1957 to the
early fall of 1958. Mao was extremely active, touring the prov-
inces time and again, no doubt to canvass support for the GLF.
In November. he went to Moscow in search of economic aid,
the last of China’s Soviet credits having been exhausted: he
returned to Beijing with empty pockels. [t was clear that China
would have to develop solely through its own efforts; this may
have provided Mao with the clinching argument for mounting
a new crash-industrialization drive. At any rate, it was only
after Mao's retutn from Moscow that the Great Leap Forward
really got under way. Over the winter of 1957-58. tens of mil-
lions of peasants were drafted into labor armies and put to
work, almost bare-handed. on irrigation and flood control
projects. [fertilizer collection, pest control and land reclama-
tion. Many of these undertakings, requiring more laborers
than a single collective could spare, could only be organized
through the joint efforts of several collectives: it was already
becoming evident that the Maoist development strategy would
require 3 higher level of collectivization.

In industry, the Leap Forward was slower in starting. At
the turn of the year, an austerity program (a “rational low-
wage systemn.” in the official terminology) was introduced:
apprentices were especially hard hit, their wages being slashed
to subsistence level. In February 1958, production quotas were
raised: throughout the rest of the year, quotas were raised
again and again. Workshifts of 24 to 48 hours were not
uncommon. Workers were 5o enthusiastic about the GLF, it
was reported, thal some refused to leave their factories for
days on end; they slept and took their meals in the workshops.
{Similar accounts were heard from the countryside: peasants
were skeeping in their fields, 50 as not to waste time traveling
between work and home.} The factory trials of “saboteurs”
and “rightists” continued, and the purges within the bureauc-
racy extended to include union functionaries who had been
too quick. in 1955 and 1957, to expose the impact of speed-ups
on workers.” The chairman of the State Economic Commis-
sion announced that safety inspectors should not take a “one-
sided” view in favor of safety at the expense of production.*

While the industrial Leap Forward was gathering momen-
tum, more elements of the Macist agricultural program were
introduced, including the building of smal! factories and the
reform of techniques, such as closer planting. In July/ August,
Mao proposed the creation of a super—collective, the People's
Commune, which would give the State greater control over
the peasants’ Jabor-power and means of production. As in
1955-56, the new upsurge of collectivization was initiated by
Mao and only ratitied by the Politburo after the movement
was under way.

The outstanding feature of the Communes was the vast
amount of labor they mobilized. Everyone worked longer and
harder, often to the point of exhaustion. Officials at the Com-
mune level could draft peasants at will to work in factories or
labor-intensive projects. With most of the men thus occupied,
women replaced them in the fields: public mess halls and nur
series supplanted the women's traditional domestic labor, Pri-
vate plots and household production were abolished: all of the
peasants’ labor-time was to be at the State's disposal. The
peasants were motivated to join the Communes, it has been
argued, by the offer of generous grain rations, made possible
by the excellent summer harvest. This sounds plausible
enough; but, if there was any such increase of rations, it must
have been very short-lived, for once the Communes were
established the emphasis shifted to austerity. Before the Leap
Forward, some 90 pervent of each harvest was distributed
among the peasants. In the Pecple’s Communes, the official
norm was 50 percent for consumption, 40 percent for reserves
and accumulation; and some Communes reported that they
had distributed only 30 percent to the pcasants.” Even taking
account of the exceptional harvest of 1958 (25 percent above
the 1957 level, according to official statistics; 11 percent
according to Western economists), it seems clear enough that
living standards must have declined for most peasants, though
some few may have gained from the general leveling of in-
comes. Maximization of the rate of exploitation of the peasan-
try was evidently the raison d'etre of the People’'s Communes.

Communization marked the high point of the Leap For-
ward: within a few months. the Party had already begun to
retreat, Provincial tours by top bureaucrats in November and
December revealed widespread peasint discontent over low
rations, too much work and the authoritarian methods of the



rural cadres. At year's end. there was a campaign to “tidy up”
the Communes. A Central Committee directive declared that
peasants (and urban workers) must be allowed eight hours'
sleep and four hours for rest and meals every day, women
must not be required te do heavy work immediately before or
afrer giving birth, and the armed rural militia must not be used
to “impair. . democratic life in the communes,* Sideline pro-
duction was again legalized. The campaign to build small iron-
and steel-plants throughoul the Communes and cities was
halted, as most of the output of the backyard furnaces was
unusable.

The retreat from the GLF rontinued into 1959. The situa-
tion in industry was chaotic: shortages of raw materials,
machine breakdowns, deterioration of product guality, and
mounting accident rates. The pace had to be slowed: central
planning had to be restored. The rural masses were still res-
tive; cadres and peasants conspired to hide grain trom higher
authorities. A first step towards the dismantling of the Com-
munes was decided upon that spring: the production brigade
(that is, the old collective) was to be the basic unit of owner-
ship, management. and distribution. The Communes would
no longer draft labor from the brigades, nor would incomes be
eyualized among brigades. But before the new policy could be
carried out, the tide of Chinese politics turned once more.

The vccasion was a frontal attack on Mao's policies by the
Minister of Defense, Peng Dehuai, wheo castigated the GLF as
"petty-bourgevis fanaticism.” Peng's challenge to Mao raised
the spector of a military threat to Party supremacy; he was
also oo close to Khrushchev to escape the suspicion that he
was being used by the Russians. Hence the top bureaucrats
cither rallied around the Chairman or kept silent. Peng’s defeat
was followed, in the tall of 1959, by a new attack on “rightist
tendencies,” aimed at those who criticized the Leap Forward or
questioned the Partp s leadership. Winter 1939- -spring 1960
saw a revival, ) :

But the abandonment of the Maoist strategy could not be
delayed indefinitely; exceptionally bad weather in 1959-61,
combined with the irrationalities of the Leap itself, led 10 a
severe tood crisis. At the depth of the crisis,, malnutrilion was
widespread, and there were famines in some of the mare back-
ward arcas; in some parts of the country, hunger drove the
peasants into sporadic armed revolts. which were put down by
the People’s Liberation Army.*® Mass starvation was only
avoided by huge grain imports.

Food shortages and growing unrest required that Mao's
experiment in crash industrialization be discontinued, By the
middle of 1960, it was obvious that the Party’s first priority
must be to restore agriceltural production. no matter how
many concessions it might have to make Lo the peasants. Late
in the year, the decision to transfer power down to the bn-
gades was tinally implemented. Private plots, sideline produc-
tion and rural markets were restored. The peasants were
allowed to keep 92 to 94 percent ot the harvest. Most of the
small plants were shut down, and the labor armies were dis-
banded. The peasants were encouraged to vent their rage upon
their local leaders, who were criticized for “'commandist”
behavior (including murder and torturel during the organiza-
tion of the Communes.™ These measures were not enough to
restore the peasants’ conlidence in the Party, and a year later
more concessions followed. Decision-making power was now
shifted down to the level of the production team {correspond-
ing to the old cooperative). In practice, the Party had to go
vven farther in vielding to the “spontaneous capitalist tenden-
cies” of the peasantry. The collective-farming system was
eroded in a variety of ways; the size of the private plots was
increased: peasants were allowed to keep land they cleared by
themselves: collective land was rented to peasant households:
and team cadres often contracted out work to the individual
households, thereby restoring private ownership in all bul




name, These steps were not taken to the same extent in every
locality, but in some provinces, half or more of the arable land
was under private ownetship or cultivation by early 1962.

A general retreat from the Maoist/Stalinist development
model was, then, the order of the day. If this had been merely
an emergency program, to be followed by a return to the GLF,
Mao would have had little to complain about; indeed, he him-
self vigorously participated in the attacks on lower-level
cadres for their “leftict excesses” (that is, for carrying out his
own orders too enthusiastically). But what the Party buteauc-
racy had in mind was more than a temporary retreat; in the
mid-1960s they worked out their own alternative to Mao's
neo-Stalinist strategy.

China’s NEP and the Maoist Resurgence

The collapse of the GLF opened up a new period, which
has been aptly titled “China’s New Economic Policy,” by anal-
ogy with the Soviet retreat from the "leftism” of War Com-
munism.”” Qut of the immediate response to the food crisis
emerged the new Agriculture-First strategy: heavy mdustry
was now last in the official list of economic priorities.* In-
creased agricultural investment was not, it became clear, mere-
ly an emergency measure but the foundation of a long-range
program. Nineteen-sixty-two marked the beginning of what
one writer has called "China’s Green Revolution.”™ Ten high-
yield regions were selected to receive the benefits of the new
agricultural investments. Heavy application of chemical ferti-
lizers and pesticides, improved seed varieties, mechanized irri-
gation and more extensive muitiple cropping combined to
create an impressive rise in output. At the same time, there
was considerable progress in research on mechanization; and
in the mid-1960s, factories began to turn out a wide variety of
new machines adapted to the technical requirements of Chi-
nese agriculture.

The principle of detente with the peasants was firmly
established: at the Tenth Plenum in September 1962, the revi-
sions in the Commune system were reaffirmed. Some, includ-
ing Deng, wanted to go farther; they argued for legitimizing

the household contracts or even (if Red Guard reports are to
be believed) legally restoring private land ownership.** How-

_ever, Mao succeeded in Blocking this move, In industry, there

was a new emphasis on profit quotas rather than sheer volume
of physical output. The nationwide speed-ups were not
revived: “socialist emulation” became purely ritdalized.
(Which is not to say, of course, that there were never attemnpts
to speed-up workers in a particular factory or that working
conditions were ideal; poor safety conditions have often been
observed by foreign tourists.”) Late in 1963, the reorganiza-
tion of industry into “socialist trusts” was begun on a trial
basis in several branches of production.” Each trust was to
encompass all of the nationalized enterprises in a particular
branch; the directors would be granted a wide margin of free-
dom from Party and State control, and investment decisions
were to be based on the profit principle. As part of the indus-
trial reorganization, plants which operated at a loss were shut
down, and thousands of superfluous workers were sent down
to the countryside, _

Although there was a general improvement of living
conditions under the new policies, there were still many
groups with specific grievances.”” Much of the potential dis-
sent was directly linked 10 the economic slowdown of the early
1960s. Graduating students, for example, discovered that there

. were not enough jobs; many could look torward only to years

of unemployment or, worse, being sent down to the villages.
Workers in modern industry were in a relatively privileged
and secure position, but a large segment of the urban labor
force—the sub-proletariat of temporary and contract workers
—were not so fortunate.*® Hired at the lowest wages for the
hardest and most dangerous jobs, with none of the fringe
benefits granted to permanent workers, housed in wretched
conditions, they had ample reason to resent the architects of
the new economic policy. By the mid-1960s, according to one
estimate, the sub-proletariat made up about 30 to 40 percent of
the nonagricultural workforce.®

Potential sources of oppuosition to the dominant “rightist”
faction also existed within the bureaucracy itself. New job
opportunities were not opening up as rapidly as in the First
plan period. and with the top positions monopolized by the




older generation of civil war veterans, prospects for advance
ment seemed dim for ambitious young apparatchiks. In addi-
tion, the new emphasis on technical expertise rather than
loyalty to the Party line threatened the careers of those who
wert unable to adapt to the new demands. Tensions within the
apparatus and discontent among the urban population pro-
vided opportunities, which Mao was soon to take advantage
of, for political agitation.

After a brief semi-retirement tram the political scene,
Maw returned to center stage at the Tenth Plenum. He called
For a " Socaalist Education Campaign’ in the countryside, de-
signed to strengthen the collective elerments of the rural econ-
omy and take back some ot the concessions made to the peas-
ants during the crisis years.”™ The 1957 campaign of the same
name had prepared the way for an increase of the level of
collectivization; that Mao intended a repeat performance
seems likely. The peasants were encouraged to "Learn from

, Dazhai.” a model production brigade which reportedly raised
output tremendously through strenuous eltorts, a high rate of
investment, and voluntary austerity. One pro-Maoist author
who visited Dazhai and interviewed its leader, Chen Yong-
guei, notes—in all innocence—that the neighboring villages
“distrusted Ch'en and his tendency to deliver the maximum
amount ol grain to the state.”’ That is: Chen and his brigade
wure agricultural rate-busters. The Daqging oilfields provided a
similar model for industrial workers. The “Daqing spirit” has
been summed up in the “ten no's.” which include “fearing nei-
ther hardship nor death” and “paying nc heed to whether
working conditions are good or bad, whether working hours
are long ar short, whether pay and position are high or low."™
Mao also called for a revival of the program of rural industrial-
ization.” Where all of this was heading is clear enough—back
to the GLF,

In these iniliatives, Mao received the full support of
Defense Minister Lin Biao.™ It was the People's Liberation
Army [PLA], not the Party, which first distributed the famous
Little Red Book of Mao quotes, and it was the Army which
sponsored Jiang Qing's socialist-realist refashioning of Chi-

-

nese opera, The entire population was adjured to "Learn from
the PLA" and from model soldiers like Lei Feng, whose only
desire was to be a “rust-proof screw” in the revolutionary
machinery. In the factories and villages, the People's Militia—
which fell under the PLA's chain of command —played a major
rale in the “Socialist Education Campaign.” By contrast, the
Party claimed to be carrying out Mao's directives, but in fact
consistently undermined them. For example, "'socialist educa-
tion” was used as a pretext for purging basic-level cadres who
had supported Maa's line: among those who came under fire
was Dazhai's Chen Yongguei, whe was saved only by Mao's
intervention.™ Mao became impatient with the Party's ob-
structions and concluded that he could no longer win over his
Politburo colleagues o his point of view; he would have to
purge them. In the past, Mao had demonstrated his ability to
manipulate conflicts within the bureaucracy and had even
attempted to use the masses against the apparatus. In the com-
ing Cultural Revolution, he would try to do the same but on a
far larger scale, since he had to overcome much greater resist-
ance from the Party this time.

In 1966 Mao, with a strong assist from Lin's Army,
launched a "revolution” against the bureaucratic apparatus of
which he was the nominal leader: the Chinese Communist
Party, Mao's battle plan, which seems to have been partly
worked out in advance and partly improvised, was based on
students’ and workers' discontents and cadres’ Frustrated
career ambitions. Mao's attack on his “revisionist” Party
opponents provided the younger bureaucrats. and those who
had been pushed aside during the course of the “rightist"
trend, with an opportunity to better their positions, as well as
an ideological rationale for doing so. Student and worker
unrest was the weapon which these Maoist cadres were to use
against the “capitalist-roaders.” For the most part, the PLA
was 10 be held in reserve, though it played some role in assist-
ing the student Red Guard groups and probably had a hand in
the Maoist seizure of power in Beijing.™

It would be out of place here to trace out all of the twists
and turns of the Great Proletarian Cultural Revolution



{GPCR]. but one point does need ta be made.” Many have
seen Mao's appeal to the masses to “bombard the (Party) head-
quarters” as an indication that his goal was "strengthening the
position of the people vis-a-vis the powerful Party and govern-
thent structures.” A brief look at the role of workers in the
GPCR in Shanghai, where the Maoist faction accomplished its
most successtul “power seizure,” will put this interpretation to
the test.”™ All attempts by the Shanghai Maoists to topple the
punicipal Party Committee by mobilizing local students (rein-
forced by Maoist students from Beijing) were easily stale-
mated, as the Party proved equally adept at organizing student
and worker support. [t was onty when the Maoists urged the
sub-proletariat te revolt—Jliang Qing denounced contract
labor as “capitalist” and promised to abolish it—that the
Party’s power crumbled and the “Gang of Four” stepped into
the ensuing power vacuum. Once in charge, however, the
Maoists retracted al] of their promises to the underprivileged
workers: their organizations were branded “counterrevolu-
$ionary” and broken up by the police. Although most of the
ty's workers refused to obey the Maoists back-to-work
grder, their strikes were gradually broken by soldiers, students

and Maoist workers. A show of force by the local PLA garri-'

Fon—its commander declared that it would "ruthlessty sup-
Press” all opposition to the new administration, and troops
were paraded through the streets to back up the threat—may

have contributed to the success of the Maoists’ strikebreaking.
It could hardly be clearer that the masses played a limited role
in Mao's scheme, Although they made the “revolution,” the
workers and students were to have no part in defining its
goals.

Throughout most of the country, the Maoist plan did not
work as well as in Shanghai, Maoist and anti-Maoist mass
organizations fought it out in the streets, and China was soon,
as Mao himseli said, on the brink of civil war. In the end the
Army had to be called in to restore order— and this restoration
of law and order ultimately required mass arrests and some-
times public executions of “anarchists” and “Guomindang
agents’—that is, Red Guards who contimued to resist the new
authorities.*

After the Cultural Revolution

Since the Army, led by a loyal Maoist. was in control. it
might have seemed at tirst glance that condilions were ideal for
a revival of the GLF development strategy. But the Army itself
was ridden with factional intrigues; Lin did not even have a
firm grip on his central military machine, and the sympathies
of the regional commanders lay with the old guard, Half of the
provinces, at most, were in the hands of reliable allies of Mao
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and Lin. Mao's “revolution™ had been far from a total success.

Nonctheless, the Mao/Lin faction did try to revive the
Leap Forward in 19¢9-71." Lin Biao raised the banner of a new
“Flying Leap” inscribed with old Maoist slogans, such as
“More, better, faster, cheaper.” The GLFs "Everyone a Sol-
dier”” motto was echoed by Lin's demand that “700 million peo-
ple, 700 million soldiers. . .become a single military camp.”
The mast consistent Maoist advances were made in the fields
of education and culture, the strongholds of the “Gang of
Four.” In industry, material incentives came under attack, and
there were sporadic efforts to launch a new speed-up drive.
However, these policies were not applied with the same vigor
as in the GLF and did not spread beyond the regions where
the Mao/Lin group held power. The same might be said of
agricultural policy; all of the elements of the Leap-Forward
strategy reappeared, but only in limited geographical areas.
Labor batalions were again set to work on irrigation projects,
and locally financed rural industries flourished once more.
Private plats, rural markets, and private handicrafts were
threatened. There were renewed efforts to transfer decision-
making power up o the brigade level. After the excellent
spring 1970 harvest, State grain procurements were increased.
Where these policies were applied, they soon met with the
same results 2s in the GLF and the mini-Leap; for example,
peasants responded to the higher procurements by slacking off
during the harvesting.

These attempts to return to policies which had cepeatedly
proven dangerous no doubt solidified Party resistance o Mac
and his chosen successor; by September 1971 Lin had perma-
nently vanished from the scene, and along with him went
Chen Boda, Mao's chief theoretician amd (some say} ghost-
weriter. Several conflicting stories were issued by the aathori-
ties: the Final version was that Lin had died in a plane crash
while flecing to the Soviet Union after a failed coup d'etat.
Whatever the truth about the Lin Biao affair—whether he
actually did clash with Mao (perhaps over foréign policy. as
Lin is known to have opposed detente with the US) or whether
Mao simply went along with a purge which he was powerless
to prevent™Lin’s fall was in any case a fatal blow to Mao's
hopes of resurrecting his neo-Stalinist development strategy. It
deprived Mao of his main source of military support and
marked the beginning of the decline of the Maoist faction that
culminated in the arrest of Mao's Jast handful of loyalists
after his death.

From 1973 to 1976 Mao's personal entourage, the “Gang
of Four,” launched a series of increasingly desperate attacks on
the “revisionist” old guard, which was steadily regaining the
ground it had lost in the GPCR.™ Most of the purged “capital-
ist-roaders” were rehabilitated, despite the Maoists' opprosi-
tion. The “"Criticize Lin Biao, Criticize Confucius,” “Study the
Dictatorship of the Proletariat,” "Criticize Water Margin.”
and "Criticize Deng Xiaoping and Seat Back the Right Devia-
tionist Wind” campaigns were all episodes in the Maoists’
Futile struggle to mobilize the masses for a new Cultural-Revo-
lutionary assault on the Party "rightists.” The issue at stake in
this ongoing political contest was the fate of Mao's social and
£CONOMIC program,

That the Maoists’ goal in indusiry remained the same as in
the GLF can be readily seen from the wall posters put up by
Mauoist cadres and workers during the 1974 "Criticizu; Lin, Crit-
icize Confucius” campaign; the main themes of the posters were
raising output and restricting consumption. Factory leaders

were criticized for a variety of errors—being “generous in giv-
ing out overtime payments”: organizing festivities and hand-
ing out small gifts to celebrate the overfulfillment of the yearly
plan, which “can only weaken morality and undermine fight-
ing spirit’; falling to go to the grassroots and “mobilise
the masses’ immense socialist enthusiasm”; and surrendering to
workers' demands that they be allowed to go home after meet-
ing their daily quota. The positive models held up for workens
and managers included a shock brigade of auto-repair workers
who worked more than ten hours a day without lunch breaks,
accomplishing a month's work in five days: the managers of a.
coal mine who organized the older workers to criticize their
younger colleagues, who had “complained of hardship, feared
hard work, and could not meet good labor discipline,” with
the result that the younger workers were transformed into a
“shoek force in production”; and a labor hero who induced his
fellow workers to do “two years' work in one” and was
rewarded with a promotion.™ In agriculture, as well, the
“Gang of Four” {or Five, counting Mao} harked back to the
GLE: thus, during the 1975 “Dictatorship of the Proletariat”
campaign, private plots were again seized and rural markels
abolished in a few provinces.™

The final act in the drama, played out in the two years
after Mao's death, pitted Deng’s rightist” old guard against a
moderate Maoist group, led by Hua Guofeng and consisting of
bureaucrats who had advanced during the GPCR but were not
identified with the more extreme form of Maciam represented
by the “Gang.” The details of this stage of the struggle will be
examined in the next issue of this magazine; for the moment, it
will suffice to note that the battle has ended in total victory for
Deng. The last vestiges of Maoism are being eradicated, and
the Bukharinist program has been implemented even more
theroughly than during the early 19604. Political conflict will
undoubledly continue in China, especially if the new right
turn leads inte another blind alley; but, it does not seem likely
that the Maoist/Stalinist development strategy will ever be
revived again. 1 hope the reader will agree that this fact is no
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THEORY AND PRACTICE

An Introduction to
Marxian Theory

Thus we do not conbront the world dogmatically with a
new principle, proclaiming: Here is the truth. kneel before
it! We Jevelop for the world new principles out of the prin:
ciples of the world. We do not say to the world: Give up
your struggles. they are stupid stuff. we will provide you
wilh the true walchword of the struggle, We merely demon-
steate ta the world why it really struggles. and consciows.
ness is something thi 1F wast adopi, even it it does not
wanl ty da so. —KarlMarx, 1843."

In his critique of the lehiwing philosophies attacked as the
“"German [deology,” Karl Marx contrasted communist litera-
ture that can be thought of “merely as a set of theoretical writ-
ings" with that which is “the product of a real movement.” [n
his polemic against the sp-called True Socialists, he pointed
out that theory, as an activity of particular people carried out
in particular social contexts, does not develop by a process of
“pure thought” but springs "from the practical needs, the
whole conditions of life of a particular class in particular coun-
tries.” In his own theoretical work his aim was to serve what
he considered the practical needs of the wuorking class in its
struggle against capitalism throughout the world, This for
Marx did not mean an abandonment of claims to objectivity or
scientific truth, but the opposite. Those who wish to control
their social {as their natural) conditions of lite need to under-
stand the situations in which they find themselves and the pos-
sible choices of action within these situations, Such a view
meant that, on the other hand. Marx’s oppasition to utopian
thought did not imply submission to a pre-determined histori-
cal process. By “scientific socialism,” as Marx put it in reply to
eriticism by Bakunin, be meant—in contrast with “‘utopian

socialism which seeks to foist new fantasies upon the people’

~“the comprehensiun of the social movement created by the
people themselves."! The historical process Marx was inter-
¢sted in would consist precisely in people’s attempts to change
the saciety in which they find themselves. Theoretical work, in
leading to a better understanding of society and so of the tasks
involved in changing it, should serve as an element of these
attempts,

Marx states in The German Ideology:
The production of ideas, of conceptions, of consciousness,
is at first directly interwoven with the material activity and
the material intercourse of men, the language of real life.
. The same applies 1o menial production as expressed in
the language of the politics, laws, morality, religion, meta-
physicz, of a people. Men are the producers of their concep-
tions, ideas, etc. —real, active men, as they are conditioned
by a definite development of their productive forces and of
the intercourse correspunding to these,, . .Corsciousness
can never be anything else than conscious existence, and the
existence of men is their actual lih—pmcm.'

Once consciousness is construed as the organization of human
activity. then revolulionary consciousness, like its opposite,
can be understood as the systems and quasi-systems of concep-
tions, feelings, etc. by means of which people organize their
revolutionary {or non-revolutionary) behavior. All action in-
volves theory, or at least some degree of coherent thinking.
Like everyone, revolutionaries think aboul what they are
deing: the theoreticians among them are those who try to sys-
tematize and explore and understand the human interactions
that constitute the social status quo and the movement against
it,

Although this understanding of the role of thought in
revolutionary activity runs throughout Marx's development as
a thinker, only in the course of real political experiences {and
reflection thereon) did its implications emerge. A major turn-
ing-point seems 1o have been the revolutionary period of 1848-
49 on the Continent, which saw Marx return from exile to edit
a left democratic newspaper in Cologne, As Friedrich Engels,
at that time already Marx's closest friend and political com-
panion, explained in the introduction he wrote for a collection
of Marn's articles from that peried,

When the February Revolution broke out |in Erance in
1848|. we all of us, as tar as qur conceptions of the condi-
tions and the course of revolutionary movements were con-
cerned. were under the spell of previous historical experi-
ence,



in particular that of the French Revolution of 1789. What all
revolutions up to then (the bourgeois revolutions) had in
common b

was that they were minority revolutions. Even where the
majority look part, it did so—whether wittingly or not,
only in the service of a minonity; but because of this, or
simply because of the passive, unresisting attitude of the
majority. this minority acquired the appearance of being
the representative of the whole people.

1t seerned as though the proletarian revolution would have the
same form. In this case, however, the minority leading the
revolution would for the first time be actually acting in the
interest of the majority. The minority was needed for this lead-
ership robe, it seemed at the time, because “the proletarian
masses themselves, even in Paris, were still absolutely in the
dark as to the path to be taken. And yet the movement was
there, instinctive, spontaneous, irrepressible.” It needed for
success only guidance from the vanguard, those who, combin-
ing in themselves understanding of history, economics, and a
philosophical comprehension of the tasks of humanity, would
be able to adminster the creation of the new social world.®

The parallel with the position of the Marxists in the
Russian Revolution of 1918 is worth noting. We find Engels in
1853 guessing that on the next outbreak of revolution “our
Party will one fine meming be forced to assume power” to
carry out the bourgeois revolution. Then, “driven by the pro-
letarian populace, bound by our own printed declarations. . .

we shall be constained to undertake communist experiments
.. . the untimeliness of which we know better than anyone
else. In doing so we Jose our heads—only physically speaking,
Jet us hope.” The similarity between the “backward country
like Germany” at this time, “which possesses an advanced
party and is invelved in an advanced revolution with an ad-
vanced country like France” and the situation of Russta in rela-
tion to the German revolution following the first world war,
explains the eerie character of Engels’ ideas as prophetic of the
Bolshevik seizure of power." In the event, however, Lenin and
Trotsky took care to save their heads, physically speaking,
even 3t the expense of those of the more revolutionary
workers,

As Engels noted, history proved this vision of minority-
directed revolution, classically associated with the name of
Blanqui, wrong. In fact, despite alliances with Blanquist
groups during 1848-50, Marx (and Engels) already by this time
seem to have rejected this vanguardist model of revolution.
They argued for open democracy, instead of conspiratorial
secrecy and hierarchy, within the communist organizations
they worked with; for democracy structured by mass meetings
and recallability of delegates, as the basis for “proletarian dic-
tatorship™; and, above all, for the conception that communism
could not be imposed by the will of pulitical thinkers and
activists but could only be created by a vast mass movement in
response to actual social conditions.’

A communist movement, in Marx’s opinion, could only
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arise as the development of the capitalist systern transformed
the majority of the population into wage-workers. In 1848-50,
Marx and his friends believed that this develupment was pro-
ceeding quite rapidly, but in reality Europe was Jar from ripe
for communism. Capitalism was only getting started in the
first half of the nineteenth centlury, and the series of economic
and social crises that followed that of 1847 were milestones on
a road ot continued and rapid vconomic growth. 1t was this
development, wrote Engels in the text quoted above, which
“for the first time produced clarity in the class relationships”
by creating a real capitalist and a real proletarian class. The
process of econamic growth which pushed these classes “into
the foreground of capitalist development” was also a process
of struggle between them. By making it possible for masses of
workers to understand their common interest and common
antagonism to their employers, this provess clarified the condi-
tions of socialist reveolution.

In fact Engels proved optimistic; the growth of Social
Democracy did not represent the claritication of the nature of
the class struggle that he thought it did in its first decades. The
events of 1348 and the subsequent development of capitalism
and of the socialist movement had. however, a definite effect
on Manrx's thought. In the tirst place, it turned Marx's attention
to economic crisis as a key to the existence and meaning of the
socialist movement. His renewed study of economics in the
1850s reflected his Conviction that sucialist revalution would

have to come out of a response to social conditions on the part
of the workers. Hence Marx dedicated his life’s work to show-
ing how capitalism, in its very process of growth and develop-
ment. simultaneously creates the form and the content of its
overthrow.

Marx's position was, generally, that the social interdepen-
dency. brought about by industrial capitalism, both within
and between workplaces of different types would provide a
basis both for revolutionary action against the old, and for the
creation of a new, society. The transformation of peasant agri-
culture into large-scale farming by wage-labor for the market
and the development of mass-production industry have bound
the producers economically —and so socially —to each other.
As each individual's productive labor requires coordination
with his colleagues’, so the individual's consumption depends
upon the productive work of countless athers. This charae-
teristic of the current system explains the ideal formwlated by
its socialist opponents of a “collective commonwealth of
labor,” in which the producers themselves {and not a distinct
class of owners or managers) would jointly control their labor
and its products.

The nature of the goal dictates the form which revolution-
ary organizations must have. Ultimately, the “revolutionary
organization™ will have to be the working class as a whole:
thus, Marx spoke of particular organizations as episodes “in
the history of the party which everywhere grows up naturally




and spontanecusly from the soil of modern society.” He
thought it essential, therefore, that the werking class move-
ment avoid the characteristics of the leftwing sec!. The sect, as
Marx put it in a letter, “sees the justification for ils existence
and its point of honor not in what it has in common with the
tlass movement but in the particular shibbaleth which distin-
guishes it from the movement.” The attitude of the sectarian
theoretician and leader—enemplified for Marx by Proudhon,
Bakunin, and Lasalle—is (as he wrote of the latter) that “in-
stead of looking among the genuine clements of the class
movement for the real basis of his agilation, he wanted to pre-
scribe the course to be followed by this movement according
to a certain doctrinaire recipe.” This is not to say that sects
cannot have useful insights to offer the movement. Mamx, for
instance, honored Fourier, in contradistinction to the Fourier-
ists; for the former wrote in a period in which “doctrinaire”
propaganda could not interfere with the growth of the (barely
existing) movement. To the extent that a real workers' move-
ment comes into existence, the little parties and groups should
"merge in the class movement and make an end of all sectar-
ianism, "

Thus the General Rules which Marx drew up in 1864 for
the I[nternational Working Men's Association, began with
Flora Tristan's dictum, “That the emancipation of the working
classes must be conquered by the working class themselves.”
The International was intended to be the apposite of a sect, in
both theory and practice. It proclaimed as its business, in
Marx's words, “to combine and generalize the spontaneous
movements of the working classes, but not to dictate or
impose any doctrsinaire system whatever.”*’ And, regarding
organization, Marx argued against centralism. on the grounds
that a centralist structure, though appropriate to sectarian
movements, “goes against the nature of trade unions,” struggle
organizations of workers. Typical of his attitude is his remark
in a letter of 1868 that especially in Germany, “where the
worker's life-is regulated from childhood an hy bureaucracy
and he himselt believes in the authoritarian bodies appointed
over him, he must be taught above all else to walk by him-
self.”"" In the same spirit, Marx refused the presidency of the
International in 1866, and scon afterwards convinced its Gen-
eral Council to replace the post with that of a chairman to be
elected at every weekly meeling.

This attitude was reflected in Manx's conception of the
tasks of intellectuals in the movement. He put his writing skiils
at the service of the International. in preparing statements of
position, official communications, and so forth. In addition,
we should note the project of an “Enguete Quuriere.” a ques-
tionnaire which Marx published in the Parisian Revue Social-
iste in 1880, and had reprinted and distributed to workers
groups, socialist and democratic circles, “and to anyone else
who asked for it” in France. The text has the form of 101 ques-
tions, about working conditions, wages, hours, effects of the
trade cycle, and also about workers' defense organizations,
strikes and other forms of struggle, and their results. Though
this might be described as the first sociological survey, its pref-
ace urges workers to reply. not to meet the data needs of
sociologists or economists, but because only workers can de-
scribe “with full knowledge the evils which they endure” just
as "they, and not any providential saviors, can energetically
administer the remedies for the social ills from which they suf-
fer.” Sirategy and tactics, to use the terms of more recent
leftwing theory, can only be created by workers who know
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their concrete conditions, not by “leaders.” Intellectuals can,
however, play an important role in the collection and trans-
mission of information; thus, the results of the Enguete were
to be analyzed in a series of articles for the Revue, and, even-
tually, a book.”

The main task that Marx took on as a revolutionary intel-
lectual, however, as the task of theory: the elaboration of a set
of concepts, at a fairly abstract level, that would permit a bet-
ter comprehension of the struggle between Jabor and capital.
He prefaced the French serial edition of the first volume of
Capital with an expression of pleasure, because "in this form
the book will be more accessible to the working class—a con-
sideration which to me outweighs everything else. “33 The func-
tion of theory was to help the movement as a whole clarify its
problems and possibilities: it did not, in Marx's view, place the
theorist in a dominating (or “hegemonic,” as the currently
fashionable euphemism has it) position vis-a-vis the move-
ment, but was rather what he had to contribute to a collective
effort.

In the light of the career of official Marxism since Mar’s
time, his eriticism of Feuerbach's recasting of eighteenth cen-
tury materialism has a prophetic cast:

The materialist doctrine concerning the changing of circum-
stances and education lorgets that circumstances are
changed by mven and that the educator must himself be edu-
cated. This doctrine has therefore to divide sociery intoe twe
parts, one of which is superior to society. !

—Or. we may add. superior to the class it claims it represents,
just as the philosophes claimed to represent the interests of
society or of humanity as a whole, And in fact, as the “unity of
theury and practice,” in the form of “scientific socialism,”
becarme a basic element of orthodoxy in those organizations
and currents of thought which presented themselves as Marx-
ist, il teok on just this doctrinal Havor.

The relationship of revolutionary theory to political prac-
tice acquired the practical form of the relationship of theorists
(mostly middle-class intellectualsl within political organiza-
tions to the masses of workers they supposedly represented
and gave direction to. For instance, by maintaining that “with-
out revolutionary theory there can be no revolutionary move-
ment,” Lenin in 1902 meant that “socialist consciousness is
something introduced into the proletarian class struggle from
without and not something that arose within it spontaneous-
ty.” He quoted Kautsky, the high priest of Social Democratic
orthodoxy:

Of course, socialism, as a doctrine, has its roots in modern
economic relationships just as the class struggle of the pro-
letariat has and, like the Jalter, emerges From the struggle
agains) the capitalist-created poverty and misery of the
masses. Bul socialismr and the class struggle arise side by
side and not one out of the other.. . Maodemn soclalist con-
sclousnesa can arise only on ihe basis &f profound scientific
knowledge. . . . The vehicle of science is not the projetariat
but the bourgeois mtelligentsia. the task of Social-
Dremocracy is to imbue the proletariat with the conscious-
mess of its position and the consciousness of its task.

Thaus. as Lenin continued in his own words, “since there ean be
no talk of an independent ideology formulated by the working
masses themselves in the process of their movement, the only
choice is either bourgeois or socialist ideology” —in either case
supplied by the intellectuals.’



This position reflected (and was to justify) the actual divi-
sion of labor within the Marxist movements, which, like the
division in society as a whole, lay between professional lead-
ers, or decision-makers, and the masses, who were to be pro-
vided by the former with outlook, strategy, and tactics. Aside
from its outward implaysibility as a theory of consciousness
and of how it changes, that this position represented only an
ideological expression of the interests of the professional revo-
hitionaries as a social group was amply shown by events
around the time of the first world war. [n Western Europe,
Marxist theory, “orthodox” as well as “revisionist,” turned out
to be compatible with an organizational practice that was not
only less revolutionary than, but actively reactionary in com-
parison with, the mesponse of large numbers of workers to the
new crisis conditions. In Germany and Russia (as elsewhere)
Marxist organizations responded to the revolutionary upheav-
als that followed the war either (in the West) as saviors of capi-
talistm or (in Russia) as the creators of 2 new state power sup-
pressing the attempts of workers to gain direct power over
production. Social Democracy, in its reformist and tn its revo-
lutionary {Bolshevik) forms alike, showed its relation to the
needs of particular classes in particular countries: the rationali-
zation, especially through state action, ol capitalism in the
West; and the creation of a new class society to carry out the
process of industrialization forbidden the bourgeoisie in the
underdeveloped East.

In contrast to the dominant interpretation of the "unity of
theory. and practice” as the control of the workers’ movement
by the Party and of socialist society by the pariy-state, around
the turn of the century Rosa Luxemburg revived Man's con-
ception by expressing the idea that a truly socialist movernent
must be “the first in the history of class societies which
reckons, in all its phases and throughout its entire course, on
the organization and the direct, independent action of the
masses.” As she saw it, “social democratic activity. . . arvises
histonically out of the elernentary class struggle,” and becomes
~aware of its objectives in the course of the struggle itself.” In
her opinion the activity of the self-proclaimed carrier of revo-
lutionary theory, the bourgeois intelligentsia, constituted a
subsidiary and politically less dependable elemmt of the revo-
Jutionary process. [t pased the threat, as she saw long before
the Bolshevik coup d'etat, of dictatorship over the proletariat,
in the left organizations and the future society alike. Against
Kautsky and Lenin, she proclaimed that

The working class demands the right ta make its own mis-
takes and learn in the dialectic of history.

Let us speak plainly, Himtorically, the errors com-.
mitted by a truly revolutionary movement are infinitely
muore (euitful than the infallibility of the cleverest Central
Committee.'*

This position too reflected the experience and needs of a
particular segment of society at a particular time—not only
uliraleft theoreticians but also the working-class militants with
whom they associated in their organizational activity. By Rosa
Luxemburg's time there was considerable evidenice both of the
negative eifects on workers' radicalism of trade-union 2nd par-
liamentary pelitcs and of workers' ability to organize their
own radical activity in the absence of, and indeed in the face
of. official left organizational efforts. The truth of Luxem-
burg's perceptions was shown decisively, on the one hand, by
the class-collaborationist policy of the Second lnternational in

Western Europe in 1914, and by the development of the Bol-
shevik dictatorship in Russia; and, on the other, by the spon-
tanecusly organized revolutions in Germany and Russia, as
well as similar, though less spectacular, occurrences through-
out the West. Moreover, while Rosa Luxemburg still believed
in the necessity of a party organization as the basis for revolu-
tion, the actual events showed the greater importance of new
forms of organization arising from Lhe social relationships in
which workers' lives were structured, In the factory commit-
tees, in soviets, and in workers', soldiers’, and peasanis’ coun-
cils, Marx's concept of the development of the new society in
the womb of the old tack on a concrete meaning. This histori-
cal experience therefore involved also a justification of Marx's
attitude rowards the relation of “consciousness,” theoretical
and tactical, to the real activity of social groups.

These events provoked a rebircth of revolutionary analy-
sit, as militants involved in, or affected by, the post-World
War | struggles attempted to understand the failure of the Sec-
ond International, the counter-revolutivnary character of the
Third (and its Trotskyist caricature}, and the potentiality for
rew forms of social organization and action revealed by the
mass revolutionary movements. Such thought was also stimu-
lated by the efforts made by Spanish workers and peasants in
the development of communist socialist relations in the revo-
lution of 1936-37. In the thirties and forties, theorists once
again tried to understand reality with regard to the needs of
revolution; we may note here work in political and economic
theory by Otte Ruehle, Anton Pannekoek, Paul Mattick, Karl
Korsch. and Herryk Grossmann.

With the collapse of the inter-war revolutionary move-
ments. however, and the solution through the second world
war of the immediate crisis situation that had begun for world
capitalism in 1929, the ideas disappeared with the activities
they had been attempts lo understand and structure, The
result was that the Leninist version of social democratic
“orthodox Marxism,” mow the official ideclogy of several
totalitarian states, survived as representative of Marxist
theory, This was challenged only by a professorial. philo-
sophical, “humanist” Marxism, which, drawing inspiration
particularly from the works of Mands youth, made use neither
of Marx's analysis of capitalism nor of the consequences to be
drawn from it for revolutionary action.

In the East, particularly in the satellite countries, Marx's
critique of economics was quite understandably identified as
an ideclogical prop for the Stalinist system. [n the West, Capi-
rul seemed even more out of touch with economic reality than
at the turn of the century when Bernstein and his followers had
turned their backs on Marxist orthndoxy. The abolition of
capitalism in Russia hud obvieusly not resulted in the achieve-
ment of workers' power. On the other hand, capitalist society
had not evolved in the direction of an obvious polarity be-
tween a small group of rich capitalists and 3 mass of impover-
ished proletarians, periodically reduced to total destitution by
economic crisis. While control over capital has been continual-
ly centralized, the small group of the very rich and powerful
stand at the top of a continuum of wealth and privilege, in
which status and income-level seem to replace class (i.e., rela-
tion to the means of production} as the center of analybical
interest. Furthermore, the combination of the war with
Keynesian policies in peacetime has made possible continuous
economic growth and rising incomes for large numbers of
waorkers,




For the twenty-odd years of relative social stability that
followed World War 11, proponents of the status quo and left-
ish critics alike by and large agreed that capitalism had escaped
Marx's “iron laws.” The basis for economic conflict between
warkers and bosses was eroded by technological advance and
political manipulation of the economy, which together made
for permanent prosperity and the satisfaction at least of all
material demands. While the official voices of sociology, eco-
nomics, and political science celebrated this situation as the
“end of ideclogy.” however, leftwing pessimists bemoaned it
as the advent of a "one dimensional” society, in which no
oppositional force was left but ideology, in the form of a “crit-
ical theory" {or of “cultural revolution”), They agreed with
conservatives that material opposition to the system was re-
stricted to the threat posed by the so-called socialist systems of
Russia, China, and their allies. Hope for change in the world
rested first of all on the peasante of the Third World. though
they would find allies in the developed countries among disad-
vantaged minorities and the student movement, The Leninist
character of this picture of the theory-possessing vanguard,
deserted by the labor-aristocratic masses, awaiting the com-
mencement of capitalism’s destruction at its weakest links,
goes far in explaining the apparently bizarre transition in some
New Leftists from an interest in “culture” and “liberatory life-
styles” to militarictic guerilla fantasies,

¥ such views could be crudely labeled “Stalino-human-
ism,” a related but, in my eyes, more interesting set of ideas
emerged from the Trotskyist critique of the Soviet Union,
which was identified as the vanguard in capitalism’s current
tendency o monapolization and state regulation. This current
(represented variously by Socialism ou Barbarie, the English
Solidanity, Facing Reality in Detroit, the group around Mur-
ray Bookchin, the Situationist International, and others)
revived the earlier ultraleft criticism of Leninism, which was
now equated with Mancism. The onset of permanent prosper-
ity was seen as neither a cause for pessimism nor the death-
blow to ideology. On the contrary, just by suggesting the pos-
sibility of total satisfaction of every desire, modern capilalism
—East and West—was bound to produce a conflict between its
promise and the restrictions placed oh its fulfiliment by the
institutions of private property and the state. The okd conflict
between an impoverished working <lass and a rich ruling class
gave way only to expose the deeper, and unsolvable, contra-
diction between those who control the lives of others and
thase who are controlled, in a period of history when the end
of scarcity made such a division irrational. Again the issues
were dearly not “economic” but ones of social and spiritual
liberation. Marxism was rejected insofar as it was thought to
make this distinction and concentrate on the former.

Both of these lefiwing tendencies, along with bourgeois
sociology. restricted their appreciation of Marx to his earlier
works, The rediscovery of these explorations of “alienation”
appealed to those who rejoiced in, as to those who worried
about, the cultural malaise that seemed a byproduct of mate-
rial well-being. But the end of the “permanent prosperity” in
the late 1960s; the failure of the “technological revolution™ to
leave the sphere of armaments production; the increasing
assimilation of the conditions and consciousness of the “new,”
technical and intellectua), working class to those of their blue-
collar fellows fincluding the experience of mass unemploy-
ment); and the disintegration of student leftism and the
“youth” movement as such have all brought about a renewal

of interest in Marx’s chief wark, the theory of capitalist devel-
opment.

At the same time, the practical insignificance of the revo-
lutionary Leninist sects and the self-proclaimed reformism of
the mass left parties in the West leaves the way open to a redis-
covery of the creative possibilities of the working class in a
capitalism that is entering once more into visible—painfully
visible—crisis. As Mands theory of economic change is one
with his theory of revolution, the renewed interest in Capital
should go hand in hand with consideration of the associated
views about the natyre of radical politics. Once again it may
be possible to raise the question of the relation of theory to
practice, of science to socialism, in a way which does not
assume the subservience of the struggle of millions of people to
a handful of leaders “armed with Marxist science.”

Discussing the utopian socialists, Marx observed that

So long as the proletarial is not yet sulficiently developed to
conatitute itself as a class, and consequently o long as the
struggle itself of the proletariat with the bourgeoisie has nol
yet assumed 3 political character, and the productive forces
are not yet sufficiently developed in the bosom of the bour-
geoisie itself to enable us to catch a glimpse of the material
conditions hecessary for the emancipation of the proletariat
and for the formation of 3 new society, these theoreticians
are merely utopians who, to meet the wants of the op-
presied classes, Improvise systems and go in search of a
regenerating science. But in the measure that history moves
forward, and with it the struggle of the proletariat assumes
cleares cutlines, they no longer need t¢ seek science in their
minds; they have only to take note of what is happening
before their ryes and to become its mouthpiece.”

Although the current (1979} spirit of the working clast is not a
revolutionary one, the problems we have today in understand-
ing the nature of revolutionary action do not stem primarily
from an unsufficiency of capitalist development or a lack of
historical experience of class struggle. In fact, this history
offers us more than a supplement to the observation of what is
happening before our eyes, as it allows for the detachment
from it of concepts and models to aid in the interpretation of
present-day events. Such concepts and models cannot provide
us with strategy and tactics for the situations we face and will
face, but they are escential as an education that helps prepare
us for the creativity that revolutionary activity requires.

An understanding of the changing conditions of the work-
ers’ movement requires an understanding of its context, the
capitalist system. This system has contlnued to develop and
change since Capital was written, and in ways which do not
receive much attention in Marx's writing, in particular with
the increasing participation of the state in economic activity.
The new developments require theoretical discussion. How
have Keynesian techniques measured up against the limits
Marx discovered in the capitalism of his ime? Does the camry-
ing of such techniques to their logical conclusion, in the total
state domination af the economy in Russia, China, etc., repre-
sent a new form of exploitative society? Above all we have to
undersiand the nature of capitalism to define the system we
wish to create in its place. For all of these questions, Marxs
work remains an essential starting point. By providing us with
a developmental model of "pure” capitalism it allows us to
judge the significance of the phenomena like monopolization
and state-interference in the economy., to see in what sense the
party-state-run systems are alternatives to private-property



capitalism, and to pose basic questions about the constructian
of a system without capital or state.

But Capital is nat, as it has been taken to be, only a
“theory of capitalist development.” It is a “critique of political
economy”—that is, an exploration of the bases of, and alterna-
tives to, the medes of thought characteristic of life in a society
ruled by business. As such it not only “takes note” of our expe-
riences in this system, but, by demonstrating a new way of
interpreting them, provides a necessary weapon for the strug-
gle against the system. By showing the roots of capitalist
theory jn capitalist practice, Marx's theoretical work is a prac-
tical tool from which we can learn to organize our own activ-
ity in new ways.

It is a remarkable confirmation of Marx's ideas about the
relation between social reality and the theories constructed to
comprehend it, that the first fifty years of the Marxist move-
ment saw a nearly total failure not only to extend but even to
understand Marx's economic writings. Although constant lip-
service was paid to Capital as the scientific socialist "Bible of
the working class,” (1) it is fair to say that the publication of
Henryk Grossmann's The Capitalist System's Law of Accumu-
lation and Collapse in 1929 marked the first serious and
knowledgeable attempt to come to grips with Marx's actual
work. Since then there have been only a few books of impor-
tance, either as exegesis or as extension of Marx's theory. Marx
theorized with the assumption of a developed worldwide capi-
talist system, divided into two classes with the vast majority
living as wage-earners. Even an approximation to such a state
of affairs—in Europe, North America, and Japan—has only
recently come into existence. Until the Great Depression of
1929, every crisis heralded a new prosperity in the course of
which the long-term trend of growth would continue. It is only
today, when capitalism seems unable (at least in the absence of

a third world war) to continue its expansion—externally by
rapid development of the Third World, internally by mainte-
nance of a steady growth rate—that the questions Marx raised
about the long-term trends have become questions of the hour,

If Marx is now more relevant than ever, the Manust tradi-
tion in which his relics have been enshrined has little to offer us
as a guide to understanding, and much to confuse us with. It is
necessary, therefore, to go back 1o Capital itself as a starting-
point for further progress in analysis. Even apart from the
ideological accretions of the last hundred years, however,
Marx's works pose certain ditficulties for the reader. It must be
said that in this matter professional intellectuals have shown
no advantage over working-class readers. This is no doubt in

rt due to the disadvantage of having professional interests
incompatible with taking Marx too seriously. But even assum-
ing a desire to understand the world as it is, Marx had to fore-
warm his readers that “there is no royal road to science, and
only those who do not dread the fatiguing climb of its steep
ths have a chance of gaining its luminous summits."*®

1n addition to the difficulty inherent in coming to grips
with any abstract theory, particularly one, like Manc’s, which
asks us to think about a familiar subject matter in a most
unfamiliar way, Capital presents the reader with a number of

roblems pecular to what {ts author called the "method of
Prﬁcﬂtation" of his ideas. First of all, the structure of the argu-
ment is such that it is only when all three volumes are read that
the whole significance of the first can be seen. Marx ought to
have begun witha clear explanation of what he was trying to
do and of the method he would employ, but he did not. Sec-

35

ondly, Marx's book looks so much like a work of economic
analysis that it has been difficult to remember or to understand
the signficance of its original title: critique of political econ-
omy. What Marx meant by “critique,” and what accordingly
the relation of his work to economic theory is, calls for some
exposition,

In addition, though "it is generally agreed that Marx was
a master of literary German,"” his style cannot be called a
“popular” or simple one. As he wrote Kugelmann in reference
to this problem,

It is due in part to Lhe abstracl nalure ot the subject-matter,
to the limited space prescribed to me, and to the goal ot the
wark.. . Seientific attempts at the revolutionizing of a sci-
ence can never be truly popular. Bul once the saentitic
foundation is laid. populanzation is easy. Il the times
become somewhal stormier, it will be poswsible agan to
choose colors and inks which will cover a popular presenta-
tion of these subjects.®

To date, such a presentation has not been written. The forth-
coming series of articles. to which this is an Introduction, is
not intended to answer this need, but rather to supply enough
of the methodalogical background to enable the reader to deal
with Marx's own writing. We will begin with an exploration of
Manx's political and intellectual objectives in Capital and then
see how the form of the argument derives from these. We will
end with a discussion of the extent to which Marx achieved his
aim—that is, to which his theory can help us organize the
overthrow of the current system of social life and the construc-
tion of a new one.

Payl Mattick, [r.
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REVIEWS

Michael Eldred and Mike Roth, Guide to Marx’s
Capital. London: CSE Books (Conference of
Socialist Economists), 1978. 127 pp. $2.00.

A brief handbook for Capital study-groups, such as this
wishes to be, would be very useful. I am sorry to say that this
book does not meet the need. It is made up of five essays on
basic themes of Marx's three volumes, supplemented by a glos-
sary of 145 key terms and concepts.” Unicrtunately, this
structure—even more than the difficult prose—makes the
baok practically unreadable. The essays use the “key terms”
without explaining them, sending the reader at almost every
sentence to the glossary, where the terms are not so much
detined as interrelated, As each definition merely refers the
reader backward or forward to other definibons, one soon is
happy to abandon this pillar-te-post chase for the relatively
straightforward discussion in Capital itself. Furthermore, six
pages are covered with a series of inscrutable charts paintlessly
illustrating Volume II's reproduction schemata, thus thorough-
ly mystifying a relatively simple matter. .

The content is no better than the form, To wake a crucial
example, the tendency of the rate of profit to fall—the center
of Manmx's crisis theory —is presented briefly side-by-side with a
“class strugple” theory of crisis {“the laborers’ strong demands
make capital sick by threatening its valorization”) quite for-
wign to Marx's actual argument in Capital Qut of 95 pages of
exposition, 22 are devoted to a discussion of “the ways in
which,” according to Marx, “capital requires science and stim-
ulates its development” —certainly a minor issue in a brief
introduction. Four pages take on the question whether Marx's
use of "der Arbeiter” (worker as a masculine noun) represents
a theory-crippling sexism.

[n short: if there is to be a renaissance of Capital-study,
this book will be no aid to it.
~ FPauil Mattick. Ir.

Nancy Chodorow. The Reproduction of Mother-
ing: Psychoanalysis and the Sociology of Gender.
Berkeley: University of California Press, 1978, 261

PP-

The last ten years have seen much attention devoted to
analysis and critique of the sexual division of labor. Especially
singled out for critical discussion has been women's unique
role in the rearing of children—what has traditionally been
called “mothering.” In this book Nancy Chodorow has set her-
self the task of explaining “the reproduction of mothering, "
that is, how it comes to be thal girls, unlike boys, grow up
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desiring to become the primary parents in their children’s up-
bringing. with the major responsibility for care and nurtur-
ance, physical and emotional. Of course such generalizations
ignore variations, both between different families in one soei-
ety and between different societies. Chodorow claims, how-
ever, that these generalizations are by and large true, and that
the explanation resides in phenomena which are characteristic

of all hitherto existing societies. It is, in fact, to the mother-
child relationship that she looks for understanding. She claims
that a situation in which women are the primary caretakers of
children has its own ptychological dynamic which leads 1o its
repreduction in the next generation. In this regard, it is inter-
esting to note that in a paper presenting an rarlier version of
her argument.! Chodorow limited herself to discussing the
implications of women’s child-rearing role for psychological
differences between the sexes. In the book under discussion she
extends her argument, in what | regard as an unfortunate man-
ner, in an attempt to provide an explanation of the social
phencmenon of women's mothering in terms of its internal
psychological dynamics.

Chodorow begins by considering the main explanations
that have been previously proposed for women's primary
responsibility for child-rearing. There have been many vari-
ants of explanations in terms of speculative biology, All of
these theories, she thinks, are based on fallacious asguments or
insufficient evidence. For instance, some research suggests that
male hormones may have some influence on the dilferential
behavior of the sexes. However, the evidence is inconclusive
and also suggests that experiential factors are the dominant
ones in the development of behavioral gender differences.
Again, arguments based on the adaptive advantages of wom-
en’s child-rearing in hunter-gatherer societies generalize this to
other societies withoul presenting any serious argument.
Many psychoanalysts have proposed variants of a drive to
mother after giving birth, but their arguments are usually
based on speculation and biased clinical evidence which itself
is. in any case. open to multiple interpretations. All in all, the
biologically oriented theorists generally present arguments
based more on ideology than on evidence. On the other hand,
it does not seem surprising that in societies where women must
breastfeed their children and where child-bearing consumes a
major portion of most women's lives (which after all, was the
situation everywhere until quite recently) women have been
given primary responsibility for children's upbringing. It is
true, as Chodorow claims, that breastfeeding daes not require
that women raise children, but this dots nat mean that a
sophisticated psychological theory is required to understand
that they do: 1 believe that Chodorow has overextended the
range of her thesis, and thus weakened her argument.

Chodorow’s argument against the theories of role-training



and indoctrination is less clear, perhaps because she fails to
make clear exactly which ideas she is criticizing. She attacks
“the conventional feminist view, drawn from social oc cogni-
tive psychology, which understands feminine development as
explicit ideclogical instruction or formal coercion” (p. 33) for
failing to realize that adequate mothering requires that the
mother “to some degree and on some unconscious or con-
scious level. has the capacity and sense of seif as maternal” (p.
33, emphasis in original), Thus, explanations based on behav-
joral conformily and indoctrination cannot explain why
women wani to mother, which is essential to the successful
carrying out of their task. Chodorow thus correctly focuses
attention on a hitherto ignored aspect of the problem, namely,
how the development of women's subjectivity helps reproduce
the social arrangement in which women mother.

Chodorow's own approach to the problem of the repro-
duction of motherbood is based on the object-relations school
of psychoanalytic theory. Developed in Britain over the last 30
years by Fairbairn, Winnicott, and Michael and Alice Balint,
this approach has only recently begun to exert some influence,
in a modified farm, on American psychoanalytic circles. Un-
like orthodox Freudians, the object-relations theorists have
been less concerned with studying the vicissitudes of the
instinctual drives (libido and aggression) and have concen-
trated attention on the growing child's internalization of his or
her relationships to the parents and especially the relationship
to the mother in early infancy. Some of these theorists eschew
drive theory altogether, while others still nod in its direction
while in fact formulating their theories in other terms. While
object-relations theory is similar to the American nec-Freudian
school in its concentration on interpersonal relationships, it
differs in considering unconscious and fantasy relationships ta
be as important as real ones in the formation of the personal-
ity. Thus, it is not only the actual treatment of the child by
other people that is important, but also how the child, con-
sciously and unconsciously, construes these relationships. For
example, it is lkely that in some cases at {east the horrible
stories of maltreatment by their families that schizophrenics
often tell, and that had such a strong influence on students of
the families of schizophrenics such as R.D. Laing, not mem-
ories of real childhood relationships but fantasies developed
due to the pre-schizophrenic child's being, for some reason,
unable to make use of the love and attention given to her or
him by the parents.

The other modilication of psychoanalytic theory under-
taken by the object-relations school is to place increased
emphasis on the dyadic mother-infant relationship of early life
instead of the traditional emphasis on the triadic, “oedipal”
relationship between mother, father, and child that is pre-
sumed to occur between ages four and six, Freud's theory,
focused on the ocedipal period, dealt with neurotic conflicts,
i.e.. conflicts internal to the person, such as the obsessive-
compulsive conflict, in which a person may feel compelled to
avoid stepping on the cracks of a sidewalk in order to prevent
catastrophe, even though he or she is aware that this fear is
groundless. In recent years, more attention has been devoted
to problems which involve a diffuse Feeling of difficulty in liv-
ing. Therapists today are more likely to perceive their patients
as suffering from global feelings of something being not quite
right, of general emptiness and boredom, and of vague depres-
sion and anxiety which cannot be attributed to specific causes.
The classic description of a rather extreme form of this kind of

patient is R.D. Laing's The Divided Self which describes the
so-called schizoid person who is unable to feel "real” and con-
nected to his or her activity in the world, The cause of this
change in therapeutic altention is unclear: relevant factors
may be a change in the selection of patients, changes in social
structure, revision of therapeutic techniques, and modifica-
tions in the theoretical conceptions of therapists. In any case,
this change in the prototypical palient has been accompanied
by changes in psychoanaiytic theory. Modern analytic theory
works on Lthe assumption that the problems of the contempo-
rary patient are more likely to arise during the early (so-called
precedipal) relationship with the mother, when a primal sense
of self was Formed. This has led to many atternpts to theorire
about this early “Hrst relationship™ of which object-relations
theory was the forerunnet and, perhaps. the most influential
variant.

Though it may constitute a beginning, object-relations
theory has not formed an adequate account of human devel-
opment. One of its greatest weaknesses is its lack of any de-
tailed account of psychic structure, Traditional Freudian con-
cepts such as id, ego, and superego, which are metaphoric
attempts at describing psychological functioning, are dropped
or reduced in importance, but nothing takes their place. This
results in hidden appeals to common-sense and vague meta-
phors which are never examined. Thus, writers of this school
are often extremely imprecise in their use of such fundamental
concepts as “internalization,” “fantasy,” “object-relationship.”
etc. They often use verbal tricks which cover over their lack of
clarity through the use of such undefined concepts as “matura-
tion,” “love,” and “whole person.” which carry us along with
their suggestive power, but which ultimately need to be either
made more precise or dispensed with. | agree with Chedorow
that object-relations theory is one of the most promising devel-
opments in psychoanalytic and psychological theery, but | feel
that it shares many of the faulls of other psychoanalytic
schools and that fundamentally new |heoretical directions will
ultimately have to be taken. Prcbably this will invoive an
integration of psychoanalytic clinical insights with work on
cognitive development like that of Piaget. and with the obser-
vational work on child development being done by develop-
mental psychologists, However, no one has so tar been able to
achieve this desired integration, and we are forced to continue
working with partial theories in order to determine how useful
they are in dealing with various problems.

As the foregoing account of object-relations theory sug-
gests, Chodorow’s discussion of feminine psychology and the
reproduction of mothering relies heavily on an analysis of the
infant's first relationship to another person, which in most
situations consists of a tie to a female “mother” —whether she
is in fact the biclogical mother or another woman. She ad-
duces much evidence—both clinical and social-psychological

- —that boys and girls experience relationship to the mother dif-

fesently during all phases of development. These differential
experiences, she argues, provide a psychological basis for the
sexual division of labor in adulthaod, and, in particular, for
the fact that women usually perform most of the childrearing
functions. My summary of her presentation will be little better
than a caricature ot her subtle and nuanced argument, which
relies on data from many difterent sources and approaches.
She avoids the trap fallen into by many of the athers who have
dealt with these questions (e.g.. Juliet Mitchell in Psychoanaly-
sis and Feminism), who seem to believe that the truth can be



found simply through arguing about the interpretation of texts
{be they those of Freud, Lacan, or the latest guru) without con-
fronting the texts with the facts that they are intended to help
us understand. Similarly, she avoids the pesition which says
that data collected outside of a laboratory and unaccompanied
by elaborate statistics is of no interest.

Much clinical psychoanalytic evidence suggests that the
mother-daughter tie is usually characterized by identification
and merging which is more prolonged and intense than that
between the mother and her son. The mother tends not to
consider the daughter to be a separate person, but an aspect of
herselt. In technical terms, there are “patterns of fusion, pro-
jection. narcissistic extension, and denial of separation” which
“are more likely to happen in early mother-daughter relation-
ships than in those of mothers and sons” (p, 103). This treat-
ment by the mother makes it difficult for the daughter to rec-
ognize hersell as a separate person, She instead perceives her-
self as a part of, or an extension of her mother. This mode of
relating to her mother is later generalized to other aspects of
the world. In contrast, Chodorow suggests that the young son
is more likely to experience himself as the object of his moth-
er's fantasies and desires. The boy's experience of his mother
will tend to catapult him into “oedipal” conflicts regarding
gender identity and gender differences earlier than the girl.

As well as these differences in the early precedipal
mother-infant relationship, the ditferential treatment of boys
and girls continues into the cedipal phase when. as already
indicated, issues regarding the differences between the sexes
and the formation of gender identity are dominant. The clas-
sical psychoanalytic problem concerning female development
during this phase is to explain why it is that the girl turns from
the mother to the father (and other men) as object of her de-
sires, both sensual and affectional. It is to solve this problem
that the concepts of penis envy and women as castrated people
were introduced {as well as to explain clinical evidence oF
unconscious desires for a penis in adult women patients). As is
well known, these ideas have raised a storm of controversy
and have become a focal point of discussion among the vari-
ous psychoanalytic approaches to feminine psychology. Some
authors, e.g., Helene Deutsch, claim that penis-envy & an
inevitable "psychological consequence of the anatomical dis
tinction between the sexes,” while members of 1he cultyralict
school claim that penis envy is a result of the girl's desire for
the greater power of the male in a patriarchal society, and that
the oedipal girl's turn toward her father is a resuit'of an abors
heterosexuality. Both these positions thus end up with hmiogi«
cal explanations for feminine heterosexuality.

Chodorow's idea is that it is the cmslralmng Aty E\F W




precedipal mother-daughter relationship which Isads the gir)
to turn to the father in an attempt to escape from temaining a
narcissistic extehsion of her mother in order to become a self in
her own right. The penis is desired by the girl because it is a
symba! of the desired independence. Quoting the French psy-
choanalyst Chassequet-Smirgel: “Basically, penis envy Is the
symbolic expression of another desire. Women do not wish to
become men, but want to detach themselves from the mother
and become complete, autonomous woren,” (p. 123, empha-
sis in original). Meanwhile, as Chodorow's reading of tacial
psychological literature suggests, the father has probably been
acting seductively toward the girl and encouraging her to act
in a “feminine” manner.

The girl does not abandon interest in the mother while
this turn toward the father is occurring. She s still intimately
involved with the mother, though in complex ways that can
not be gone into here. One important result is that in girls,
unlike boys, the oedipal phase tends to be a prolonged process
which is never really resolved. This heips explain differences in
the male and female experiences of adolescence. The ado-
lescent girl is more likely to remain emotionally involved with
her mother and to experience conflicts regarding dependence
on and separateness from her than is the adolescent boy.

One important result of the girl's path to development is
that she will emerge as an adult woman with a greater ability
to experience another's desines and conflicts as her own—that
is. for “empathy“—than most men, who did not have the
experience of being considered an extension of their mother.
Furthermore, due 1o the nature of girle' early ties to their
mothers, they “come to experience themselves as less differ-
entiated than boys, 25 more continuous with and related to the
external object-world and as differently oriented to their inner
object-world as well” (p. 167). Chodorow discusses specific
aspects of the developmental history of boys that make it diffi-
<ult for them to experience those continuous, merging ways of
relating to the world. It is these states of merging with and
empathy for others that ane important in caring for young chil-
dren, and are involved in the derivation of pleasure from this
activity. The seeds of this caring are created in both boys and
girls by their early experiences of being cared for by a loving
mother. However, the vicissitudes of development that we
have sketched above and that Chodorow discusses.in detal
suggest why women are more likely to become mothers.

These differences in personality are also involved in the
wider realm of the sexual division of labor. It is typical of our
society and most other existent societies that women tend to
Play a preponderant role in familial life and alfective matters
while men are largely concerned with nonfamilial production,
Chadoerow cites Michele Rosaldo who suggests that in all soci-
eties

feminine roles are less public or “social.”.  they exhibit less
linquistic and institutional differentiation, and that the
interaction they involve is more likely 1o be kin-based and
to Crois generations, whereas man's interaction remains
within a single generation and cuts across kin wnits on the
hasis of universalistic categories. ... Women's role in the
home and primary definition in social reproductive. sex-
stnder terovs ave characterized by particularism. concern
with alfective goals and ties, and a diffuse, unbounded
quality. Masculine occupational roles and men’s primary
definition in the sphere of production are universalistically
defined and reccuited, and are less likely to involve aftec.
tive considetations {p. 180),

The division of labor has social and psychic costs, as well
as contradictions leading toward its abolition. In her brief
appendiix entitled "Women's Mothering and Women's Libeta-
tion” Chadorow claims that;

the sexual division of tabor and women's responsibility for
child carc are linked to and generate male dominance.
Psychologists have demonstrated unequivocally that the
very fact of being mothered by women generales in men
conflicts over masculinity, a pyychology of male domi-
nance. and 4 need o bt superior to women. ... Thus the
social organization of parenting produces sexual inequality
not simply role dilferentiation. I is politically and socially
important to contront this organization of parenting. Even
thaugh it is an arrangement that scems universal, directly
rooted in ideology. and inevitable, if can be changed. The
possibility of change Is indicated not only by a theoretical
erilique of bicdogical determinism, but by the contradictory
asperis ot the present organization uf parenting. Even as the
present forms reproduce mothering, they help to produce
a widespread dissatisfaction with their own limilations
amang women {and somelimes men) {p. 214,

Chedorow only hints at what these contradictory aspects are,
She suggesis that the recent nuclear family arrangement in
which a lone woman has almost sole responsibility for taking
care of her children tends to produce a situation in which the
mother is both overinvolved with, and profoundly ambivalent
about her children. This, in turn, has psychic consequences for
them, Further tension is induced as women increasingly enter
the paid labor force, but are still expected to maintain primary
responsibility for the care of their children, These tensions can
produce efforts toward the transformation of the system of
exclusive female mothering, but Chodorow does not really say
much about what could or should replace it, except for a brief
nod at experiments with collective childrearing a la the kib-
bukzim, China, and Cuba, which she claims indicate that chil-
dren so reared show “more sense of solidarity and commit-
ment to the group, less individualism and competiliveness, are
less liable to form intense, exclusive adull relationships than
children reared in Western nuclear Families” (p. 217). It is
atypical that Chodorow gives no reference for this assertion,
which, in the case of China and Cuba. at least, is probably
based on the impressionistic accounts of the revolutionary
groupies who can interpret cvery attempt of a “Communist”
state to control its population as a victory for human libera-
tion, Other observers have interpreted the same character
traits as signs of a “tatalitarian” destruction of the individual
and of a strong sense of self. It is not at all clear that the prob-
Jem of the relations of the individual and the collectivity will
be solved under socialism simply by replacing the conformist
individualism of contemporary capitalism by conformist col-
lectivism, Hopefully, the changed social conditions of 3 social-
ist revolution will lead to a revision in the way this question is
formulated. At present, most discussion of this question is
largely a matter of value judgments, which is probably the
result of our lack of adequate social experience and the appro-
priate theoretical cuncepts to deal with it. It remains an open
question to what extent psychoanalytic categories will be use-
ful in this analysis. In any case, Chodorow does come out for
the equal participation of women and men in childrearing.
which would significantly alter the typical pattern of child
development outlined in this book.

These questions point to the greatest weakness in Cho
dorow's book. She recognizes that changes in family and social



structure should result in modifications in the basic pattern of
differences in male and female child development. However,
the question remains as to what aspects of the psychoapalytic
theory and dinical material she relies on so heavily will tum
out to be inappropriate for dealing with human development
in societies basically different from those in which it was devel-
oped and perhaps even for different social classes in our
society. This is especially important because Chodorow relies
heavily on the analysis of detailed clinical reports, all of which
are from Westem socicties, and mosL of which are of people
from middle and upper class backgrounds, Thus we need to
know if the patterns of differences berween mother-daughter
and mother-son relationships that she describes as-typical of
our society hold up in delailed studies of lower social classes
and of other societies. This would require clinical study cap-
able of unearthing details of psychic development for people in
other classes and cultures comparable to those that psycho-
analytic clinical work provides for middle- and upper-class
individuals in our own society. Reliance on sociological data
is not sufficient. My own view is that the broad ocutlines of
psychoanalytic theory will prove useful in this task, but it
rermains to be seen what modifications this théory will require.
As 1 indicated in my discussion of object-relations theory, |
feel that psychoanalytic theory needs to be modified in order
adequately to conceptualize psychic reality in-our own cul-
ture. These difficulties regarding the extent of applicability of
the theory are not Chodorow’s alone, and may even be inher-
ent in the project of applying psychoanalytic insights ko cross-
cuslvural subjects. What is needed is not an end to such at.
texnpts. but an awareness of their dangers.

This boaok is, in my opinion, one of the best attempts to
apply psychoanalytic concepts to the understanding of social
phenomena. However, it shares with all works of this genre
the characteristic of being stronger on intuitive plausibility
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" In a formulation of thix prelinenary mature, there.is ot a

greal body of consistent evidence o draw upon. Available

evidence is presented that illuminates asprcts of the theory'

—for the most part psychoanabytic and social-psycholos
€3] arcuonts based almost entwely on highly industrialized
Western soviety [and on the middle asd upper classex in

that soceely. §.5.1... 1Tlhis is in some sense a prugram-.
matic appeal to peuple doing research. It points to certan

issues thal might be especially impurtamt in investigations
of child development and lamily relationshifs, and suggests
that researchers look explicitly i female vs. male develop-
ment. and that they consider serionrsly mathec-daughter
relationshipe cven if these are i of obvious “structural
nporimnce” in 3 tradiional anthropological view of that
society :

than on solid proof of its hypotheses_ In this light we should
keep in mind Chodurow’s own reservations as presented in the
earlier version of her argument mentioned above:

As an appeal for lucther research in these areas, this book i
extremely effective. It would be a great mistake, however, if its
hypothesis were 10 be accepted by others as proven and as Evi-
dence for ather ideas. Too much of radical social thinking
already rests unawares on what are simply plausible hypoth-

Stephisn Soldz

Notes

1. Nancy Chodorow, "Family Siructure and Ferirone Person-

ality” in Micheie Rosaldo and Lovyise Lamphere, eds,, Wamun, & al
tre, gud Sociefy Stantord, 1974,
. 2. Ibif. p. 45,



LETTERS

Dear Rood & Hranuck,

The tollowing comments have been assembled by your Raithiul
Revl-vye correspondent. They are drawn from discussions we have
had on your recent publication, ,

(1) The articke “Are We Headed tor Another Depression?” sum-
manizes 3 basic framework of analysis which we essentially agree
wilh. However, we feel there are areas which have been neglected,
and which should receive more attentfon in a review of the current
crisis:

First of all, the analysis remains within the context of the "boom-
bust” cycle. No substantial connection s made between war and
deprewsion, uther than a reference 1o heighiened competition on Lhe
waorld market. The probability ot war thus appears indeterminate —as
though it could wxccur al any moment in the cycle. In this century, war
production and world war have played a specific rale as the “resolu-
tion” ol the last resore to capitalist cnises. War-time devaluation (run-
ning wid plant inte the ground with litile reinvesiment! and deflation
twhich cheapens the cost of constant capital and living lubor-power),
and physical destruchon of masses of fixed capital, clear the ground
for a rencwed cycle of accumulation at a lower value-coimposition.
Also, world war completes the counter-revalution by militarizing
sucicty. The likelihood of war mncreases with the growing impossi-
bility of recovery by "peaceful” means (e.g., traditional means of arti-
licially “stimulating” the economyl. We think that war is most likely
to breah wat at the pit of the depression, tollowing the [ailure of the
statc's altempts lo fesyme Jomestic production under its direction. Aa
this point, the state will be torced to seek new sources of serplus value
elsewhere, leading to conllicls with competing national capials (e.g..
il was only ater the New Deal backbired that the U.5. got into WWII).

Nuo mention js made of the contradictory Function of credit {as fic-
titun valuwed, which decpens the crisls by exacerbating inflation,
while a1 ibw same time delaying and buffering its impact. The fantastic
expansion ob credit in recent years is a signiticant fealure of the current
crixis. as is the tinancial structure of madern capitalism as a whale
te.g., institutions such as ithe IMF and the World Bank have played a
key role in the global capitalist “management” of the crisis).

By tocusing oh the level of tolal social capital, evidence of vari
ous capinalist “strategies” arr ignoted. For example, there are subtler
new ways lo reduce costs of mepreducing the labor force, and to
wreaken the resistance ot workers {0 bearing the burdens of the crisis.
ln France for instance, there is a significant growth in the so-called
“sevondary” labor market (temperary workers and the like who have
no job security, don't receive pensons. unemployment benefits, etc.).
In ltaly. therve is a tendency to “decentralize” industry in sectors wherr
warkers have actively opposed wage- freezes and speed-ups.

Thus brings us to the nexi point: the relation of class struggle to
the coisis. Incthe {ong run, there is Little te gain lrom more or kess ise-
loted resistance Lo decreasing living standards and deteriorating work-
ing conditives. Nonetheless, workers' siruggles da force concessions
fram the bourgeoisie, and this albects the course of the crisis {although
it doenn’l change its ultimate cause or resolutiont. Ear example, the
substantial wage-increases won by the TGWU truckdrivers in England
after thewr vtrike shut down the country will torce a nise in inflation,
The extended coal shrike in this country Jast year had repercussions
that extended well beyond the coal lickds. 1n Carter's 1976 energy pol-
icy. we of coal was urged to help ofisel trade imbalances that werry
attributed to the surge in cost of imported oil. The coal strike was a
blow te this “plan.” and helped depress the dollar in the world mancy
market. which way carefully watching U.S. trade figures. Also. al-

though this is dlificult to determine. it s more than likely that the coal
workers' resistance ta the productivity increases envisaged by the
energy policy gave impelus to the nuclear aption, The economic
implications of invesiments in the highly capital intensive nuclear
industry are obvious, Finally, the instability in the Appalachian coal-
jields also gave impetus to the development of Western coal sources.
In this region, labor is less organized, and most of the cual is strip-
mined, .

A small but vitally important error was made in the presentation
of Marx's theory of the falling rate of profit: “BMarx argued that the
Fundamental cause of the decline in the rate of profit is that the
arnpunt of rapitel invested in capitalist enterprises tends to increase at
a faster rare than the mumber of workers muployed.” Warx's formula-
tion for the organic composition of capital {c/v) and for the rate of
surplus value ta/c+v) are vulie formulations. ¢/ v should be read as
the value of consiant capital divided by the value of variable capital,
and 5/¢+ v should be read as the surplus value divided by the value of
the candtant capital plus the value of the variable capital. Variable
capital or v should be understood as the value of labor power times
the number of workers employed, not merely as the number of work-
ers alone, This must be true if we are 1o be consistent on just an arith-
metival level. Otherwise we are adding and dividing apples and
oranges and our results cannot be stated in striclly value terms. But
this is not merely a mathematical quibble. I is unfair to Marx Vo pre-
2ent his Lheory incorrectly (it would put you in the notoriously bad
company of the traditional and vulgar Marxistst, but more impor-
tanlly we have a stronger basis for understanding the present crisis
and the possibility of communist ansformation if we ground our
analysis of capital frmly an Marcs value theory, i.¢,, the theory of
alienated activity, which is the basis of the capitalist mode of produc-
tion and capitalist social relations,

(2) On the articke "Authority and Democracy in the U,5.7: p. 13
reads "As tar a3 the workingclass was concemed insofar as its infer-
et found articulation at all, it was satisfied with the war-given
opportunity to secure jobs and higher wages.” In facl, according to
Andrew Levinson lin his book, The Working Class Majority) opinion
polts in 1964 indicated that blue-collar workers were probably more
“anti-wae” than any of the other higher “status groups.” In 1970, 48.9
percent of the working-class were for immediate withdrawal, or with:
drawal within 18 months. 1n November 1966, voters in Dearbora,
Michigan. a sohdly working-class area, voted two to one against the
war effort. This may net be typical of working-class sentinvent at the
time, but Lhe statement in the article seems inaccurale at worst, snd
superficial at best.

(3) On the Rowt & Brauch statement that appeared in the last two
ieaues:

{a} Red-cye holds the position that the “soclalist” countries are
state-capitalist, insofar as (1) these countries are subject to the law of
value and the falling rate of profit; {2} they are increasingly integrated
into the world market: and (3} they are class societies; the muling class
Fulfills the function of capitalists insofar as it oversees the production
and allocation of surplus-value via the wage systern. Referring ta them
a3 “state-ryn” or “state-run analogs” begs the question of how and
why these nations are just as “bankrupt” as the “Capitalist west.”

{b} Certainly, social revolution is not inevitable, and there does
rot exist In the world today a movement capable of accomplishing the
cammunist transformation of society. But "communism {s for us not »
stable state which is to be established, an idraf 10 which reality will
have to adjust itself. We call cormmunism the raa/ movement which
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abuglishes the present state of things'” (Marx and Engels, The German

idecilogy). As such it exists as a present tendency when proletarians

are forced to unite against submission to the world of commodities
and value. We could speak for example of the communist tendenty
which is expressed in struggles such as the wildcat at Feetwood that
John Lippen describes in some detall in issue 11:15 of Radice! Amer-
ica. Lippert writes of a kind of excitement and inspiration produced by
the sense of community that developed among the wildcalting auto-
workers, .

“There can be no revolutionary movement except in periods
revolution.” What does Lhis mean? What quallfies as a revolutionary
movement? Aren't we part of the revelutionary movement, as limnited
as it is at this point? And what qualifies as a "periad of revolution™? 1t
seems thal you are saying Lhat a revolutionary period exists only when
a revolutionary movement exists, and vice versa. In this case, the
statement is tautological.

“What defines and unites the working class is its exploitation by
capital.” Again, here the working-class is preseated as separate from
communism. What defines the working class is abso the fact that it is
the historical agent of communism (the power Lo transform society
rests i its hands).

(e} Although you refer to the bankruptcy of modern society as 2
wasrldwide phenomenon, you do not speak explicitly of international
revolution. We 1hink it is important to make it dear that communist
revolution implies the abolition of national boundaries.

td} “The working ¢tass must take direct respomaibility for what it
already produces.”” Should it take respongibility to produce nuclear
plants, T.V. dinners, and plastic flowersT This is much too limlited a
statemeni. The proletariat can no more simply take over the existing
productive apparatus to use it foF its own purpeses, than it can take
over the existing stale machine and use it for its own purposes. Value
and the logic of profit impose a certain type of production. develop
some branches and neglect others, Plants will have to be converted.
resources allocated differenily, caonditions in workplaces improved,
etc. Decisiom will have to be made about what 10 produce and how,
based on the assessment of the needs of the global community that will
emerge from the transformation of existing relations of production.

{e} “Our goal Is that of workers” conlrol over social life.” Again,
this is limited and in ousr opinion incorrect. Insofar as today il is wape-
Labor (the social relation which i at the origin of value, surplus valae,
ctc.} thay defines the worker as a separate social category, and work
itself as alwnated human activity, the abolition of wage-labor implies
the abolition of the worker and work as so defined (This abviously
does not mean the end of productive activity which is painful and bor-
ing. The peint is nol to quibble atout the meaning of words, but to
emphasize the transformation of relations between people and their
activily in producing-reproducing the conditions of their existence. )

I realize that many of the points raised here require further clariii-
cation and discussion inut to speak of the rather tedious style). Our
jntentiop & not lo present you with some final, rigid statement of
purpaosition. but rather to initizte discussion of our ideas.

Creetings,
Sylvia P. for Red-eye
20 May 1979

(1) “Mose” Responds:

First of all. thank you for your thoughtful comments. From what
1 can tell, we have no sericus disagreements about the sssential nature
of the current crisis of world capitalism, or about the likely course of
events in the near future. At most, we have 3 difference of emphasis
here and there, Let me respond to the issues you have raised,

(1) The connection betioeen war and depression. As [ said in the
article, the coming depression will no doubt intensify the rivalry
among nations and, thus, increase the probability of another world
war. Beyond that, | don't think much more can be said. The role of the
wartime destruction bf capital in preparing the ground for another

upswing, although important in the last two world wars, will be irrele-
vant this time around. Since the next war will be a nuclear one, the
destruction will be 3o to1al that no “post-war recovery” will be possi-
He.

(2) The contradictory function of eredit. | agree with you that the
tremendous expansion of ceedit during the “post-war boom” is a wig-
nificant feature of the current erisis. In retrospect. | think that T should
have at least mentioned the role of credit expansion in postponing the
depression and in making the eveniual depression even worse. This is
a complicated subject and 1 wish | understood it better mysell. For
example, how does the current expansion of credit compare with other
periods of prosperity? Is capitalism "more leveraged” now than in the
192057 {1 think #0.] Also, more theoretically, whal can we say abouk
the limits 10 the expansion of credit? You mention inflation and this is
no doubt important. What are other limits? It you have written any-
thing along these lines, please send it along.

(3) New strategies for cutting wages. | don’t understand your
criticism here. | discussed explicitly bdw capitalists attempt to raise
their protit rates by cutling wages and gave + few examples of their
strategies in the 1970s. I am sure we cntld go on al some length with
such examples. My main point was that no matter how successful
these strategics might be in cutting wages, they will not succeed in
raising the rate of profit enough to generate anothee round of capaal
accumulation. That requires a significant destruction of the existing
capital.

141 The relation of the class struggle to the crises. Certaindy work-
ery’ siruggles affect the course the crisis will take. But workers' strug-
gles did not cause the current crists end workers' steuggles will not end
the current crisis unless those struggles are directed against the
foundations of capitalism itsell. Ax long as waorkers take for granied
their position as wage-faborers and struggle only to improve thar con-
ditions a3 wage-laborers {i.e., fight for more jobs. higher wages, elc.).
then these struggles will not be successful anymore, except here and
there for a few workers, for a short period of time. In a perivd of
crisis, capitalism is not able to satisfy even the muodest demands dor no
further deterioration of living standards_ |} the increasing misery
which capitalism has in store for us is to be avoided, then capitalism
liself must be abolished. root end branch.

{5) Definition of the organic comprasition of capitul. The reason |
defined the organic composition of capital as Lhe ratic of the total
capital invested to the number of workers employed (rather than as
the raiio of constan capstal ta varizble capital) s that 1 thought this
definition would make it easier for mosi readers ta understamd Marx's
explanation of the falling rate of profit without getting bugged down
tn a lot of deftnitions and untamiliar concepts. The purpose of my
articke was to introdicce Mands theory as an explanation of the current
crisis and of the means and Likelihood of recovery. | was not attempt-
ing to provide a rigorous, comprehensive analysis of the current crisis.
1 just wanted to call attention to the mamn point of Marx's crisis theary
—that a return to prosperity s highly unlikely without a prior depres-
sion characterized by the widespread bankrnuptcy o} capitalist tirms.
You might be right that my lack of rigor will only confuse peuple in
the long run: but, (hat has not been my experience so far.

(2) Mattick Replies:

With respect 1o “Authority and Democracy™; Whatever one or
ancther opinion poll may turn up, warkers expressed in their actions
no dissatisfaction with the war. There were no sirikes by war workers.
or anti-war strikes by other workers, even in response to the massive
student strike of 1970. Aside fromy the working-class youths whe
objected 1o their experience as cannon fodder, the anti-war movement
wae from first 1o last a student and “middle class” movement.

{3) On the Root & Branch Statement:

With respect to the Rout & Branch Statement, we appreciate the
¢close reading and thoughtful eriticism.



{a) The Sratement begs the question of the nature of the state-run
systems purposely. We are not of one mind on this question as a group
—nwr are some of us as individuals 100! We are pretly much agreed
that, apart irom their involvement in the world market, these systems
caanot be said to be subject ta'the law ot value. “Value” as a concept
applies only 4o private capital market systems: in Russia c¢ af. its role
as “repulator” of the cconomy is taken by central planning. For this
reason, It is inappropriate to speak here of “surplus value” or “rate of
profit.” A statement of principles did not seem the place to discuss in
detail these complex and thomy issues, which are in any case of secon-
dary importance politically (since we are for the overthrow of the
party-state wheiher or not its exploitation of labor is to be analyzed in
teyms of "value”). We welcome articles on this matter.

(b} B there wore a “real motesient” for communism, rather than
it the “excitement and inspiration” of workers in one siruggle or
‘ansiher. we would ser communism as more than an idea shared by a
handtul of would-be participams In revolution such as ourselves.
Devpite the appearance of circularity in cur dictum on revolutionary
movernents, we meant, firstly, Lo distinguish situatipns in which
“opposition to commodities and value™ arises, through a “total break
with. . thr relation between wage-labor and capital,” érom the class
strupgle which, whatever its cbbs and Hows, has been a constant
fature of capitalinm. Secondly, we meant to emphasize the apparent
imponibility, in the light of histancal experience, of creating mass
arganizations in picparation for revolulionary action. As long as

.socialism exish. unly 35 an idea [n some people’s heads, 1he working
slaks is separaie trom communism. To alfirm otherwise threatens the
ilontification of our ideas with the movement, an identification which
has been an idevlogical underpinning of vanguardism. It is important
te remember that revolutionaries represent themselves, not the class.
We can say—and we think this is the truth in Mary's statement and in
your remarks— thot capilalism generates tendencies in the direction of
<ummunist mdvements; we wish to stress that ihese represent possi-
bilitics that workers may realize, and not actualities ouhude of our
analyses. The working class up to aow bas been defined by capital: it
sk redefien itself in terans of communism, by sctually moving to the
seizwny and wtilization ot thy means of production.

i} Your supggesiion lo spell nut the necessity of internationalism
o wnul.l Ll

1t White the state machine is useful for no socalist purpose,
undiwtanately there s no other productive apparatus to take over but
the cxisting, one. To take respansibility for its use does not mean—as
wr showld make clear —conlinuing its present uies or forms. It means
being in a position to make choices. Ther working class. if it takes
mwial power, will have to decide whether or not to produce nukes, TV
dinners, amd plastic flowers, It seems obvious that, as you suggest,
many changes will be made, both in what is produced and in how. A
statement of principles, again, Joes not seem to us the place o specu-
Latr on what these changes might be.

(¢} As you say, in capilalism the charsvter of work and the social
catexnry of worker are defined by wage-laboe. Work — plessant and
unpleasant —will need to be performed after a3 beture capitalism, and
thame who do it will still be workers, What will be abalished are the
suocial niches ol those who do so work other than to organize the
exiraciion of surplus-labor [rom others. This is what we meant 1o
emphasize: we Jid not mean (o suggest that “work” and “worker” will
muan Lhe some under communism as they do today.

We hope this exchange of views. will be a prelude to & tuller dis-
cunsion of these and other msucst Mecanwhile, we have found your
suggestion: helpfu) and will make use of them in revising our state
ment.

On Ul Diemer’s “Anarchism vs. Marxism”
Some marxists in recent years have expended & lot of energy tell-

ing us how much they have been influenced by anarchism. They tell us
the “True Marx” is oot at all what his present followera say he is. They

call themeelves “Libertarian Marxists” (which I'll abbreviate with "L
M) L-Ms putport to feel there are many points of unity with anar-
chists, which should lead us 1o join together in orgasization. Of
courss, only “good” anarchists need apply. To define the anarchist
they want, they dig up the dusty old polemic between Marx and Baku-
nin. Somchow, they feel this debate is of central importance to pres-
ent-day relations between marxists and anarchists.

To start with, most “libertarian’ marxmsts reject nearly all in
marxism since Marx: Lenin, Stalin, Mao, Castro, and all the present-
day marxism which is practiced upon nearly two-thinds of the world's
population. But they do not reject Mark; they “transcend” him, yet
foltow him at the same time. if (hat concept sounds a bit too mystical
for you, wail, thera's more. Like calvinists against the Pope, L-Ms try
to reinterpret the “ancient texts” to show how Marx himoelf (1) was
really a libertarian. LI Diemer (in Roor & Branch 7) has bahdly
asserted: “Marx is without dispute (71 the central figure in the develop-
ment of hiberatarianism.” L-Ms dismiss as irrelevant the fact that
marxism is today one of the most authoritarian dogmas ever to inflict
humanity. | have yet to see anything attributed 1o Marx which justi-
fies his importance to anarchists.

L-Ms plaintively complain that anarchists are unfair in that the
marxism we attack has little to do with Marx. Even if we admit this,
why should cur criticism of marxism have anything more to do with
Marx than marxism has 1o do with MarxT If we analyze society asit is
today, then we must oriticize marxism as It is today. Marxism today is
a part of contempocary culture everywhere in the world, as much as is
freudianism and capitalism. S0 any analysis of society or discussion of
strategy must develop with the possibility that marxism will be eritic-
Leed. But Marx himself need never be mentioned.

L-Ms, as much as they'd like to, can't have it both ways: they
can't complain anarchism has no valld historical alternative to show
and then complain of descriptions and analyses of the experience of
the Spanish Revolution {among other experiences). They are bored by
such things, presumably preferting to contemplate the “New Man”
and haw the millenium (read *The Capitalist Crisis”] is at hand. Chris-
tians have been waiting For 2000 years. 1 hope L-Ms won't match that
record! They have "Found It in Mamx, and through Him, they will be
reborn in New Men. Good luck!

L-Ms are correct, though, in their assertion that we anarchists
olten criticize marxism, leninism, stalinism, and maoism as though
they were identical. In fact. ) wouldn't stop there: many of those ele-
ments we criticize are also contained in other governing dochrines. The
identity we see rests precisely upon those elements in those tendencies
which are identical or similar.

Let's deal specifically with the Bakunin-Marn debate which 3o
fascinates L-Ms. The extreme pyramiding of power, the ideological
monalithism, the separation between ruler and ruled, the destruction
of the most basic freedoms and rights all combioe to give Bakunin's
wamnings to his polemic with Marx a prophetic character. Marxists,
failing to take inlo account Bakunin's wamings. have everywhere
created the opposite of the paradise predicted by Marx. L-Ms com-
platn that Bakunin deliberately fabricated the accusation that Marx
proposed a "People’s State.” Is it only accidental that 99 percent of all
marxists in the world have taken their cue Ffrom Bakunin's “fabrica-
tion” rather than from the “True Mars” himself, as they build their
marxist states? L-Ms must admit Marx called ypon the proletariat to
use the state apparatas. Squirm as you might, “state sppararus” has
always meant “state” in marxist practice. The anarchist analysis of
power, based upon the written eviderce of thousands of years, shows
few instances of “state apparatus” being put aside once assumed.
Show me a marxist revolution which has even the most tentative of
plans to put azide the state apparatus, much less ever having done sof
~ L-Ms try to pretty up "dictatorship of the proletariat” with three
paragraphs by Rosa Luxemburg tortyously trying 1o show how a “dic-
tatorship” is really some form of “pure democracy” (more mysticism
here}. Wiy call it 4 “dicratorship™? What is the significance of the use
of the term? Perhaps sloppy thinking on Marx's pan? Did “dictator-
ship” mean something other than dictatorship in those bygone days?



Is marxisi analytical power so mystically great that they see something
in dictatorship the rest of us miss? Or do their thought-convolutions
on this lssue show confusion of thought on the part of marxisis?
Agaln. we need to deal with the historical reality and not with the
L-Ms' ideal of perfection.

{-Ms excuse the confused and sloppy thinking of Marx by assert-
ing lusually by a quote from Engels, and not Marx at alt) that Marx
did not mean “economic determinism’ when he spoke of the produc-
tion of daily lite as the deteranining element in history. Ne quote from
Marx can be found to explain why his followers should not have full
justification for their “crude materialiom.” I guess it's only another
accident that mos! marxists are economic determinists,

L-BMs mention Bakunin's secret organization as the justification
for the expulsion of all anarchists (not just Bakunin and the circle of
which he was a part) from the First Intermational, They usually fail to
mention the anarchists complied with every demand made upoo the
International Alliance, indeed even reducing it to open, individual
sections of the International. After the anarchists complied with every
Marxian demand and Marx still could not provoke the anarchists te
walk out, Marx convenced the next meeting in Belgium (1572} rather
than in Swizerland, He knew Belgium had cinsed its borders to most
latin revolutionarics. Switzerland was the usual location for such
meetings because of its more central location and because it was more
open to radicals of all types. Even so, the Belgian meeting did not
reach the decision o expel anarchists easily. Mamy was so ursure of
the lasting effects of his “victory” that he sent the headquarters of the
Irtarnational to the United States. where it died a quiet death. Marx
later cbjected to every atiemypt te revive an international workers'
organization.

As a parthian shot, 1 pose the question: Why do marxists, even
L-Ms, describe themyelves as the followers of a particular human
being? A dead vne at thal. How does this differ from those who call
themselves christians, jeswits, leninists, maoists, stalinists, ete,? Why
is it one almost never finds anarchists calling themselves bakuninists
or kropotkinists?

In conclusion, most of Marx's ideas aren’t worth the trouble of
reclaiming from the preseni-day corruption of most of his followers.
There's just enough ambiguity in Marx 1o hustify most of the positions
held by those “corrupt” marxists. Even if this were not the case, the
L-M project to reclaim Marx from his “impure” followers has litde or
ne rebevance in leday’s social revolutionary context. Today, 1o be a
maruist means one is a Third World Nationalist, opposed to imperial-
ism; it means one is 3 member of a centralized political party ruled by
& central committee, which is in turn ryled by a chairman, first citizen,
maximum leader. eic.; in olher words, a dictator. Mo room for anar-
chists there'

limi Bumrpas
/0 SRAF, Box 4091, Min View,. CA M40

Root & Branch replies:

The bulk of Jim Bumpas's letter merely repnts the charges which
Diemer's articles examined —that Marx's theorelical work stands or
Falks. and in facl bally, with Ihe activities and regimes of those who call
themselves Marxists; and that Bakunin was therefore correct in por-
traying Marx as a lotalitarian. (Readers may be interested in the cri-
tique by Sam Dolgoff, similar but fleshed out with more evidence and
argument. published with a reply by Diemer in the Winter 1979 issue
of The Red Menace.)

As our introduction to Diemer's articles stated, we feel that
Dicmer is nn the wrong track in downplaying Marx's materialism.
Muarx's insistence that social movements arlse from people’s experience
of their conditions of Jife rather than from the ideas of theoreticians or
inspired souls is part of his imporiance for libertarians. To find Marx
important or even tundamental as a starting-point for radical thinking
does not mean that we are “followers of a particular human being.”
(This is why we are not so excited about the question whether Marx

was or was not personally authoritarian, ) Our journal carries the label
“Marxist” as a reference not to Marx but to the practical and theoreti-
cal orientation to ¢apitalism that be worked out. We find it striking
that in his letter Jim Bumpas never onoe deals with Mani's ideas and
writings on the nature of capitalism—the maln focus of his intellectual
energics, We suspect the reason few anarchists call themselves Baku-
ninists or Kropotkinists is not an abhomence of hero worship (the
reverence of many anarchists for the holy trimity of Proudhon, Baku-
nin, and Kropotkin makes that clear} but the fact that there is no
coherent body of ideas to which such terms might refer.

Finally. with respect 1o the question of joint aCtivity between
hibertarian Marxists and anarchists, we obvicusly recognize that peo-
ple whe condemn some people who call themselves “Marxists” be-
cause of the actions of other people who use this labet will not be open
to cooperative effort. We are not so sectarian, however, and ste no
reason (o reject all anarchists because some of their nusnber don't see
us as comrades.

Dear comrades,

We salute the reappearance of Root & Brancli. The formation of
groups in many countries which are breaking with the forces of
countes-revolution represented by lettism, or the confusions of a liber-
tanianism which manilests itself in the search for alternative life styles
and individual hulfillment in communes is 3 positive development
Constituting themselves on the basis of a firm recognilion of the prole-
lariat as the ortly subject of revolulion in aur epach and on the bed-
rock of the class lines which the experience of the proletariat has
drawn, the formation of thexe groups is one more sign that the re-
emergence of the open crisis of capltalism marks the end of the more
than fifly-year-long period of rounter-revolution. The growing com-
bativiry of the class worldwide, whether faced with the diclatorship of
capital in itz "democratic” or Stalinist forms, or under the mask of
“national liberation,” the weakening of the keft's stranglehold over the
proletarial and the search for marxist coherence represented by com-
rades from Hong Kong to India, fram Scandanavia to the [J.5.—
which is an expression of the resurgence of Lhe class—all indicate that
the historic course is lowards class war.

The very real theoretical links with the German and Dutch beft—
one of the currenis which made vital coniributions and heroically
resisled the tide of counter-revolution before il too was overcome by
despair in the face of Stalinism, lascism and intes-imperialist war—
which you have will by ene impartant factor in your capacity 1o con-
tribute ty the development of class cansciousness within the prole-
tariat, since the theoretical contributions of the communist keft are one
of the foundalions on which the new political elements of the class
must base themselves. However, we are convinced that it you take up
the theoretical thread of the German and Dutch left in the form of the
Touncil communism of the "305 rather than the analyses and positions
of the KAPD during the revolutionary wave itself, aml if you ignore
the vital contributions of the ltalian Jett during the 30s, for example
on the war in Spain {cf. the texts reprinted in our International Review
M. 6 and 7], lascism and anti-tascism, democracy, the national ques-
tion. where the position thal national libevation struggles are a
moement in the struggle between rival impenialist blocs is in contrast to
views like Pannekoek's that a progressive development of a “youth-
ful” capitalism is possible in Asia, your positions will subier from
ambiguities and confusions.

Jf we insist on the importance of the contributions of the commu-
nist left, it Is pot because we think that the task of revohstionaries con-
sists in simply republishing old texts, but because assimilating the
theoretical heritage of the communist left is an essential element in the
capacity of revolutionaries to analyze the perspectives of the crisis
today. the course of inter-imperialigt antagonisms todoy, the balance
of class torces today, These analyses are the bases upon which we can
carry out dur primary task of intervention in the class siruggle.



In this sense your celebration of the revival of the Spanish CNT is
particularly disturbing. You completely overlook the role of the anar-
chists in mobilizing the workers of Spain for imperialist war in the Jate
‘305 {cf. our article “Spain 1936: The Myth of the Anarchist Collec-
tives,” Internagtional Review 15) and the participation of the CNT in
the government of the Spanish republic which massacred the working
class in 1937 —actions by which Spanish anarchism definitively joined
the camp of the counter-revolution. You completely fail to see and to
clearly denounce the counter-revolutionary role of the CNT in Spain
today. where anarchism still remains a very formidable mystification,
a powerful obstacle in the way of the struggle of the proletariat, and
—with its ideology of self-management —a mortal danger to the work-
ing class as it again takes the path of violent class struggle and con-
frontation with the democratic bourgeois state,

It is this point, among others, which we take up in an article wel-
coming the reappearance of Root & Branch. and criticizing the weak-
nesses we see, which witl appear in [nternationalism 18. We hope that
through such articles, correspondence and meetings a real confronta-
tion of positions can take place between us, and that the process of
discussion and clarification between revolutionaries already begun in
Europe (cf. the international conferences in Oslo, Milan and recently
in Paris) can now be extended to the new world as well.

Fraternally.
Internatiornal Communist Current

17 December 1978
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ROOT &

With the 1660s the eternal prosperity, the managed econ-

omy. and the attendant “death of ideology” of the post-World
War Il period came to an end. The combination of unemploy-
ment and inflation in the capitalist West and the inability of the
state-run systems of the East to satisfy their working classes are
producing unsettling effects throughout “industrial society”: the
deterioration of conditions in the big cities, which nonetheless
draw an increasing proportion of the world's population; the bru-
talization of the seemingly permanent army of the unemployed,
which has been accumulating in these urban centers; the instabil-
ity of governments in the democracies, in the absence of any clear
policy alternatives, inspiring a drift toward open authoritarian-
ism: the development of opposition to the party dictatorships in
the East. beth in the form of liberalism among the intelligentsia
and, more significantly, in that of strike movements among the
working classes: and the continuing decay of ideologies and social
norms. All this testifies to the basic character of the “limits of
growth” that medern society is coming up against.

Whatever disappointments Nature has in store for us in the
future, the limits we are encountering now are not ecological but
social ones. It is not even socially caused, enviranmental disaster
but the third world war that most directly threatens our extinc-
tion, That a fascination with zero-growth has replaced the nine-
teenth century's discovery of eternal progressive development i
only the ideological form of the experience of the bankruptcy asa
social system of capitalism and its state-run analog.

As yet we cannot speak of the existence anywhere in the

world of forces or sacial movements which represent a real possi-
bility of social revolution. But, while in no way inevitable, social
revolution is clearly necessary if possibilities for an enjoyable and
decent life are to be realized —-and perhaps if human life is to be
preserved at all. For this reason we tee the overthrow of the pres-
ent order of society as the goal to which we as a group wish to
contribute. While the ideal we aim for has been called by a variety
of names—communism, socialism. anarchism—what is impor-
tant to us is the idea of a system in which social life is controlled
by those whose activities make it up. Capitalism has created the
basis of such a system by so interweaving the production and con-
sumption of all producers that only collective seolutions are possi-
ble to meet the producers’ need to control the means and process
of production and distribution. To eliminate the problems caused
by the subordination of social production to capital's need for
profit. the working class must take direct respansibility for what
it already produces. This means opposition not only to the exist-
ing ruling class of capitalists and politicians but to any future
managers or party leaders seeking to hold power in our name.
Root & Branch, therefore, holds to the tradition of the workers'
movement expressed in the Provisional Rules of the First Interna-
tional, beginning with the consideration “that the emanicipation
of the working classes must be conquered by the working classes
themselves.”

From the past we draw not only inspiration and still-mean-
ingful ideas but also lessons on mistakes to be avoided. The fun-
damental idea of the old labor movement, that the working class
can build up its forces in large organizations in preparation for the

“final conflict” has proven false. Whether the organization was

BRANCH

that of reformist or of revolutionary parties, producer or con-
sumer cooperatives, or trade unions, its success has always turned
out to be a success in adapting to the exigenciés of survival within
capitalism. The Bolshevik alternative of the small vanguard of
revolutionaries preparing for the day when they would lead the
masses to the conguest of state power has also proven useless for
our purposes. Such parties have had a role to play only in the
unindustrialized areas of the world, where they have provided the
ruling class needed to carry out the work of forced economic
development unrealized by the native bourgeoisie. In the devel-
oped countries they have been condemned either to sectarian
insignificance or to transformation into reformist parties of the
social-democratic type.

While history has indicated that there can be no revolution-
ary movement except in perinds of revolution. the principles of
such a future movement must guide the activity of those who
wish (o contribute to its creation. These principles—in contrast to
those of the nld labor movement—must signify a total break with
the foundation of capitalist society, the relation between wage-
labor and capital. As our goal is that of workers' control over
social lite, our principles must be those of direct, collective uction.
Direct. because the struggle for contrel of society begins with the
struggle to control our fight against the current order. Collective,
because the only successes which have a future are those invalv-
ing (if only in principie) the class as 2 whole. We recognize that
the working class does not have one uniform identity, and thus
experiences oppression under capitalism differently according to
age, sex, race. natipnality, etc. However, what defines and thus
unites the working class is its exploitation by capital, even if the
character of that exploitation varies giving the appearance of
separate problems and thus separate solutions. While it is true
that the struggle against capitalism will not by itself solve these
problems, overcoming capitalist exploitation raises the possibility
of their solutions. Thus, each working-class struggle, even if it
does not address an issue experienced by the class as a whole,
must be aimed at the real enemy, capital, and not other members
of the class. In the same way. we think workers must overcome in
action the division between employed and unemployed, between
unionized and non-uninnized members of their class. Such a view
automaticaily brings us into opposition to existing organizations
like trade unions, which exist by representing the short-term
interests of particular groups of workers within the existing social

structure. Similacly, we are in contlict with the parties and sects
which see their own dominance over any future movement as the
key to its success.

We see ourselves as neither leaders nor bystanders bt as part
of the struggle. We are for a fHlorescence of groups like ours and
also for cooperation in common tasks. We initiate and participate
in activity where we work. study, and live. As a geroup, we would
like to be of some use in making information available about past
and present struggles and in discussing the conclusions to be
drawn From this history and its future extension. We organize lec-
tures and study groups. Since 1968 we have published a journal
and series of pamphlets. We hope others will join us to discuss the
ideas and the materials we publish and that they will help us to
develop new ideas and means to circulate and realize them,




SMASH CAPITALISM
NOT ATOMS

In 1964, a government-released study predicted that a melt-down at a
nuclear plant like Seabrook could kill 27,000 people wnd injure 73,000, not
to mention the cancers and birth defects to come. Nukes, however, are just
the tip of the iceberg. Cancer-causing chemical dumps at Love Canal, N.Y.,
Attleboro, MA., and elsewhere, Ford Pintos which burst into flames when hit
from behind, the 115,000 deaths each year from industrial accidents and
industrial-related diseases, Agent Orange and PCB's, the list stretches on.
Business as usual is becoming more and more of a daily threat to our lives
and environment.

This threat is not merely a natural consequence of modern industry and
techholagy. Nor is it the fault of the wastefulness and greed of the pop-
ulation as a whole. It is the result of decisions made by the corporations
--decisiong aimed mot at the satisfaction of our needs and desires but at
the waintenance of their position in a social structure based on hierarchy,
profitability, and exploitation.

To accuse business of being shortsighted or greedy, however, is to miss
the point. Enterprises must make money to stay in business. Making money calls
for cutting costs and--especially in a period of recession--job and environmental
safety are "extras" which can make the Jdifference between econcmic success and
failure.

Since the American economy is a business economy, the government must follow
the same logic of decision-making. Some politicians may oppose some corporations
to some extent in response to public ocutcry. But, aside from the politicians®
financial involvement in business, they know that low profits for big corpor-
ations means recession, unemployment, and seccial unrest. Hence the recent
whittling away of EPA standards; hence the support for nuclear power.

NUCLEAR POWER IS NO ACCIDENT

The choice of nuclear energy, for which some of us are now literally paying
with our lives, was based on the convergence of the state's military needs and
the profit interests of many powerful corporations. Teday the $26 billion
already invested in nukes means high stakes for the industries involved:
stopping the nukes could lead to finaneial collapse and loss of control over
crucial sectors of the economy.

The pro-nuclear statement signed recently by world leaders in Tokyo;
Carter's renewed commitment to nukes in his Kansas City speech; the Senate's
killing of the moratorium amendment—all underline the government's continuing
support for nuclear power. Even Jerry Brown, despite his attempt to make pol-
itical hay while the anti-nuke sun shines, is only calling for a moratcorium, not
for a definite end to nuclear power.

Even if the government is forced to decrease the country's reliance on
nukes, we can be sure that any alternative constrained by "economic necessity"



and "naticnal security"” {just whose security? we might a=sk} will not resolve our
problems, Carter's suggested massive conversion to synthetic fuels would mean
increased pollution from coal and shale mining--industries already notorious for
high cancer rates among workers, disruption of the ecocsphere due to higher con-
centrations of carbon dioxide in the atmosphere, and more toxic wastes to dispose
of. And even conversion to solar power--highly unlikely despite the many well-
reasoned and -researched proposals--would leave the world's atomic arsenals
intact.

Proposals for community-controlled, de-centralized technologies crganized
on a non-profit basis usually rely on some form of govermment financing. In a
peried in which global econcmic crunch has already brought us cutbacks in socjial
services, the government is wunlikely to turn into a miraculous supplier of funds.
Moreover, the government is hardly liksely to sponsor competition for the big bus-
inesses it represents. What we need is not funding and approval, but the power
to create and control alternatives ourselves. Government sponsorship is not the
route to such power.

The demand for "solar jobs," which addresses the very real problem of unem-
pleoyment, points to the absurdity of the criteria that capitalism imposes on us.
The real issue is control over social decision-making, working conditions, and
the goods produced; and not the issue of choosing between jobs and welfare.

Which will it be: Lung cancer or death by radiation? Nuclear poWer or econ-
omic crisis? Polluted skies and rivers or war scare? More jobs or more radia-
tion? Workers' health and safety or a safe and healthy economy? These “choices”,
these "alternatives™, are the blackmail of capitalism. To refuse them is to
raise the question of the conversion of gociety as a whole, root and branch.

SEDITION NOT FPETITION

Many anti-nukers still find it hard to believe that "our leaders™ would
blatantly disregard the safety of the "citizenry™” and cynically manipulate any
opposition, loyal or otherwise. However, recent calls for direct action against
nuclear plant construction sites indicate that at least some people within the
movement are beqginning to see the limitations of compliance with the authorities.

The call for the Oct. 6 occupation speaks of a commitment "to satop nuclear
power ourselves, withount appealing to or recognizing the legitimacy of state or
corporate authority," and of going beyond "civil disobedience and other symbelig
forms of protest.™ This points to a willingness to begin acting collectively
for ourselves and to stop relying on the people in power to do it for u=s.

We support the gquestioning of authority, and the growing recognition that
our enemies include the courts, the politicians, the regulators, and the police
as well as the nuclear industry. But to say that "our strength lies in our
numbers, in the depth of understanding” of the participants, "and in our com-

mitment to refrain from any acts of violence" is to admit how little strength we
have as yet.

) Non-vioclent oppogition to authority is a reasonable tactic given our posi-
tlon‘of weakness, We should remember, however, that from the authorities® point
of view tresspassing--not to mention interfering with the ownerst control of their
property--is violence against the property right of a citizen, which the state
is sworn teo defend, with violence if necessary. 1In fact, however deep our under-
standing, the number:of protestors will not prevent their arrest and removal from
the Seabrook site. The truth is that the project to "transform the site to meet
real human needs™ is beyond what we can do today .

What, then, is possible?

In the short run, we support any attempt to disrupt the fission industry and
help preserve a world worth winning. In the longer run, if the anti-nuke move~-
?e"t perseveres, it will be forced to recognize that the povwer needed to achieve
1ts_goals is ipcompatible with the power which serves to perpetuate the current
Social order. The unity of the "socialist" East with the capitalist West on the
issue of nuclear power is an indication of the global nature of the problem.

The gclution will require a broader social movement whose aim ig the construction
of a world where social decisions are made directly and democratically by those
they will affect. 1In such a society, science and technology would be used to
free us from drudgery and scarcity, and increase the Pleasures we take from life.
This vision might seem utopian, but taking it seriously may be the only way not
simply to end nuclear power but to preserve human life itself.
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