


correspondence
This column is open to all view-
points on subjects of interest to our
readers. Please keep your letters
brief. Where necessary they will be
abridged. Please indicate if your
name may be used or if you prefer

initials instead.

Allende and socialist unity
I read, and was impressed, by

your November issue. Peter Came-
jo’s article analyzing the shortcom-

ings of the popular Guevaraist ten-
dency was particularly interesting.
I was disturbed in that he didn’t

substantiate his characterization of
Allende’s government in Chile as

a “bourgeois reformist” regime. It
seems to me that the Socialist Unity
coalition could provide a model for
cooperation on the part of socialist
groups in other countries.

Internecine conflict among social-
ists is one of the major weaknesses
in the international left this does
not always constitute truly princi-
pled political discussion — it is, rath-

er, often based on parochial con-
siderations and long-felt hatreds
(i.e., Stalinist vs. ‘l?rotskyis~ “Bol-
shevik” “communist” vs. “Menshevik”
“socialist” etc.). Or so it seems to me.
I am interested in learning more
about the various American social-
ist groups.

J. J.
Ithaca.j N. Y.

In reply — Revolutionary socialists
wholeheartedly favor the unity of
all socialists in forming govern-
ments — provided they form anti-

capitalist governments. We have
seen many examples of Social Dem-
ocratic, Labor, and even “Commu-
nist” parties administering capitalist
states and defending the privileges
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of private property against the
working class. Unfortunately the
Allende regime in Chile stands

closer to the Social Democratic ad-
ministrations of Europe than it does
to the revolutionary government in
Cuba. The bourgeois army, polic%
and courts remain intact. The work-
ers’ organizations are unarmed

while representatives of the capital-
ist army are given posts in Allen-

de’s cabinet. The essential core of
domestic capitalist industry re-

mains in private hands.

You mistakenly refer to a “So-
cialist Unity coalition” in Chile. All-

ende’s governmental bloc, the Uni-
dad Popular ( People’s Unity) does
not have the word socialist in itj
and for a good reason: it includes
representatives of the procapitalist

Radical Party. The bourgeois part-
ners in the coalition have never en-
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dorsed socialist measures and have
effective veto power. The official
program of the UP does not even

call for socialism in the future, but
projects the vague formula of a
“transformation of the traditional
structures of dependent capitalism.”

For a fuller development of the
issues involved in the Allende ex-

periment you should see “Chile Re-
formism in Crisis” by Peter Camejo
and Les Evans in the February
1972 ISR.

Regardless of the nature of Allen-
de’s regime, revolutionary socialists
in this country should consider it

their internationalist duty to unite
in opposition to any imperialist
moves against Chile on the part

of the U. S. government.

l%e Editors
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The October 1972 Bulletin of the In 1947 an articlq melodramat- With cautious formulations and
Zanadian “Set Them Free” Commit- ically signed “X”, appeared in For- carefully-chosen words, the architect
:ee in Defense of Soviet Political eign Affairs, the quarterly journal of Cold War policy attempts to pre-
?risoners announces the formation of the Council on Foreign Relations. pare ruling-class circles for the ac-
>f a cross-Canada defense commit- It spelled out the Cold War strat- ceptance of an era of detente that
:ee for Ivan Dzyuba, a Ukrainian egy of “containment’: represents a significant strategic
miter who is being held in a Soviet “It is clear that the main element turn for American capitalism. Im-
?rison. Dzyuba is best known as of any United States policy toward perialism has no intention of aban-
the author of Internationalism or the Soviet Union must be that of cloning its long-term aim of over-
Russfication?, a Marxist analysis of a long-term, patient but firm and turning the planned economies of
the Kremlin’s nationalities policies. vigilant containment of Russian ex- the existing workers’ states, and

The Committee To Defend Ivan pansive tendencies . . . designed to Kennan intimates as much in his
Dzyuba is circulating a petition, confront the Russians with unalter- article. But for the moment the ad-
which states: able counterforce at every point vance guard of American policy-

“As part of a mounting campaign where they show signs of encroach- makers now consider it in their in-

of arrests, which started in January ing upon the interests of a peaceful terests to exploit the Sine-Soviet split
1972 against leading intellectuals and stable world.” to the hilt by separate collaboration

in the Ukraine and throughout the , It turned out that “X” was George with the Moscow and Peking re-

Soviet Union, Ivan Dzyuba, prom- Kennan, founder of the State De- gimes on “constructive under-
inent Ukrainian writer and literary partment’s Policy Planning Staff and takings”; most notably on stemming

:ritic, was held under house arrest a long-time ambassador to the So- the tide of the colonial revolution.
kom January, expelled from the viet Union. The Cold War was con-
Ukrainian Writers’ Union in March ducted along the lines of what came * * *

and imprisoned in April. The vic- to be known as the “Kennan Plan.”
tires, now including students and Once again on the “shift to the

workers, and many of them long- It is, then, of more than passing right” that Nixon’s electoral tri-
standing members of the Commu- interest to note that the October umph allegedly revealed and the

nist Party, have protested that the 1972 Foreign Affairs carries an ar- subsequent “death of the radicali-
actions taken against them are in title by Kennan entitled “After the zation” that tbe news media is pro-

violation of Soviet legality and of Cold War.” In it Kennan says, “The claiming for the nth time. Not all
their democratic rights as guaran- problem Russia presents for Amer- journalists agree. peter Jenkins,
teed by the Constitution of the ican policy-makers differs marked- writing in the November 11 ikfan-

USSR. . . . ly, and in the main favorably, from chester Guardian Weekly, sees the
“We, the undersigned, condemn what it was 25 years ago.” The prospects for permanent class peace

the arrest of Dzyuba and other So- most favorable development is that in America to be dim:

viet political prisoners; we demand “the highest priority in Soviet pol- “There is something almost om-

their immediate release and the im- icy appears to be given today to inous in the fact that the ghettos

plimentation of civil liberties as out- the effort to resist encroachments are not in flames and the campuses

lined in the Constitution of the SO- by the Chinese on Soviet influ- not in ~rmofl. It is as if an iron
viet Union.” ence. . . .“ hand is holding down the lid of

The committee is appealing for “One wonders whether the impli- a giant pressure cooker. For the
financial support and for people cations of this situation have been injustices and inequalities, the squa-
to help circulate the petition. For fully taken into accoun~” Kennan Ior, corruption, and primitive bar-

more information and copies of the muses. Using as an example the barisms which exist within this

petition, write Committee To De- coexistence of Soviet and American great rich land seem sure to con-

fend Ivan Dzyuba, P. O. Box 187, navies on the high seas, he asks, vulse it again before long.”
Station “IT’, Toronto, Ontario, Can- “Could they not perhaps even col-
ada. laborate occasionally on construc-

CLIFF CONNER

* * * tive undertakings?”
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ilm is an ar~ it is also an

industry. It is, in fact, a cor-

porate art. True enough,

painting and writing are regulated
by the economics of the market-
place, too, but the individual artist

still retains the ultimate veto
over the nature of the artistic work.
In the movie industry this is not

the case. By its very nature, fiim
is a collective enterprise. But

in capitalist America it is business-
men and not artists who hold the

ultimate regulatory powers over
questions of aesthetic, moral, and
political content — not to mention
the question of who is and who is
not allowed to work on films in

the first place.
Thus, it is hardly surprising that

the bulk of what comes out of
Hollywood is hardly art at all. We

have become so acclimated to
garbage level productions that

many people have actually come
to enjoy the very worst of these
films as campy, unwitting satires

ARTHUR MAGLIN holds on M.A. in philos-

ophy and taught at pace College in New
York City, He has written for Radical America

and is a frequent contributor to the ISR.

upon themselves — a tribute to
the resiliency of the human animal
under conditions of extreme ad-
versity.

The real wonder of it all is that

some art actually does manage to
seep through the corporate bureau-
cracy’s clutches to finally get
a showing in the commercial
theaters. The integrity of many

screen artists — directors, actors,

scenarists, etc. — accounts for that
as does the vagaries of the box
office. Hollywood wants to convey
calming messages of corporate

liberalism to its audiences, but it
also needs to produce a product

that sells.

Audiences are highly conditioned
through long exposure to accept
the Hollywood norms so that they
are an unreliable court of appeal,
but the nature of the audience

changes periodically and Holly-
wood is pressed into experimenting
for the purpose of maintaining its
profit margins —a fact of life that

gives talented and committed artists
some margin of leverage. Radical
messages sometimes get through
this way, too. Occasionally, the

INTERNATIONAL SOCIALIST REVIEW/JANUARY 1973

corporate bureaucracy will permit
a radical content to pass its cen-
sorship — if there’s money in it.

These factors account for the re-
cent spate of creative filmk that
Hollywood has financed and dis-

tributed. There is a desperate search
going on for new success formulas,

since an estimated 70 percent of all
films produced today are financial
failures.

When the commercial film in-

du stry was first launched in

America it was hardly in such

straits. Audiences grew steadily.

These early movies were designed
for their audiences, too. The first
pre-World War I film audiences

were largely made up of immigrant
workers who were still having diffi-

culty with tbe English language. In

fact if the movies had been born
talking (in English) they might not
have been so enormously popular
right away. Their very voiceless-
ness was an important point of ap-

peal to people who couldn’ t

comfortably speak English. The
more prosperous of the native-born
Americans had the theater and

vaudeville to entertain them, while
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the immigrant working people, con-
centrated in the cities where movies
were first shown, and the indigenous
poor had to turn to the silent
movies.

Thus, in the effort to garner
audience appeal these early nickelo-
deon movies frequently took the
side of the poor against unscrupu-
lous bankers, politicians, slum-
lords, and employers. However, the
story lines kept well within “safe”
boundaries by the introduction of
unlikely individual solutions (usu-
ally through ruling-class benevo-
lence which saves the day). The
Celluloid Weapon: Social Comment
in the American Film by David
Manning White and Richard Aver-
son ( Boston: Beacon Press, 1972,

tion of children, made by the Edi-
son Company with the assistance
of the U. S. National Child Labor
Committee, we see the drudgery of
children working in a mill. As the
plot develops, the millowner’s
daughter accidentally gets lost on
a train. She is found by an immi-
grant who is forced to send her to
work with his own children in her
father’s sweatshop. The girl is even-
tually recognized by her father, but
only after he agrees to free all of
the children from their slavish em-
ployment does she return to him.”

In any case, right from the start
movies generally reflected the
ideology of the status quo, inter-
preting that ideology to differing
audiences in differing ways. When

Glorification of the Klan in Birth of o Notion (1915).

$14.95), a new and generally
excellent compendium on the “mes-
sage” film, describes a typical
movie of this type:

“In Edwin S. Porter’s The Ex-
Conoict ( 1905), for example,
poverty drives a man to rob a man-
sion to obtain food money for his
sick child and malnourished wife.
He is caught red-handed by the
owner, but in a happy denouement
he is ‘ saved’ by the owner’s
daughter, a young girl whom the
destitute man had prevented from
being run over earlier in the day.”

The Celluloid Weapon describes
another movie dealing with labor
conditions:

“In Children Who Labor (19 12),

an argument against the exploita-
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the movies strayed from their
general outlook —for the most part
a very moderate liberalism — it was
usually to the right and not to the
left. White and Averson describe an
early example of right-deviation:

“In the procapitalist The Strike
(19 14), the union organizer in a
factory is a ruthless hoodlum. To
win his unionist point he dynamites
the factory. Management rees-
tablishes the plant in another
community — as a warning to
workers not to listen to labor
agitators.”

Griffith’s “The Birth of a Nation”

Another early right-deviation was
D. W. Griffith’s The Birth of a Na-

b“on ( 19 15), an overtly racist movie
which depicts the Ku Klux Klan
as the heroic saviors of the South
after the Civil War. Griffith’s art-
istry as a director made for a
technically effective movie. The
Birth of a Nation aroused racist
passions in white audiences. It is
hard to realize how affecting silent
movies could be in their timq since
when we view them now the absence
of sound has a tendency to damp-
en our empathy. But white
audiences for The Birth of a Na-
tz”on were several times so stirred
up by the movie that they made
mob attacks on Black communities
right after leaving the theater. As
a natural consequence, the film
aroused the angry opposition of
Black people. The Celluloid
Weapon reports:

“Among the groups reactingbitter-
ly to The Birth of a Nation was the
young N. A. A. C. P. Some of the
leaders of the association felt it ur-
gent to make a film to refute the
Griffith epic. Booker T. Washing-
ton’s secretary, E. J. Scott raised
money for the project by selling
stock to black businessmen and pro-
fessionals. Photographed in Florida
and Chicago, and taking three
years to produce, the black-
sponsored film was titled The Birth
of a Race ( 19 19). However, if its
aim was to serve as an antidote
to Griffith’s film, it failed to attract
substantial audiences.”

In general, however, the movies
have always stayed on the straight
and narrow, dealing with subjects
in ways that more or less unob-
trusively convey the ideological
norms of the status quo either
through not questioning them or
by depicting them in a rosy light.
Virtually every movie that has no
social message — supposedly — still
manages to get across quite a lot
about the proper attitudes one
should have toward sex, marriage
the family, private property, law
and order, American governmental
forms, patriotism, the work ethic,
the competitive spirit class-race-sex
roles, etc. In other words, even the
most “escapist” fare has always pro-
jected the dominant ruling class
world view. Dwight Macdonald, a



former revolutionary socialist who
still considers himself to be some-
thing of a radical, disagrees. In
his book, On Movies (Berkeley:
Medallion, 1969 ), he expresses the
notion that the movies don’t con-
vey ideas:

“In a larger sense, it seems ob-

vious that the great directors and
the great schools of cinema have
changed our awareness of our en-
vironment as the impressionists and
post-impressionists did: by showing
us a new way of seeing the world —
visual, not conceptual. Cinema, like
music and painting — its closest

most incestuous relatives in the
arts —is mute when it comes to ex-
pressing ideas (look at ‘tone poems’
and Victorian moralizing paint-
ings). But there are too many

ideas around in this scientized age,
and not enough sensory perception
of what’s right in front of our noses

or eyes (as against our brains).
That’s one reason I like movies.”

While Macdonald is right when he

says that the great schools of
cinema have changed our aware-
ness of our environment on the sen-
sory level, it is the height of absurd-
ity to claim that no concepts are
conveyed or can be conveyed

through the use of film. It would be
hard to find a movie that lacked
a message. Happy endings usually
mean the hero and heroine
get married, for example. In-

dividual rather than collective solu-
tions to life’s problems are depicted
as the only possible way out of

bad situations (a man becomes
rich, a woman becomes a movie
star, etc. ). Rebels either get co-opted
or come to a bad end. One could
name a raft of common themes in
the Hollywood product all with ob-
vious social implications. But these
movies are not considered “propa-
ganda,” although movies that

showed the other side of the coin
would be. The truth is that

all movies have a point of view
and project ideas, but this quality
is seldom noticed untif the point

of view somehow deviates from the
stylized bourgeois norms.

By the time the First World War
was over the movies had broadened

their audience to the whole Ameri-
can population. Films had grown

longer; technique had become more
refined; theaters had grown more
comfortable and elaborate. As the
industry grew, it became more and

more an overtly willing instrument
of national policy. The postwar red-

baiting and witch-hunting had its
reflection in Hollywood in such

Our Daily Bread (1934)

films as Bolshevism on Trial
( 1919), The Ace of Hearts ( 1921),

Orphans of the Storm ( 192 1), and
Rose of the Tenements ( 1926). The
Celluloid Weapon describes one of
these

“Perhaps no film of this period

was more vehement in its anti-Red
message than Dangerous Hours
( 1920). The hero is an idealistic

young man, a university graduate
and a believer in the ‘great freedom’

expounded by Russian revolution-
ists he has read. In his zeal he sup-

ports the workers’ strike at a silk
mill and is recruited into a Bolshe-

vik espionage ring intent on

sabotaging American industry.

‘Boris Blotchi,’ the leader of the

conspirators and a Red Army of-
ficer, is, as a title in the film tells
us, ‘carried away with a wild dream
of planting the scarlet seed of Ter-
rorism in American soil.’ At thecon-
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elusion the hero recognizes that he
has been duped and exposes the
plotters.”

Other movies in the twenties tried
to deal with the “new morality,” as

the postwar liberalization of sex
mores was called, in such pictures
as Why Change Your Wfe ( 1920),

Forbidden Fruit ( 192 1), Fool’s
Paradise ( 1922), and Adam’s Rib
(1923). These films both en-

couraged and delimited the “new
morality” — a phenomenon which
was happening anyway.

The depression years

The movies began to talk in 1927
and so the Talkies were virtually
ushered in at the same time as the
Depression. Movies in the thirties
inevitably reflected the Depression,
frequently by trying to deny
its existence much as many of the
commercial films still produced in
neocolonial countries appear to be
almost pathologically oblivious to
the poverty and misery surround-
ing them. In the U. S. of the De-

pression years this phenomenon
took its quintessential form in the
Hollywood musical.

Nevertheless, the sociopolitical
problems and passions of the
thirties necessarily found an oc-
casional direct reflection in the
movies. American Madness ( 1932),
for instance, had a plot centering
around the question of bank
failures. Wild Boys of the Road

( 1933) dealt with young people
forced to leave home in order to
find a way to eat through petty

thievery and panhandling. Director
King Vidor’s Our Daily Bread
( 1934) dealt with the efforts of up-
rooted and unemployed workers to
make a life for themselves by going

back to the land. Needless to say,
these films all conveyed a becalm-
ing note of rosy optimism through
their conventional happy endings.

Gabriel Over the White House
( 1933) reflects the kind of thinking
that was being toyed with in ruling-
class circles in the early years of
the Depression. The film is de-

scribed this way in The Celluloid

Weapon:
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“President Hammond (Walter Hus-
ton), who takes office as a typical
machine-elected partisan, is injured
critically in an automobile accident.
While convalescing he is inspired
by a vision of the Archangel Gab-
riel to become a dedicated leader
who alone can cut the Gordian
knot of problems besetting the land.
Hammond dismisses his ineffectual
Secretary of State as well as the
rest of his cabinet and just as he
is about to be impeached in the
Senate he seizes control of the gov-
ernment and assumes the authority
of a dictator. But a benevolent one.”

A new degree of realism became

possible with the advent of sound
and when Little Caesar ( 1930),
starring Edward G. Robinson,
brought throngs of people to the
theaters, the studios quickly brought
to the screen a whole succession
of variations. Taking off from the

headlines, Hollywood produced

gangster pictures, movies about po-
litical corruption, and “exposes” of
all sorts. The movies all displaced

the blame for all these social prob-
lems from the system onto isolated,

corrupt individuals, reassuring

their audiences that everything

could be solved by jailing, shoot-
ing, or otherwise eliminating the
bad guys. Some of these pictures
include The Big House ( 1930); The

Front Page ( 193 1); Quick Millions
( 1931); The Public Enemy ( 1931),

starring James Cagney; The Secret
Six ( 193 1); and Scar--ace: Shame
of a Nation ( 1932). They varied
from the superficial and the sensa-

tional to the classic 1 Am a Fugitive
From a Chain Gang ( 1932), which
exposed the abominable conditions
of Southern prisons — conditions
which still exist. Although very
dated on a technical level, 1 Am a

Fugitive, which stars Paul Muni,

is still a dramatically effective
movie.

Several films in the “romance”

category reflected Depression pov-
erty as an outgrowth of their at-
tempts to make their heroines more
sympathetic within the framework
of traditional morality. Marlene Die-
trich, Greta Garbo, Barbara Stan-
wyck, and numerous other actresses
frequently played the role of prosti-

tute or rich man’s mistress. But they
were “good” women underneath
it all b;cause they weren’ t really
doing it for themselves. They needed
money to buy food for their chil-
dren, medical care for their hus-
bands. or an education for their
sisters. Such films as Susan Lenox
( 193 1), Blonde Venus ( 1932), and

Letty Lynton ( 1932) were typical
of this genre. “In their own way,”
points out Arthur Knight in his
book The Liveliest Art (New Ameri-
can Library, 1957), “they were
merely confirming the gangster
theme that the only escape from
depression-bred despair was to live
outside the law.” While it is doubt-
ful that this is the message that
Hollywood intended, it is certain
that this is what was frequently read
into them as the controversy over
censorship of the movies in the

early thirties makes clear.

Right-wing organizations and
church groups passed resolutions
condemning the industry. The

Catholic Church hierarchy became
especially menacing with its threats
of organizing a boycott. More local
censorship boards were established.
Under sustained right-wingpressure
the wave of gangster films began
to subside. During 1933 it grad-
ually began to merge with another

cycle in which FBI agents and other
cops were the new heroes. By the

time G-Men ( 1935) was made,
James Cagney himself had switched
from his earlier roles and began
playing the role of FBI man. By
an ironic twis$ the new cop heroes
were simply gangsters in disguise,
acting with as little concern for due
process as the gangsters they were
after. Hollywood told the truth,

either as an accident of history or
to justify the brutal reality —
possibly for a combination of both
reasons. The very moral right-
wingers who objected to depicting
the violence of sympathetic gang-
sters had no special qualms about
the same thing with a badge on.

Reflecting the officially projected
optimism of President Roosevelfs

New Deal policies, the movies began
to project a more positive idea of
the possibilities people had in over-
coming economic difficulties. Typi-

cal of the time were the plots of
such musical comedies as Footlight

Parade ( 1933) and 100 Men and
a Girl ( 1937) in which groups of
starving musicians, singers, and
dancers were rounded up to put
on a show which, naturally, turns
out to be a hit.

Reflecting Roosevelt’s attempt to
deal with the radicalization of the
Depression years by channeling it
into a harmless reformism, Holly-

wood produced a series of “socially
conscious” movies such as Black

Fury ( 1935), Winter-set ( 1936),
Fury ( 1936), The Black Legion
( 1936), and They Won’t Forget
( 1937). Massacre ( 1934) was one

of the earlier movies in this cycle.
White and Averson describe it this
way:

“Although unduly melodramatic,

Massacre does reveal the inequities
fostered on the redman by whites
who govern their reservation. A col-
lege-educated Indian ( Richard Bar-
thelmess) returns to his tribe, as-
sumes its leadership, challenges the
malefactor, and becomes the Fed-

eral representative at the reserva-
tion.”

The Production Code

The movies were moved to the
right in sexual and other matters
in 1934 under pressure from the
Catholic Church hierarchy and oth-
er right-wing forces. A new Produc-
tion Code had been drawn up for
the industry in 1930 by Father
Daniel A. Lord, a Jesuit priest but
was only sporadically adhered to
until the formation of the Legion
of Decency by the Roman Catholic
officialdom in 1934. The Legion
directly threatened the industry with

the specter of organized boycott of
films which did not meet its stan-
dards of morality and propriety.
The Codq with only minor revi-
sions, remained in force until the
middle sixties. Alexander Walker
describes the event that broke the
code in his book Sex in the Movies
(Penguin Books, 1968):

“On 29 March 1965 a woman in
an American-made film opened up
her frock, exposed both of her
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breasts to the full, unobscured eye
of the camera, thereby broke Sec-
tion Seven, Sub-section ‘ho of the
Motion Picture Production Code —
‘ Indecent or undue exposure is for-
bidden’ — and nevertheless suc-
ceeded in gaining the Hollywood
censor’s seal of approval. Quite a
number of countries with film in-
dustries and censors had already
met the challenge of similar scenes
in their films without any percep-
tible quickening of breath. But this
was the first time that nudity had
been officially sanctioned in Holly-
wood . . .“

The movie was The Pawnbroker,
starring Rod Steiger and directed
by Sidney Lumet. It is significant
that the event that broke the back
of Hollywood puritanism was
a naked woman, rather than a man
(which was not to be shown until
years later). It is also signfilcant
that the actress involved was a
Black bit player. These two facts
say a lot about the sexist and racist
nature of the movie industry.

Mae West was an early victim
of the Legion of Decency. Her char-
acteristic style of projecting the im-
age of a woman who makes no
pretense of fitting into puritan and
sexist role stereotypes — a woman
who is as tough as any man and
as interested in sex — made her a
prime target. She Done Him Wrong
( 1933), the biggest box-office draw
of 1933-34, was the last straw for
the Legion bigots. Thus, by 1936
her scripts had become so bowd-
lerized that her fiims lost their ap-
peal with the public.

In general, movie stars were
forced to live more “virtuous” screen
lives — the gangster-as-hero and
prostitute roles were out “positive
heron roles on the side of law, or-
der, and the Puritan way were in.
Hollywood tried to find new suc-
cess formulas that would be safe
from censorship. A greater empha-
sis was laid on such escapist themes
as the Western, Bible stories, his-
torical films, the Cecil B. DeMille
epics, and adaptations of the clas-
sics.

Treatment of the social scene
tended more and more to stress
the notion that the people’s apathy

and lack of civic mindedness was
responsible for the Depression.
These movies were undergirded
with the notion that the problems
of the Depression could be over-
come if everyone were kind and
generous to one another. A4y Man
Godfrey ( 1936) and You Can’t
Take It With You ( 1938) are two
movies of this sort. In J4r. Deeds
Goes to Town ( 1936), a very clear

Bombers, battleships, and military
installations were made available
to the producer of any film that
might serve as a recruiting poster
for the various branches of the
armed forces. These films generally
dealt with training rather than ac-
tual combat since the American peo-
ple weren’t as yet ready for that.
However, preparation for war was
increasingly evident in the movies.

Paul Muni (second from left) in I am a Fugitive (1932).

example of this type, Gary Cooper
plays Longfellow Deeds, an eccen-
tric millionaire who wants to give
away all of his money.

During the thirties, Hollywood
managed to produce a few — a very
few — films of explicit and direct so-
cial commentary (that only pulled
their punches in very small ways).
The Grapes of Wrath ( 1939), based
on John Steinbeck’s novel, is prob-
ably the best known of these fdms.
It is now likely to strike the viewer
as being a good film —John Ford
directed it —but very weak tea so far
as social commentary is concerned.
Nevertheless, Twentieth Century-
Fox’s producer, Darryl F. Zanuck,
had to screw up his courage in or-
der to go ahead with the film be-
cause in Hollywood terms it was
uncompromising.

Hollywood and World War II

As World War II drew nearer,
Hollywood films began to depict
the “joys” and ‘glamor” of military
life. The studios soon discovered
that the Roosevelt administration
was willing to cooperate to the full
in the production of these pictures.
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By 1940 Alfred Hitchcock’s For-
eign Correspondence, a spy thriller,
had its hero radioing the United
States from London during abomb-
ing raid: “The lights are going out
in Europe! Ring yourself around
with steel, America!”

During this period the movies be-
gan to reflect Washington’s policies
in preparation for entry into World
War II. Hollywood produced a ser-
ies of pro-British movies such as
A Yank in the R. A. F. which
reached the screen in 1941 and sev-
eral others which didn’ t get there
until the U. S. had already entered
the war in 1942: This Above All,
Mrs. Miniver, and Journey for Mar-
garet. Various anti-Nazi movies be-
gan to appear and, during the
193941 Stalin-Hitler pact some
anticommunist films as well. These
included satires like Ninotchka
( 1939) and Comrade X( 1940).

As soon as the United States en-
tered the war, all restraints van-
ished. Germans and Japanese be-
came the villains in fdm after film.
At the same time Hollywood be-
gan to paint a different picture of
the Soviet Union. Favorable por-
trayals were conveyed in movies

CONTINUED ON PAGE 40.
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DEFENDINGTHERIGHT
TOABORTIONINNEWYORK

BY DELPFINE WELCH

The following article is based on a report to the

Twelfth National Convention of the Young Socialist

Alliance held in Cleveland November 23-26. More

than 1,200 persons attended.

I

n the November 22 New York Zlmes, half of the
women’s page was devoted to an article entitled

“Women Hammer Away at Male Job Bastions.” The
opening paragraph read as follows: “They still can-
not be fathers. Or Canadian Mounties for that matter.
But many of the other all-male bastions have come
tumbling down in recent months as women have been
hired for jobs that were once reserved for the hairy
arms of men.”

This is what is happening as the ideas of the wom-
en’s liberation movement continue to take hold not
only across this country, but all around the world.
In France widespread protest succeeded in forcing the

dismissal of charges against sixteen-year-old Marie-
Claire Chevalier, who was arrested for having an abor-
tion. The government then put the young woman’s
mother on trial as an accomplice under the country’s
162-year-old abortion law. The case became a national
issue. Jacques Monod, the Nobel prize winner, testified
at Ms. Chevalier’s trial. He told the court that he

had given Ms. Chevalier 3,000 francs to reimburse
her, and had he known in time he would have arranged
for and paid for the abortion — so they could jail him
too as an accomplice. Simone de Beauvoir came to tes-
tify and proclaimed that she would provide money
and addresses and open her home to women requiring
abortion.

As a result of this protest Ms. Chevalier, who could
have been sent to jail for five years, was fined $100
and freed. And even the $100 fine was suspended!

Just as in France, the women’s struggle is at pres-
ent coming under sharpest attack around the abortion
issue. The fight against the reactionary, inhumane abor-

tion laws that exist in this country must therefore be
a top priority of the women’s movement.

On November 7 there was a referendum on the Mich-
igan ballot that would allow legal abortion during
the first nineteen weeks of pregnancy upon request of

DELPFINE WELCH is a member of the National Executive Committee

of the Young Socialist Alliance. She was a leader of Boston Female

Liberation in 1969-71. She was chief marshal of the August 26, 1970,

women’s liberation demonstration of 4,000 in Boston and has contrib

uted to the iournal No More Fun and Games,

the woman. It was called Proposal B. An organiza-
tion called the Voice of the Unborn spent $200,000
in a massive publicity campaign to defeat the referen-

dum. They issued brochures, slides, and filmstrips ar-
guing that abortion is murder. They took these mate-
rials to the colleges, high schools, parishes, and even
went door-to-door. At Sunday Masses across the statq
parishioners were instructed to vote against Proposal B
for the sake of their very souls. A group called Law-
yers for Life, which has ties with Voice of the Unborn,
and whose activities are spearheaded by the Catholic

Church hierarchy, did extensive advertising on bill-
boards and buses. One billboard had a picture of Jesus
Christ and the message “Stop Abortion. Thou Shalt
Not Kill. Do Not Take the Life That I Have Given.
Vote No on Proposal B.”

The Catholic Church hierarchy and the governmen$
working hand in glovq maneuvered to create a witch-
hunt atmosphere. They raided the Women’s Health
Services. They arrested Dr. Edgar Keemer, a Black
doctor who was an outspoken proponent of Proposal
B, for allegedly performing and conspiring to perform
abortions, in an effort to make all abortionists look
like criminals and murderers.

For a while before the elections, the polls showed
the referendum to have a narrow margin of support



but as a result of the aggressive, effective campaign
of the Right to Life forces, the referendum was defeated.
This shows that abortion is still a complicated issue
in many people’s minds. They are not totally convinced
by either side and therefore waver and change their
minds. The proabortion forces cannot just accept the
polls. They must counter the propaganda of the Right
to Life people and educate around the issue of abortion.

The Michigan referendum is not an isolated example.
It is a reflection of the general offensive that the re-
actionary sowalled Right to Life groups have begun
to wage over the past year. In some states their activity
is aimed at rolling back the liberalized or even the
liberally interpreted laws; in others they are trying to
prevent antiabortion laws from being repealed or any
reform laws from being passed, in others they are
attempting to pass extremely strict and restrictive anti-
abortion laws. But in all the states their aim is the
same — to deny a woman her right to decide if and
when she wants to bear a child.

The reactionaries in the capitalist government aIong
with the hierarchy of the Catholic Church, want to
maintain and perpetuate the oppression of women. They
would rather see hundreds of thousands of women
forced to seek back-alley butcher abortions, and have
thousands die, rather than allow a woman the right
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to control her own body. They would rather murder
women, than lose control of women!

The reactionary antiabortion forces have groups in
nearly every statq their efforts are coordinated on a
nationwide scale; and they have the financial backing
of the powerful worldwide Roman Catholic Church.

In an interview with the iVeW York ITmes, the execu-
tive secretary of the National Right to Life Committee
told the reporter that the organization started around
1967 but “really got going in 1969 when the proabor-
tionists started their push for abortion-on-demand.” It
has been the offensive by women and the proabortion
forces, and the victories that we have won, that have
led to the escalation of the activities of the right wing.

Look at some of the victories. In Washington a vic-
torious state referendum replaced the state’s an-
tiquated criminal abortion law with a liberalized

law. State courts ruled antiabortion laws unconstitu-
tional in Connecticut, New Jersey, and Vermont. And
public opinion has certainly been turned around. In
1968 only 15 percent of the American public favored
legalization of abortion. In 1969 it rose to 40 per-
cent. In 1971 it reached 50 percent. And a poll re-
leased on August 25, 1972, showed that 64 percent
of the American people feel that the decision to have
an abortion should be left solely to the woman and
her doctor, and the majority of Catholics polled felt
the same way.

And on November 22 a California court ruled that
that state’s abortion law was too vague to apply, which
means essentially that abortion is available on demand.
The proabortion forces will be able to launch a fight
around whatever new law is proposed.

But by far the biggest victory that the proabortion
forces have won is the liberalized New York abortion
law. In 1970 the New York state legislature voted to
replace the state’s 1865 abortion law —one of the most
strict in the country, a law that allowed abortions only
to save the life of the pregnant woman —with a law
that permits abortion on demand when performed by
a doctor up to twenty-four weeks of pregnancy. Al-
though setting this time limit it is the only law today
that recognizes a woman’s right to abortion within that
limit.

The passage of the New York law has implications
for women all across the country. In the two years
of its existence it has enabled more than 400,000 wom-
en to obtain saf% legal abortions. Of all the legal abor-
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tions performed in the past year, two-thirds were for
out-of-state residents and women from other countries.
The maternal death rate —which is mainly caused by
botched abortions —has been drastically cut and in-
fant mortality has also sharply decreased.

‘lThe mere existence of the New York law has begun
to change the attitudes of millions of people toward
abortion. The opinion poll cited earlier is one indi-
cation of this. And a poll in November for New York
state revealed that 70 percent of New Yorkers favor
the legalization of abortion, including 58 percent of
the Catholics. The New York law has helped dispel
the myth that abortion is criminal, or a dangerous
operation, or murder of the unborn. It has given hope
to all those fighting for abortion law repeal, not only
in the United States but around the world. As these
victories were won, the right wing stepped up its at-
tacks.

Last spring the New York law was threatened. The
legislature voted to repeal the liberalized law, which

Photo by L, berolion News Service
“Right to Life” table in New Yark.

would have taken New York back to the 1800s if Gov-
ernor Rockefeller hadn’ t vetoed the bill. This threat
occurred because the right-wing forces out-organized
and out-mobilized the proabortion forces. They mount-
ed a public, visible campaign that put pressure on
the legislature. They used the kind of tactics that we
know are effective in bringing about change. At one
point they had a demonstration outside the Knights
of Columbus convention that drew over 10, OOO people.

Nixon added steam to the attack on the New York
law by the Catholic Church hierarchy when he sent

a Personal letter to Cardinal Cook of the New York

Archdiocese in support of the attempts by the right
wing.

While the Right to Life forces were out aggressively
organizing and mobilizing large numbers of people
into action, much of the abortion-rights movement was
supporting McGovern and other liberal candidates who
they thought would vote “the right way.” They counter-
poised working for candidates to organizing large-scale
public actions by women. This had the effect of subor-
dinating the abortion struggle to the elections. Shirley
Maclaine articulated that position very precisely. She
supports abortion law repeal, but felt that women had
to be involved in “pragmatic politics” and the most
important thing for women to do was to work to elect
George McGovern. She said that for the election period
abortion should be put “on the back burner.”

The largest and most influential women’s liberation
organizations in the country took this approach. The
leadership of the National Organization for Women
( NOW) and the National Women’s Political Caucus
abstained from organizing an effective answer to the
antiabortion reactionaries. Rather than making a visible
protest and showing the power of women united in
action when the New York law was threatened, a de-
cisive section of the leadership of NOW preferred to
work behind the scenes and keep everything quiet.

During the entire election period, the Women’s Na-
tional Abortion Action Coalition (WONAAC) was the
only women’s group that consistently took up the fight
for a woman’s right to abortion. When the crisis hit
last May in New York, WONAAC jumped right in and
organized activities. It was no longer an abstract the-
oretical discussion of whether or not WONAAC should
raise the demand for free abortion or legalized abor-
tion. What WONAAC had to do was clear. It had to
defend the right to abortion in New York. It had to de-
fend the New York law from the antiabortion forces.

WONAAC took the initiative in organizing a counter-
demonstration to the Right to Life demonstration; it
organized women to go to Albany in a show of forcq
and it organized a demonstration of some 1,500 peo-
ple on May 6 in New York City.

WONAAC was formed a year and a half ago to
organize a nationally coordinated campaign to win
the right of women to abortion. Since then WONAAC
has done precisely that. It stood firm under the election
pressures. It has withstood red-baiting attacks. And
WONAAC can be proud of its record. With a program
of action around the central demands of Repeal All
Abortion Laws, Repeal Restrictive Contraception Laws,
End Forced Sterilization, WONAAC has been success-
ful in reaching out and involving women who want
to carry out the kind of struggle that can be effective.

When the Supreme Court heard the Texas and Georgia
suits, WONAAC was there with a picket line at the
White House. “Respect Life Week,” organized by the
Catholic Church, was renamed “Women’s Right to
Choose Week” and W ONAAC gathered women to picket
the offices of the New York Archdiocese. WONAAC
has carried out varied activities from the Abortion
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Action Week last May, to the class action suits and
the abortion referenda that appeared on the ballot in
Michigan and Massachusetts.

Among the most successful activities sponsored by
WONAAC were the abortion hearings in states all over
the country on the weekends of October 21 and 28.
They involved a fairly broad range of groups and
prominent individuals, including representatives from
various unions. The hearings made contacts with Black
and Latino groups and involved some Black women
and Latinas as individuals. Some of the most moving
testimony was from high-school women. Through the
hearings WONAAC offered women the opportunity to
participate in, lead, and make decisions about an ef-
fective response to the situation in their state. Many
volunteers became actively involved and took major
responsibility on various aspects of the hearings. As
a result WONAAC was able to broaden its base and
draw many previously uninvolved women into activity.
This is the kind of participation that is needed to make
WONAAC a strong and viable organization.

The key to winning the fight is getting organized.
WONAAC has put out a nationwide call to defend
the right to abortion in New York. What is needed is
an active, visible defense campaign on a national scale.
The eyes of the entire country will be on what happens
in New York. And what is done will be an example of
how to fight for other countries as well.

The Young Socialist Alliance wants to do everything
possible to take up the challenge that is being put
forth. As revolutionists we understand the importance
that victories have in spurring on the struggle and
convincing women to have confidence in their power
as a united force. As revolutionists we fight for the
democratic right of women to have abortions all across
the country. And when women win even the tiniest
victories from this powerful ruling class, the YSA joins
in the fight to defend those gains.

We don’ t know how long the fight for abortion law
repeal will take in this country and around the world.
We don’t know how many individual battles will be
won or lost along the way. But we do know that the

T he Young Socialist Alliance played an impor-
tant role in the formation of WONAAC and
has been a consistent supporter and builder

of its activities since its formation. We have fought
to maintain W ONAAC’s struggle perspective and to
keep up the fight.

What the YSA said a year and a half ago about
the abortion fight has been proven true. Abortion has
exploded onto the scene as a national political issue
and women have begun to organize around it. The
YSA recognized that abortion was the first big issue
of controversy to emerge within the feminist movement
and could be a key to advancing the entire women’s
liberation struggle. If women can win victories through
struggle around the question of abortion, it will take
the entire feminist movement a giant step forward. It
will give women cotildence in their power, and lay
the basis for future struggle.

We realize that this is going to be a long, hard fight.
And right now we are coming to the most crucial battle
the women’s movement has yet faced. The biggest gain
that the abortion campaign has made to date is in dan-
ger of being overturned. The liberalized New York
law that was almost taken away last spring is in clear
danger of being rolled back to the 1865 criminal abor-
tion law. The legislature that convenes in January has
an antiabortion majority and may vote the law down.
It is imperative that the feminist movement respond
as aggressively as possible.

This is a challenge to the women’s liberation move-
ment to stand up and ~lght. To win, it will be neces-
sary to rally the women’s, abortion, and radical move-
ments to the fight to defend a woman’s right to abor-
tion in New York. If the law is lost it will mean a
tremendous setback for the movement. But it will be
a bigger setback if we lose without putti”ng up a fight!

Photo by Howard Petrick.

YSA is in for the duration. More and more women
are learning every day that to defeat the Right to Lifers
the proabortion forces have to be as organized as they
are. Women are learning through their experience that
the right to abortion has to be fought for. The YSA
has confidence in the masses of American women that
if we begin the work of organizing now we can not
only give the Right to Life forces a real battle in the
short run, but we can win this fight for the right to
abortion in the long run. This will be a truly historic
fight and will shape the development of the entire wom-
en’s liberation movement.
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A BIGSTEPFORWARDFOR
THERAZAUNIDAPARTIES

BY JOSE G. PEREZ

The following article is based on a report to the

Twelfth National Convention of the Young Socialist

Alliance held in Cleveland November 23-26. More

than 1,200 persons attended.

I
n the recent general elections, Ramsey Muniz, the
Raza Unida Party candidate for governor of
Texas, received more than 200,000 votes. That

is enough to insure that in the next Texas election
Raza Unida candidates will be placed on the ballot
without having to get thousands of signatures on
nominating petitions.

In addition, the party won several local and county
offices in Texas, including five in Zavala county, where
Crystal City is located.

Raza Unida parties ran candidates in several other
states, notably Colorado, where Jose Gonzalez, Raza
Unida candidate for state legislature, won 18 percent
of the vote.

Independent Chicano parties also ran candidates in
California, New Mexico, and Arizona.

Not only did these parties run campaigns with such
impressive results only two and one-half years after the
first Raza Unida Party was founded, but the National
Convention of Raza Unida parties that met in El Paso
last September — and apparently all of the local parties
and candidates — refused to support either Nixon or
McGovern. This meant that the Raza Unida parties
posed themselves as clearly independent alternatives
to the capitalist parties, including the national Demo-
cratic and Republican parties.

At the eleventh Young Socialist National Conven-
tion in Houston [December 28, 1971 —January 1,

1972], the YSA analyzed the election year pressures
and what effect they would have on the independent
movements. We concluded that there would tend to be
a decrease in the level of independent activity, as many
activists in the various movements would be duped into
believing that their work for a capitalist candidate could
result in meaningful social change.
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Mirta Vidal, reporting on the Chicano struggle to
that convention, said:

“The ruling class can be expected to bring tremendous
pressure to bear on leading activists to tone down
their attacks on the two-party system and to come back
into the Democratic Party fold as the ’72 elections de-
velop. . . .

“We would not rule out the possibility that this pres-
sure . . . will take its toll. . . . To many . . . sincere
activists, nonsupport to the Democrats or Republicans

remains a tactical question, not a necessary principle
for advancing the struggle.” (From Young Socialist
Strateggfor 72, p. 65. )

The question of the 1972 elections was posed in the
Chicano movement in a different way than in the other
independent movements because of the existence of Raza
Unida parties in parts of the Southwest. The question
before the Chicano movement was whether to support
Democratic or Republican Party politicians or to take
the road of independent political action by supporting
the Raza Unida parties.

One of the vehicles that was used to co-opt activists,
especially before the Democratic Party convention, was
supposedly “nonpartisan” caucuses, with a political
agenda and some sort of ongoing structure that would
endorse any person running for office who “endorsed”
the political agenda that came from the caucus.



The first attempt to do this among Chicanos, Puerto
Ricans, and other Latinos was the National Spanish
Speaking Coalition Conference that was held in Wash-
ington, D. C., in October 1971 under the auspices of
a number of Democratic Party senators and congress-
men.

However, instead of the 150 hand-picked oendidos
[sellouts] who had been invited to come to the con:
ference, almost 1,500 Raza attended. They succeeded
in passing motions calling for the building of an in-
dependent Chicano party, giving support to the Puerto
Rican independence movement, and calling for im-
mediate withdrawal of all U. S. troops from Southeast
Asia.

Herman Badillo, Democratic Party congressman from
New York, was forced to admit in an interview shortly
after this conference that it had been, from his point
of view, “a disaster. ”

The second major attempt, the NationaI Chicano
Political Caucus, was held in San Jose, California,
last April. This turned out even worse for the Demo-
crats, as nearly 1,000 Chicanos, many of them young,
took the conference completely out of the hands of the
pro-McGovern forces who organized it. The young mili-
tants passed motions supporting the Raza Unida parties;
calling for no support to the Democratic or Republican
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parties; for an end to deportations of undocumented
workers, the so-called illegal aliens; for immediate
withdrawal of all U. S. troops from Southeast Asia;
and for an end to U. S. imperialist domination of Latin
America.

After the conference was over, the Mexican-American
Political Association (MAPA) and the League of United
Latin American Citizens (L ULAC), which had been
two major sponsors of the conference, issued a state-
ment to the press that read in part, “We cannot, do not,
and will not support La Raza Unida Party because
we are nonpartisan organizations. ”

This statement is particularly cynical in light of the
fact that MAPA has endorsed numerous Anglo and Chi-
cano Democrats and Republicans.

T his fall there were also two conferences that could
have provided a vehicle for liberal Democrats
to give themselves a “Chicano” cover — the MAPA

endorsement conference held in California, and the Na-
tional Land and Culture Congress, which was organized
by Reies Lopez Tijerina and a number of Chicano
Democrats and was held in Albuquerque, New Mexico.

Neither McGovern nor Nixon was able to get the
endorsement of MAPA because MAPA members who
were Raza Unida supporters attended the conference
and fought against any presidential endorsement.

The Albuquerque conference had been planned on an
allegedly “nonpolitical” basis, but coming two weeks
before the general elections it was clear that its effect,
if carried out as planned, would have been that of pro-
jecting an image of love and peace between Chicano
Democrats and Raza Unida Party militants.

Reies Tijerina, in his opening statement to the con-
ference, appealed for “unity before ideas, leaders, or
organizations.” More than 300 conference participants
jammed into a “unity” workshop and overwhelmingly
voted to support the Raza Unida parties and to give
no support to either McGovern or Nixon. Tijerina

walked out of the “unity” workshop when this motion
was passed and he also walked out of the general
plenary when it overwhelmingly reaffumed the work-
shop decision.

Although the great majority of Chicanos still supp orted
Democratic or Republican candidates in 1972,
and many Chicano activists still have illusions about
the abilities of these two parties to change society, these
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conferences represented clear defeats for Democratic and
Republican Party supporters.

The pressure of the elections was also reflected within
the camp of those who were active RUP supporters,
Some Raza Unida Party activists thought it was possible
to make gains fro.,1 the capitalist parties by promising
to support Nixon or McGovern in exchange for con-
cessions.

The flaw of such a strategy is that the two major
parties are controlled by the same class. A consistently
independent strategy would call for breaking from these
two parties as the only way real concessions can be won.
As Corky Gonzales, leader of the Denver-based Crusade
for Justice, says, “The two-party system is one animal
with two heads that feed from the same trough. ”

Early in the summer, a National Convention of Raza
Unida parties was called for El Paso over Labor Day
weekend by Jose Angel Gutierrez. Many participants
in the Chicano movement and the Raza Unida parties
expected the two strategies would be debated out fully

CORKY GONZALES. JOSE ANGEL GUTIERREZ.

at the conference and the issues clarified. This did not
take place because the proponents of possibly giving
support to either Nixon or McGovern did not put forth
their views. Also the conference was not structured in
such a way as to allow for the fullest free discussion of
the issues.

The convention voted overwhelmingly for a position
of complete political independence from the two-party
system and voted specfilcally not to endorse either Nixon
or McGovern. The conference therefore represented a
victory for those forces that wanted no compromise with
the Democrats and Republicans. It clearly projected the
Raza Unida parties as an independent alternative to

the Democrats and Republicans for masses of Chicano
people. After El Paso, all reports indicate that no Raza
Unida Party endorsed either Nixon or McGovern, and
Raza Unida Party spokespeople like Jose Angel Gutierrez
continued to attack the Democrats and Republicans.
Gutierrez called them “animales,” that is, “animals,” on
one occasion and in response to the attacks on the
RUPS by Democrats and Republicans he branded them
“damn liars. ”

The picture that emerges from the development of the
Raza Unida parties over the past year is a positive one.

Not only did these parties resist the election-year
pressure and take a clear no-support stand toward both
Nixon and McGovern, but they also ran against many
Democrats and Republicans on the local and state-wide
levels, and for U. S. Congress.

These independent Chicano campaigns helped to
popularize the concept of independent political action,
and also provided a vehicle for drawing many more
Chicano activists into the work of building the Raza
Unida parties.

The fact that RUP candidates linked up the electoral
struggle with mass struggles in some cases also helped
to strengthen the party. The Muniz campaign, for
example, not only supported the Farah clothing
workers’ strike, but also helped build it by spreading
the word about the boycott of Farah products called
in conjunction with the strike. The Colorado Raza Unida
Party launched its campaign at a demonstration of
5,000 Chicanos called to celebrate Mexican Indepen-
dence Day.

The Raza Unida parties are beginning to have an
impact on the political life of some areas where they
ran campaigns. This can be seen by the fact that the
Southern Christian Leadership Conference endorsed
Ramsey Muniz for governor of Texas at their national
convention. Also, the International Paper-Mill Workers
Union in Texas endorsed the entire Texas Raza Unida
Party slate.

T o maximize their potential, the Raza Unida
parties need to become mass parties, drawing

a into active participation tens and hundreds of

thousands of Chicano people. The present Raza Unida
parties are a nuclei of what could become mass parties.
Even these small parties have developed unevenly: In
Texas, more than fifty candidates were run, but only
three candidates were fielded in California.

The building of a mass independent Chicano political
party will be a complicated process. The exact form of
this process will depend primarily on two factors: The
first is conditions beyond the control of Chicano
activists, like the economic situation and the tempo of
development of the radicalization. The second is the
difficult process of developing the necessary leadership.

In looking at the concept of a massive independent

16



Chicano political party and what should be done to
build it, the first thing that must be looked at is why
there is a need for such a party.

Chicanos are an oppressed nationality within the
boundaries of the United States. The origin of the op-
pression of Chicanos is the expansion of U. S. capital-
ism throughout what is now the Southwest during the
mid-nineteenth century. The original core of what be-
came the Chicano people were the i14exz’canes then living
in that area.

After the U. S. ripped off this land from Mexico, the
rights of Mexicanos were systematically violated. Their
lands and mines were stolen by the Angles, and they
were denied equal language, cultural, and other rights
with the Anglo settlers.

Starting in the 1890s, many Mexicans emigrated to
the U. S. looking for jobs and for a way to escape
the economic misery and social turmoil of their home-
land. This helped to increase the Chicano population
of the Southwest, which was concentrated in rural and
farming areas.

During World War II and the period after it, the need
for more industrial labor resulted in a great urbaniza-
tion of the Chicano population. Today, more than 80
percent of all Chicanos live in urban areas and consti-
tute one of the most oppressed layers of the urban prole-
tariat. There are, according to U. S. government
statistics, more than 5 million Chicanos in the United
States, and some scholars put the figure as high as
10 million.

The Chicano people are doubly oppressed: as part
of the urban working class and as an oppressed nation-
al tiy.

In response to this double oppression, a nationalist
consciousness began to develop among Chicanos in the
early 1960s. The first signs were the farmworkers move-
ment and the movement to gain back lands stolen from
Chicanos in New Mexico.

The late sixties and early seventies saw a growing
nationalist movement, particularly among young Chi-
canos. There were struggles in high schools and colleges,
and the massive Chicano antiwar demonstration in
August of 1970 which mobilized 30,000 Chicanos
against the war and was viciously attacked by Los
Angeles cops. The first Raza Unida parties were
launched less than three years ago, marking a qualita-
tive leap forward in the Chicano movement. During the
whole period of the late sixties and early seventies,
Chicano students and youth have played a central role
in the development of the movement.

A
mass independent chicano political party would
be a new stage in the development of the nation-
alist movement. It would be a tool of the Chicano

people in their struggle against the racist oppression
they suffer under capitalism. The central focus of such
a party would be the struggle to win Chicano control

of the barrios, as a concrete expression of the right
of Chicanos to self-determination.

Such a party would be involved in fighting all aspects
of the oppression of Chicano people. It would fight
against the draft and the use of Chicano youth as
cannon fodder by U. S. imperialism. It would lead
struggles against the racist immigration policies of the
U. S. government. It would mobilize support for the
farmworkers and other struggles of Chicano workers,
for Chicano student struggles, and in defense of political
prisoners. It would develop an understanding of and
lead campaigns against the triple oppression that Chi-
canas suffer as part of the working class, of an
oppressed nationality, and of the oppressed sex. It
would take up the struggle against any and every aspect
of the oppression of Chicanos and Chicanas.

For such a party to be successful, it would have to
follow a strategy of mobilizing masses of Chicanos
around demands addressed to solving the problems

Chicanos face in this society. It would use election
campaigns as a way of publicizing and helping to
build these mass struggles. Because its goal would be
to involve masses of Chicanos in the struggle for self-
determination, it would have to have a broad, open,
democratic structure that would enable masses of Chi-
canos to fully participate in making decisions about the
program and policies of the party. It would be a new
type of party, totally unlike the Democratic and Re-
publican parties which do not involve masses of voters
in their decisions.

Some radicals argue that, because Chicanos are only
a small percentage of the population and cannot “make

CONTINUED ON PAGE 39
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THEPOLITICSOF
MICHAELBARRINGTON

BY GEORGE NOVACK

On November 14, 1972, a debate between George Novack and

Michael Barrington entitled “Which Road to Socialism in the United

States?” took place at Queens College in New York City. George

Novack is a well-known Marxist scholar and is a leader of the

Socialist Workers Party. Michael Barrington is the author of the

recently published book Socialism, and is a member of the So-

cialist Party-Democratic Socialist Federation. He was cochairman

of the SP-DSF until his resignation in October 1972 from that

position.

We are printing Novack’s initial presentation in the debate and

his final rebuttal in full. Barrington requested that his contribu-

tion to the debate not be printed by the ISR since he plans to

publish it elsewhere. The ISR has therefore summarized his presen-

tation and rebuttal below.

MichaelBarrington’s
presentation (summary)

66

T

he debate, as far as I am
concerned,” Michael Bar-
rington began, “is not about

whether the Socialist Workers Party
or the Socialist Party has best suc-
ceeded in creating a socialist cadre,
a socialist sect, a group of social-
ists. If that were the debate, I would

concede defeat at the outset. ” In his

view, neither organization could

claim proof that its program is cor-
rect on the basis of their “pathetic

size” in relation to the power

of American capitalism.
Rather than discuss the organi-

zational successes or failures of the
two parties, Barrington proposed to

GEORGE NOVACK has written widely on

Marxist philosophy ond methodology. I-fi$

most recent book, Understanding History

(New York: Pathfinder Press, 1972), is o

collection of his essays on the materialist

conception of history. He is an associate

editor of the International Socialist Review.
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examine (1) “the perception of
social reality on the part of the
American Trotsk yists”; (2) “the per-

ception of reality on the part of the

democratic socialists, for whom I

speak; and (3) “the strategy that
follows from that perception of
reality, ”

1. The Trotskyist view of Ameri-
can reality. Barrington singled out

the following sentence from the main

political resolution adopted by the
Socialist Workers Party 1971 con-

vention: “Today’s radicalization is

bigger, deeper, and broader than

any previous radicalization. ” * This
analysis was disproved, he said, by

the reelection of Richard Nixon by

a substantial margin over his

liberal challenger George McGov-

ern. The vote indicated, he added,

*The full text of the Socialist Workers
Party 1971 resolution, entitled “Perspec-
tives and Lessons of the New Radical-
ization,” was published in the Novem-
ber 1971 ISR. lt is available in the
book A Revolutiona~ Strategy for the
70s (New York: Pathfinder Press, 1972.
$1.45 ).– ISR

that “a significant section of the
American working class . . .
moved not to the left, but to the

right. ”
Barrington gave his own view of

the level of political consciousness

of those sectors of the population

that the SWP has contended are in

the process of radicalizing. Students.
Rather than having achieved “un-

precedented social weight and

power, ” as the SWP resolution had
said, Barrington charged that
the student movement has been

“going downhill” since May 1970

and “almost voted by a majority for
Nixon.” Blacks. The “most con-
scious elements in the Black com-

munity . . . went overwhelmingly

for McGovern. ” Workers. “The Amer-
ican working class did not join

the American students on the Nixon
question. The American working
class was moving toward Nixon. ”

Barrington raised two principle

objections to the conclusions drawn

by the SWP on the basis of its view

of, as he put it, “an America ex-
tremely radical.” First, “the SWP

campaign most consistently at-

tacked one candidate: McGovern.”

Second, “you get what I find is the
fantastic conclusion of this. ” Here
Barrington again quoted the 1971

SWP convention report: “We flhe
SWP) have advocated as the correct
method of struggle the mobilization

of the largest number possible in
the streets, and that has a logic of
ita own: the logic of independent

political action which clearly points
away from parliamentarism toward
socialist revolution. ” The meaning

of this sentence, Barrington

charged, was that “elections and
that kind of stuff are no longer
really meaningfu~ and that “the



issues they represent the mass left
wing of American society. . . .
Therefore, in my analysis, rather
than to tell workers who have just
voted for Nixon that we’re on the
verge of revolution and they should
come into the streets, I want to win
them back to the Democratic Party.”

The oppressed national mi-
norities, Harrington said, are “ob-
viously, outrageously, and discrimi-
natorily poor.” But “if all of the
poor got together and organized
and voted or did anything they
could not transform this society.”
Their only hope is to be “part of
a majority coalition.” The “socialist
strategy,” he said, “has to be
a strategy of emphasizing the class
solidarity of Black and white
workers for enough jobs for
all . . . not to set Black and white
worker against one another.” He
opposed the demand for Black con-
trol of the Black communities on
the ground that it divided Blacks
and whites.

As for students, they “still come
from more privileged homes.” The
student movement is inherently
“episodic.” “ It does not havq as the
SWP thinks, unprecedented social
weight. . . . [It] has within it a ten-
dency toward elitism and righteous-
ness which can even be expressed
in terms of a commitment to the
rhetorical working class and an op-
position to real unions.”

3. Harn”ngton’s tactical propos-
als. “As long as it is possible to have
nonviolent parliamentary change,”
he argued, “I think it is absolutely
criminal to talk about going into
the streets.” He insisted that there
are sign~lcant differences between
the Republican and Democratic
parties: “I’m aware that they’re both
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representatives of capitalist ideol-
ogy. One representative is a capital-
ist ideology naked, bare, reaction-
ary; the other, a capitalist ideology
in motion and a movement behind
it which has elements of socialism.”

The thing to do, he said, was to
get “behind the liberal candidates
of the Democratic Party . . . be-
cause if there’s any hope for

liberalism, that is the precondi-
tion of the hope for socialism.
Socialism will not come out of a
liberal defeat in this country.” The
real task for socialists, he asserted,
is to “patiently reassemble a
majority coalition to win the con-
gress in ’74 and to elect a presi-
dent in ‘76.”

In conclusion, Barrington cited
Marx’s opposition to the ultraleft-
ism of the “true socialists” in the
1840s and his collaboration with
“bourgeois liberal antisocialist trade

unionists in England” in the 1860s.
“And I propose to the radical of the

1970s to be as radical as Karl

Marx was in his lifetime. And if un-
fortunately the struggle requires the
socialists in America today, as it
does, to fight for the victory of
liberalism against conservatism in

order to prepare the way for the
possibility of socialism . . . tha~s
what the radical does.”

GecxgeNovack’s
presentation

T

here are two sorts of Social
Democrats in this country.

The conservative kind, such
as Sidney Hook, who voted for the

Communist candidates in 1932 and
for Nixon in 1972. And the liberal

type, like my opponent Michael
Barrington, who enthusiastically
endorsed McGovern.

However, there are genuine social-

ists around who have not and will
not on principle support any cap-
italist party or candidate. Since

1948 they have run their own inde-
pendent socialist presidential cam-
paigns, as Debs did. These belong
to the Socialist Workers Party and
the Young Socialist Alliance and

I shall discuss the road to social-
ism in the United States from their
revolutionary Marxist standpoint.

My presentation will deal with
three aspects of this topic: the char-
acter of the Socialist Party Demo-

cratic Socialist Federation of which
Michael Barrington is still a mem-
ber; his approach to Marxism and
the struggle for socialism; and then
the positions of American Trotsky-
ism.

The Socialist Party is part of the
Second International which em-
braces political personages such as
Winy Brand4 Harold Wilson, Guy
Monet, and Golda Meir. In his book

.~ocialism, Michael Barrington
states that the socialist movement
aims “to socialize the already social
means of production.” This is cor-

rect. Why, then, have none of the
Social Democratic parties from Ger-
many in 1918 to England in the
1960s decided or dared to carry
through the socialization of the
means of production, as the Bol-
sheviks did after 1917 under the
leadership of Lenin and Trotsky,

the mentors of our movement or
as the Castro leadership did in

Cuba in 1961?

Instead, when in office, all of them
have acted as caretakers of the cap-
italist regime and upheld private
ownership and profiteering at the

expense of the working people. The
explanation for their political con-
duct was long ago given by Lenin,

Luxemburg, Trotsky, and other
revolutionary adversaries of re-
formist socialism. These parties are
not interested in organizing the
workers to abolish capitalist prop-

erty relations, the aim of socialism.
In their most radical flights they
are proponents of the monopolist
welfare-warfare state and never pro-
ceed beyond that point in political
practice. Though they may retain
a socialist label, and utter socialist

phrases, they act as liberals and
even, as in Michael Barrington’s

case, speak for liberalism. Bar-

rington’s party stands even to the
right of the liberals.

The Socialist Party-Democratic
Socialist Federation is a puny spec-
imen of this species, as Michael Bar-

rington himself indicates. It has all
their negative and none of their

positive features. The Second In-
ternational parties of Western Eu-
rope, England, and Canada have
a broad mass base, are linked with

the trade unions, and have numer-
ous parliamentary representatives.
The Socialist Party here is nothing

but a houseboy for the AFL-CIO
bureaucracy and an off-stage noise

“Imagine Marx’s indigna-

tion at the spectacle of

a so-called Socialist Par-

ty divided over which cap-

italist ticket to support

in the most vicious cap-

italist country in the

world!”

in the Democratic Party.

The Socialist Party has been sus-
picious of or hostile toward all the

progressive and militant currents
of the developing radicalization. I

don’t say the revolution is here,
or around the corner. What our
party talks about is the developing
radicalization. Any student knows
the difference between the temper
and action of the campuses in the
1960s and 1970s as compared with
the 1950s. It’s not the difference
between night and day, but it’s cer-
tainly the difference between total
starlight and a very promising
morning.

The Socialist Party opposes Black

nationalism, Black control of the
Black communities, and the forma-
tion of an independent Black party.
It is equally opposed to the Chi-

cano La Raza Unida parties. It
has refused to advocate U. S. with-
drawal from Vietnam when even

the New York Times, the Los An-

geles Times, and the Wall Street
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Journal have done so, or to partic-
ipate organizationally in the mass
antiwar demonstrations. It shows
no understanding of or sympathy
for the feminist or gay liberation
movements. It supports the en-
trenched officialdom of the union
movement with an occasional
quivering criticism. And, like those
union officials, the Socialist Party
is usually less critical of State De-
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NEW AMERICA, official publication of

the Socialist Party, debates whether

McGovern is too radical. Max Green,

national secretary of the Young Peo-

ple’s Socialist League, argues that Mc-

Govern is soft on Communism.

partment policies than the left lib-
erals.

Is this too harsh and unfair an
indictment? Let us listen to the
judgment of Barrington himself
who has just quit as its cochairman.
In his letter of resignation he wrote

that “the Socialist Party . . . is to-

day doing the work of Richard Nix-
on” because the party newspaper
and some of its most prestigious

leaders “bitterly attack the New
Politics constituency” behind McGov-

ern. The party has supported those
who backed “reactionary anti-Com-
munists as an alternative to com-
munism, ” such as Chiang, Batista,
Diem, and the generals in Indo-
china. “For some time now,” he

says, “the Socialist Party has re-
fused to support American with-
drawal from Vietnam.” Speaking
more plainly, this party, like its
counterparts elsewhere, is pro-impe-
rialist in deeds and has swung so
far to the right that even a Mc-

Govern partisan like himself cannot

remain silent about its reactionary

course.
Despite his stated differences, Bar-

rington is staying with the party.
However, it is questionable how

long he can peacefully coexist with
a National Committee majority that
has condemned him for making “ir-
responsible and misleading state-
ments” which were “designed to do

damage to our Socialist organiza-
tion and to injure the reputations
of individual members who have

served it loyally.” Social Democrat-
ic leaderships have traditionally

cherished its most right-wing ele-
ments and moved against any out-

spoken critics on its left. I can

personally testify to this rule, having
been expelled from the SP in 1937
along with other Trotskyists for ob-
j ecting to its support of the Repub-
lican La Guardia for mayor of New
York.

Barrington believes that the road
to socialism in the United States
runs through the Democratic Party.
This is one of the most pernicious
illusions and deceptions in Ameri-

can politics. The Democratic Party
dates from 1800. It’s the oldest po-
litical organization in the world.
Before the Civil War it was a reli-
able agency of the slaveholding
planters and after that of the cap-
italist rulers. In the twentieth cen-

tury, every one of its men in the
White House, from Wilson to John-
son, solicited votes with exorbitant
promises of social reforms, and all
without exception ended by taking
the country into war. Barrington
himself advised Lyndon Johnson’s

administration on how to conduct
its fake “war on poverty.” As he
himself acknowledges, the gap be-
tween rich and poor is today wider
and deeper than ever in the richest
country of the entire capitalist
world. Johnson wound down his
antipoverty program as he escalated
military intervention in Vietnam.

In his statement to the press, Bar-
rington concluded, “In resigning the

National Co-Chairmanship I
hope — I feel — that I have vindi-
cated the tradition of Debs and
Thomas.” This is not so. From the

time he helped found the Socialist
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Party to the day of his death Debs
never supported the Democratic
Party which jailed him for his union
activities and then for his antiwar
stand. He carried on independent

socialist electoral activities against

“the gold-dust twins” of big business,
just as the Socialist Workers Party
did in 1972. The Jenness and Pulley
ticket was the only one that “vindi-

cated the real tradition of Debs” in
this election.

In a half hour I cannot fully

examine Barrington’s conceptions
of socialism, although his practice

speaks louder than his theories. He
professes, as you have heard, to be
a follower of Marx, though not of
Engels, and a faithful interpreter of
his doctrines. But he portrays a
Marx that resembles himself far
more than the original. He tries
to remake Marx, the tiger, into a
tabby-cat, a moderate Social-Demo-
cratic reformist and gradualist who
was unfortunately subject to fits of
ultraleftism, as in 1850 when he
projected the process and program
of permanent revolution and in
1871 when he hailed the Paris Com-
mune and the dictatorship of the
proletariat. At more sober times

Marx was presumably a parliamen-

tary socialist who prefigured the
Social-Democratic reformists from
Bernstein to Harold Wilson, whose
guiding principle was, as Engels

said of the Fabians, “anguish before
revolution.”

Actually, as Engels emphasized in

his speech at the graveside in 1883,
“Marx was before all else a revolu-
tionary. . . . His real mission in
life was to contribute in one way or

another to the overthrow of capital-
ist society and of the state institu-

tions which it had brought into be-
ing, to contribute to the liberation of

the present-day proletariat. . . .
Fighting was his element.” Imagine
Marx’s indignation at the spectacle
of a so-called Socialist Party divided
over which capitalist ticket to sup-
port in the most vicious capitalist
country in the world! What a theme
for satire!

Instead of contributing to its
overthrow, Barrington himself
concedes that his cothinkers in Ger-
many and England became “so-
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cialist administrators of capitalism.”
He seeks to explain away their

cowardice and treachery to social-
ism on the ground that they had

no alternative. He asserts that they
at least made capitalism more
humane, rational, and stable. Only
the third claim is true. Although the
Social Democratic governments
have helped stabilize and in certain

cases even save capitalism from the
workers’ revolution, they have not
made it more rational or humane.

Barrington maintains that ac-

cording to Marx, “democracy is the
essence of socialism.” Marx certainly
didn’t teach that a bourgeois party
like the Democrats was a means for
realizing that essencq or even de-
fending it. (Although as revolu-

tionary socialists we will work to-
gether with anyone that wants to
defend any democratic rights of the
people. ) Marx taught that the way
to achieve democracy was by ex-
propriating the capitalists through
the direct action of the proletariat
and its allies. By exalting de-
mocracy in the abstract and slight-
ing the importance of its class roots

and socioeconomic basis, Barring-
ton slurs over the irreconcilable dif-
ference between bourgeois and

workers’ democracy that separates
authentic Marxism from liberalism

and its Social-Democratic shadow.
Marx, like Lenin and Trotsky,

fought against the big and little
bourgeois democrats for their
hypocrisy all his life whereas Bar-

rington is at home with them.

In his presentation Barrington

asked you to contrast our view of
America with his. All right let’s
look at his Social Democratic view
of the contemporary world. It is

enveloped in unreality in at least
three main respects. First he wipes
out the significance of all the vic-

torious socialist revolutions in this
century from Russia in 1917 to

Cuba in 1959. To believe him, hu-
manity has not taken immense
forward steps through the abolition
of capitalist relations in fourteen
countries over fifty years. All these

peoples have allegedly plunged into
a retrogressive “new form of class
society” heralded by Bismarck that

he calls “bureaucratic collectivism.”
The successful worker-peasant revo-
lutions from Lenin to Castro have
not only been anticapitalist but ac-

cording to him, even more anti-
socialist (something that the Ameri-
can and other capitalists have failed
to recognize).

By making the possession ofpolit-
ical authority the prime determinant

of the class nature of a social order
Barrington’s conception breaks
with the Marxist method of histori-

cal materialism which singles out
the property forms based on the
predominant relations of production

as the decisive criterion. For

example, Italy has remained capital-
ist under the Savoy monarchy,
Mussolini’s fascism, and the present
parliamentary republic. And, what-

ever the deformations of their politi-
cal structures (which we recognize
and fight against), the proletarian,
anticapitalist socialist essence of the
Russian, Yugoslav, Chinesq Cuban,
and Vietnamese revolutions, em-
bracing one-third of the human
racq is certified by their elimination
of capitalist ownership and estab-
lishment of a planned economy and
foreign trade monopoly.

Barrington contends that there is

no chance for either a bourgeois
revolution or a socialist one under
present conditions in the colonial

world because of their poverty and
underdevelopment. What then, are

these peoples to do? They represent
the majority of humankind! Bar-
rington is very pessimistic about

their prospects. The best he can
recommend to the Third World and
the socialist world is the promotion
of capitalist farming as a mode of
economic development as recom-
mended by Gunnar Myrdal, another

Social Democrat.
Fortunately, the backward nations

dominated and exploited by the im-
perialist giants (often administered

by his Social-Democratic friends),
have not and will not follow such
defeatist advice. They have pro-

ceeded, wherever possible, to try and
drive out the foreign and native
capitalists and landlords and, I’ll
admit under extremely adverse con-
ditions, take the road toward social-

ism. There is no other road for them
under the given conditions. It is true
that because of inherited economic
and cultural backwardness, mili-
tary, economic, diplomatic encircle-
ment and even attacks of imperial-
ism, and the policies of the Stalin-
ist parties and regimes, these pre-
dominantly peasant lands suffer

terribly from bureaucratic misrule
and mismanagement and are far
from the norms of workers’ democ-
racy promised by socialism. From
their inception the Trotskyist move-

“Harrington assures us

that George Meany has

‘moved toward socialism

with capitalist banners.’

1 refuse to admit that

Meany is more of a social-

ist than I am.”

ment and the Fourth International
have been in the forefront of the
struggle against bureaucratic
tyranny in the workers’ states and
for the creation of a full-fledged
workers’ democracy there, without
in any way aligning ourselves with

capitalist forces, as the Social Demo-
crats have done. The best way we —
you and I and other progressive
Americans —can assist the processes
of democratization there is to extend

the socialist revolutions they have
won to the advanced capitalist
countries, above all the United

States. And that is what we are
working at.

Vietnam is a test case. Unlike
many of his colleagues, Barrington
now calls for the U. S. to get out of
Vietnam. But he is not for the vic-
tory of the National Liberation
Fron6 as we are because he fears

this will bring about the installation
of “bureaucratic collectivism,” as in
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North Vietnam, China, and Cuba.
He is a sophisticated advocate of a
nonexistent “third camp” which
claims to stand above both the pro-
imperialist and anti-imperialist
forces contending for supremacy in
the civil war raging there. When
there’s a civil war in progress,
you’ ve got to take sides. Which side
are you on? The same as in a

strike against the bosses. But when
the chips are down, he refuses to

GEORGE MEANY

side with the actual struggle of the
oppressed against their oppressors
in Vietnam — and not only there.

Now we come to Barrington’s
positions in domestic politics;
you’ve already heard his own expo-
sition of them. He claims that the
Trotskyists have a fantastic vision
of contemporary America. I’d like
to point out that his views are even
more unrealistic in theory and con-
servative in practice than those of
the very practical-minded heads of
the trade-union movement and the
United States government. While he
remains blind to the nature and
achievements of the revolutions that
have actually taken place since
1917 in other parts of the world,
he has discovered — listen to this —
that a new mass political party has
emerged in the United States during
the postwar period that no one but
he has perceived. Under George
Meany’s auspices the AFL-CIO has
created a “labor party of sorts” that

he calls “the American Social
Democracy” and defines as “a class
political movement of workers
which seeks to democratize many
of the specific powers of capital but
does not denounce capitalism itself.”

No one but he has noticed and
glorified this political prodigy – I
don’ t think anyone else here in this
room has noticed it. He terms it
“the invisible mass movement” be-
cause it only exists in his imagina-
tion. This fantasy has a practical
purpose. It serves to justify the sub-
mergence of the Socialist Party into
the Democratic Party and its sub-
ordination to the policies of the
union bureaucracy from Meany to
Woodcock. The Canadian unions
have built an independent labor
party, the New Democratic Party.
They participate in elections and
call for votes in their own name,
and through the recent elections ac-
quired a balance of power in parlia-
ment. But the heads of many of the
same international unions below the
border find even McGovern too
radical. Yet Barrington assures us
that Meany and his ilk have “moved
toward socialism with capitalist
banners.” Who’s he kidding apart
from himself? Most liberals, let
alone radicals, recognize that
Meany speaks for the most reaction-
ary forces in the labor movement
who hate and fear and even crush
all manifestations of militancy, not
to mention socialism, and consort
at ease with the worst enemies of
the working class and oppressed
minorities. I refuse to admit that
Meany is more of a socialist than
I am and has worked more effec-
tively for that end.

Barrington does point to the
wrongs of capitalism and has a
vision of socialism. He hopes to at-
tain it by the gradual accumulation
of structural reforms, stealthily strip-
ping the capitalist owners of their
privileges, property rights, and
powers, and thus pass gently and
quietly to the new order. He disre-
gards the laws of the class struggle
as enunciated by Marx, and rejects
the strategy of the organization and
action of the masses directed toward
the conquest of power which is the
heart of Marxism.
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In his exposition Barrington
attributed to us a caricature of what
we mean by “going into the streets.”
Do YOU want to know what
we mean, under present conditions,
by “going into the streets”? Mobiliz-
ing as many people as possible
against the war, and we’ve
succeeded in doing that. We’ve
succeeded, against the opposition of
the Socialist Party, in building the
most powerful anti-imperialist-war
movement since the Russian revolu-
tions of 1905 and 1917, a move-
ment which brought out more than
500,000 people in front of the na-
tional capitol building not so long
ago. That’s what we mean by going
into the streets and not relying upon
a Johnson or a McGovern to
get peace for you.

Barrington also overlooks theles-
sons of the American War of Inde-
pendence and the Civil War along
with the experiences of all the revo-
lutions and counterrevolutions of
this century. What makes him think
the imperialists who have inflicted
such death and destruction on the
Vietnamese freedom-fighters will
abide by the peaceful progression
to the socialist future he envisages
for this country?

Barrington does not adhere to
the best traditions of Debs as he
claims, but rather to the miserable
traditions of Bernstein, Millerand,
the Menesheviks, Blum, and Attlee.
His interpretation and application
of socialism has no more in com-
mon with genuine Marxism than
the Democratic Party he clings to
has with the revolutionary demo-
cracy of the eighteenth and nine-
teenth centuries.

Now I’d like to give you a brief
account of what the Socialist Work-
ers Party stands for. We carry for-
ward the methods and ideas ap-
plied by Marx, Engels, Luxemburg,
and Trotsky. The founders of our
movement James P. Cannon, Vin-
cent Dunne, and others, were active
in the IWW, the SP of the Debs days,
and the early years of the Ameri-
can Communist Party. They trans-
mitted the valuable gist of their ex-
periences to us. As Fourth Interna-
tionalists. we defend as progressive
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the socialist economic base and all
other gains of the fourteen countries
where capitalism has been uprooted,
but we oppose and criticize their

bureaucratic regimes. We support
the demands and moves of intel-
lectuals, students, workers, and

peasants in the postcapitalist coun-
tries to improve their situation and
win democratic rights and decision-
making powers in their economies
and governments. We back any step

of the colonial peoples to gain self-
determination against imperialism
and say that aim can be achieved
only through a socialist revolution.
This includes the struggle of the
Palestinians against the Zionist state

to return to their homeland.

Here at home the SWP and YSA

do their best to participate in every
movement of the poor and the op-
pressed to better their conditions and
wrest concessions and reforms from

the capitalist rulers and their state.
We’re not opposed to reforms; we
fight for them. But like Rosa Lux-

emburg, we look upon them as steps
that lead to the supreme objective
of taking power. We have been

among the most consistent builders
of the antiwar actions, as I men-

tioned. We support the Black and
Chicano liberation struggles and fa-
vor the launching of an independent
Black party. We support La Raza
Unida parties and independence for
Puerto Rico. Our women members

are among the hardest-working fem-
inists and organizers for the repeal
of antiabortion laws. Our party

speaks out against any victimiza-
tion of gays.

We call for an end to Nixon’s
wage-freeze and urge the forma-

tion of a class-struggle left wing
in the unions to restore democracy

to its ranks, which Meany and the
others have deprived them of. We
propose the building of a real labor
party by the unions, not the ficti-

tious alignment hailed by Barring-
ton that keeps labor tied to the
political machines of big business

and is responsible for the reaction-
ary attitudes of millions of Ameri-
can workers because they’re not
given any alternative by their union
leaders or even by the spokesmen

of the Social Democratic party.
All of our activities, from sup-

port of student rights to indepen-

dent electoral campaigns are de-
signed to promote a revitalized and
honest socialist movement and build

a revolutionary combat party that
can transform itself from a group
of propagandists for socialist ideas
into an organization of mass influ-

ence capable of leading millions of
people, Black, Brown, and white,
female and male, to the overthrow
of monopolist misrule and thereby

bring a new birth of freedom to
America.

Harringtons rebuttal

I

n his rebuttal, Michael Barring-
ton dwelt on four questions: the
nature of the Democratic Party;

the possibility of socialist revolution
in underdeveloped countries; the

class nature of the Soviet Union;
and the attitude socialists should
take tow ard liberalism.

The Democratic Party, he said,
is “a capitalist party containing
practically the entire working class

[and] radicalized sections of the
middle class. . . . American politi-

cal parties offer radicals somepossi-
bility of working for significant
change within them.”

In the underdeveloped countries,
Barrington argued, “I think it is

basically patronizing to tell people
who do not have the material pre-
conditions for socialism: ‘Go ahead
and make a socialist revolution.’
They don’t have the possibility of
socialism.” As an example he cited

the National Liberation Front of
South Vietnam: “One of the reasons
I don’ t dance in the streets about

the Vietcong is that I remember
what they did to George Novack’s

comrades. . . . You know what Ho
Chi Minh did? He killed them [the
Indochinese Trotsky ists].”

On the Soviet Union Barrington
commented: “George Novack says,
why don’ t I talk about the
way they’ve nationalized property?
Because it is a nationalization

against the working class, that’s

why. ” The USSR “is not the image
of what I want. If you want to
ask me about an image, I will give
you Sweden, I will give you En-
gland, I will give you these coun-

tries which have democracy and
social change.”

On relations with liberals, Har-
rington concluded: “Liberals are the
worst enemy of the SocialistWorkers
Party. In the same way that the

German Communists — and Trotsky
slapped them for this — said ‘ The
Social Democrats are the ‘worst
enemy . . . they are social fas-

cists . . .‘ And I think that strategy

in Germany in the 1930s, or in
America in the 1970s, is a disas-

trous strategy.
“Liberals are the mass left wing of

American society. . . . If we are ever
going to build a socialist movement
in America we will not build it on

the basis of principled hostility to
liberals and their candidates, but
on the basis of socialists participat-
ing with liberals and candidates in

the struggle for immediate gains and
generalizing those immediate strug-
gles.”

Novack’srebuttal

M

ichael Barrington stated that

the Democrats and Repub-
licans represent capitalist

ideology. That’s correct but it’s

rather superficial. These parties are
the major defenders of the interests
of the big-businessmen, bankers,
racists, and sexists who rule the

United States. That’s what’s wrong
with them. That’s what every so-
cialist recognizes as the beginning
of wisdom, as the beginning of ac-

tion, as the beginning of organiza-
tion. If you don’ t understand this
elementary fact of political lifq you
can go astray very, very easily.
If you’re hooked in by the argu-
ment of the lesser evil, which turns
out to be the greater evil once these
capitalist politicians are in office,
you’ll not only go from bad to
worse. How are you ever going to
build a socialist movement in the
United States? Tell me, and I hope
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Michael Barrington will develop the
point. Election campaigns at least
give you the opportunity to tell the
truth about socialist ideas and pro-
posals to large numbers of people.
If you abstain when you have an
opportunity to engage in them, you
are defaulting on a major educa-
tional as well as political and or-
ganizational obligation.

The socialist movement in this
country, not to speak of the early
years of the Communist Party, was

“Barrington argued that

we overestimate the so-

cial weight of the stu-

dents. We don’t think so.

The students were the back-

bone of the antiwar move-

ment. They drove LBJ back

to Texas and forced him

to abdicate.”

built and attracted millions of very
devoted people and voters because
they broke loose from the Demo-

cratic Party and appealed directly

to the people for an alternative
along fundamentally different lines.
That’s the tradition that we are
carrying forward. As a matter of
fact we’re the only political organi-
zation that’s carrying it forward.

Study the history of the socialist
movement in this country. Look
at what happened in the 1930s.
The Communist Party in 1936 be-
gan back-handed support of Roose-
velt. The Socialist Party in two seg-

ments; the old guard before the Sec-
ond World War; the Socialist Party
of Norman Thomas and Barring-

ton after the Second World War
went over and supported the Demo-
cratic candidate.

That’s one of the chief reasons
for the discreditmen~ the disintegra-
tion, the weakening of the socialist
movement in this country. The only

way you’re going to have a fresh
beginning is to break with that
terrible capitulation to the major
capitalist parties and build your
own movement because only the
younger generation like yourselves
are going to build it. If you don’t
do i$ maybe your generation won’t
even survive in this atomic era. So
it’s up to you to weigh the alterna-

tives.

On the question of the students,
Barrington argued that we over-

estimate the social weight of the
students. We don’ t think so. There
are ten million students in this coun-
try. They are agglommerated in
colossal institutions. They are the
people who are going to have a
large part in shaping the futurq
and even directing its political life.
We have no argument that thework-
ing class is going to be the major
vehicle of social change, neither one
of us are partisans of Marcuse and
his arguments. But what do you
do until the doctor comes?

Meanwhile, the students are in mo-
tion. They need some guidance
don’ t they? They need some organi-
zation. And anyone who doesn’t
understand 1970, the greatest strike
of students in all of human history,
doesn’t understand the potential of
the student movement or its politi-
cal influence.

The students were the backbone of
the antiwar movement weren’ t they?
Of course they werq as a matter of
fact, they still are. Without their ac-
tions you wouldn’ t have had that
change in public opinion. You say
the demonstrations didn’t accom-
plish very much. Well, they drove
LBJ back to Texas and forced him
to abdicate. You say the major role
was played by McCarthy and Ken-
nedy? McCarthy and Kennedy took
advantage of the antiwar sentiment

that had been built up by the stu-
dents and others who went into the
streets in massive demonstrations
and tried to turn it to their personal
careerist advantage and channel it
through the Democratic Party,

which had started this war, under,
if you please, the first Kennedy.

Who started the Vietnam war? It
was your liberal John F. Kennedy,
wasn’ t it? He sent 18,000 “advisers”
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there. Who carried it on? Another
Democratic liberal. And you want
socialists and radicals to continue

this kind of business? You’ll never
build a socialist movement in this
country that way. Every movement
“blows hot and cold”; has its ups

and downs. Look at the Black
movement. I think Michael Barring-
ton will agree with me that it’s the
most restive, the most discontented

in the United States. There were
uprisings of the Black communities
in 1965. We haven’t had many at-
tacks or burnings of buildings since
then. Do you think there is less
discontent and less revolutionary in-
surgency in the Black communities
today than in 1965? No, they’re
watchfully waiting and thinking of
what the next steps are going to
be.

You have to understand these fluc-

tuations. The trouble is that the
Black movement like the workers’
movement has not yet found ade-
quate leadership or political expres-
sion. And our duty is not to depre-
cate them, or the ups and downs
in the situations, but to give advice
and aid to them as best we can and
as much as we can. That’s the func-

tion of a revolutionary socialist or-
ganization. Just as it’s the function
of a socialist youth organization
to give guidance to students and to
young workers.

Barrington blames us for concen-

trating on McGovern as the main
enemy. The reason is simple be-
cause he’s more deceptive than
Nixon. More people are fooled by
him. In 1964 we considered
Johnson to be more dangerous in
regard to war and peace than Gold-
water. Why? Because most people

could see that Goldwater was hell-
bent on taking expanded action in
Vietnam. Johnson was doing i~ he
was preparing for i~ but he wasn’ t
going to reveal that to the Ameri-
can people. He was telling them
lies, and everything that has been
printed, everything you have ex-
perienced since then, has shown it.
That’s why we had the obligation
to expose him and we did. We were
the only ones who stood out against
tha~ and history proved us right.
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LIFEIN
CHINA

BY LES EVANS

DAILY LIFE IN REVOLUTION-

ARY CHINA by Maria Antoni-
etta Maccio cchi. Translated from
the Italian. New York: Monthly

Review Press, 1972. 506 pp.
$15.00.

800,000,000: THE REAL CHINA
by Ross Terrill. Boston: Little,
Brown and Company, 1972.235

pp. $7.95.

N

either of these books are
“scholarly” works, although
Terrill, at least as a Re-

search Fellow in Chinese affairs at
Harvard’s East Asian Center, has

some credentials as a China expert.
Both fall into the category of China
travelogs, a genre that has
burgeoned on the American book
market since the thaw preceding

LES EVANS is the editor of the ISR.

Nixon’s visit set in early in 1971.
By their nature such books are dis-
appointing. They reveal a tantaliz-
ing glimpse of the physical reality
of today’s China: what it looks like,
how people dress, what they eat
how much they are paid. They pro-
vide a corrective to the purely docu-
mentary studies and to the glean-
ings of foreign and domestic policy

available in the strictly controlled
official Peking press. At the same

time they are inherently structured

by the brevity of the visit, the whirl-
wind tours, the omnipresence of of-
ficial guides, the reluctance of in-
dividual citizens to speak freely with
an unknown foreigner in front of
party cadres, and the large areas
of public and private life that are

effectively off limits to visitors.
If the situation were reversed the

difficulties of such reportage would

be obvious. Suppose a Chinese
j ournalis$ speaking little or no En-
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glish, spent six or eight weeks in
this country visiting factories,

farms, and schools, accompanied

at all times by a representative of
the Nixon administration and un-
able to make contact in private with
anyone who dissented from admin-
istration policy. The resulting ac-

count might be interesting but it
would clearly have its limitations
as an accurate picture of American
life.

To add to the difficulties, the pil-

grims to Mao’s China, like the West-
ern worshippers of Stalin’s Russia
before them, are often determined
to see only those things that con-
firm the rosy picture presented by

the party in power. This is particu-
larly true of Macciocchfs book,
which could have been cut by at
least half if she had stuck to what
she had actually witnessed in Chi-
na and left out the rambling apolo-
gias for everything Maoist, from

the Little Red Book to the designa-
tion of Liu Shao-ch’i as an agent
of capitalist restoration.

The most obvious gap in this
kind of reportage is in the area

of government and party affairs.
Both of these books were written

before the fall of Lin Piao. Inner-
party relations at the top of the
Maoist bureaucracy were neither ob-

served nor discussed. Thus the pic-
ture presented is one-sided and the

politics of Maoism are seen only
in their application at a spectilc
moment at the local level and not
in the exclusive circles where de-

cisions are actually made in China.
With that caution the material pre-

sented provides a good deal of raw
data for assessing the mechanisms
of current Maoist administration.
Of special interest is the light shed

on the grandiose claims made by
Peking for the Cultural Revolution

of 1966-69 as a movement for com-
batting bureaucracy and how these

claims have worked out in practice.
Maria Antonietta Macciocchi is a

member of the Italian Communist
Party and was elected to the Italian

Chamber of Deputies on the CP
ticket. She visited China briefly in
1954, and collected the material for

the present book during an eight-
week stay during October-December

1970. She and her husband, Alberto
Jacoviello, a correspondent for the
Italian CP newspaper Unit& were

given routine tourist status. Neither
of them spoke any Chinese. Never-

theless, they insisted on seeing them-
selves as unofficial diplomatic en-
voys imbued with the mission of
restoring amicable relations between
the Chinese and Italian Communist
parties, which have not been on
speaking terms since the Sine-Soviet
rupture came out in the open in
1960-61. There is no evidence that

their mission was accomplished.
All kinds of assumptions about

Maoist China, many of which are

explicitly contradicted by her own
observations, are embedded in her
text. The book is fiiled with such
phrases as “The Chinese say . . . “
(followed by the standard govern-
ment epithets against Liu Shao-
ch’ i); “In an absolutely egalitarian
society such as China appears to
be ...” (ignoring the press cam-
paign which had already begun de-
nouncing the advocacy of egalitar-

ianism as a political crime); or “the
line of Mao Tse-tung, which has

been nourishing the Chinese masses
for a half century.” When she sees

detachments of soldiers of the
People’s Liberation Army along the
road, they are always, as she puts
it “on their way to help the peas-

ants.”

Nevertheless, there is a good deal
of interesting information on the
state of the universities, the nature
of the famous May 7 cadre schools,
the organization of power in the
factories, etc.

A general picture of the accom-
plishments of the Chinese revolu-
tion emerges from these two books,

as well as other recent additions
to the literature such as Klaus
Mehnerfs China Returns (New
York: E. P. Dutton & Co., 1972).

It remains a poor, and in many
respects an underdeveloped, coun-

try. But many of the most glaring
evils of the capitalist underdevel-
oped world have been eliminated.
Prostitution, opium addiction, star-

vation, and unemployment are
things of the past. Food is plentiful
and cheap. Wages remain low (60

yuan [ US$24] per month for an av-
erage factory worker in the cities;

about half that figure for agricul-
tural workers on rural communes).
But as Macciocchi reports, “The

best meat costs 1.60 yuan a kilo
[2.2 pounds]; fish costs 70 fen [100

fen equal 1 yuan] a kilo; eggs,

sold by weight cost 18 fen a kilo;
a kilo of chicken is 1.40 yuan.”
(p. 164) Rent may be as low as
1 yuan [US $.40] a month, and
medical care is provided for a nom-
inal charge.

More durable consumer goods
are not cheap. A wristwatch or a

bicycle cost about two months’ pay
for the average worker ( 120 yuan),

but many families are able to af-
ford them. Televisions, motorcycles,
and automobiles, while available,
are clearly beyond the reach of any
ordinary citizen.

In comparison to other underde-

veloped countries, particularly In-
dia, the progress in living standards
and social welfare has been spec-
tacular and fully vindicates the sys-

tem of planned production made
possible by the socialist revolution
of 1949.

At the same time, the hand of the

bureaucracy is evident at all levels
of Chinese society.

Universities since the

Cultural Revolution

Macciocchi visited Tsinghua Uni-
versity, a polytechnic college in Pe-
king. It was administered by a Rev-
olutionary Committee (the organi-
zations that have effectively replaced

the local government apparatus
since the Cultural Revolution), com-
posed of a “three-in-one” combina-
tion of industrial workers, military
representatives, and school person-
nel ( teachers, administrators, and

students).

Students in China have been sus-
pect since the Red Guards threatened
to get out of Mao’s control at the
end of 1966 and were replaced by
the army as the principal enforcer
of the political order. Macciocchi

adroitly dodged any discussion of
this sensitive issue, but her meeting
with the Tsinghua Revolutionary
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PI-A soldiers (left); students at

Polytechnicol Institute (right).

Committee confirmed that China’s
student population is still only a
fraction of what it was before the
Cultural Revolution. One member
of the committee told her:

“Before the Chdtaral Revolution

this university had 10,000 students.
When it reopened its doors as a
socialist university on June 15,
19’70, it readmitted 800 students

on the basis of new admission stan-
dards. Now, at the end of October
1970, there are 2,800 students.” (p.
54) The new standards are
supposed to favor the children of

workers and peasants, but clearly
when the total enrollment is so
sharply restricted this can have little
application for the Chinese masses.

The new standards downgrade

educational performance and re-
place it with the criterion of un-
wavering loyalty to the regime. Dis-

sidents are frankly and openly
denied the right to attend even if
they happen to be workers or peas-
ants. Liu Min-yi, a member of the
university’s Revolutionary Commit-

tee, explained the screening process:
“k running the university we are

guided by three principles. (1) We
help all those whose ideas conform

to Mao’s thought. (2) We help and
re-educate all those who express
ideas that to not conform to Mao’s

thought. (3) We organize the
masses for struggle against those
who oppose Mao’s thought.” (p. 64)

In addition
rollment, the

been reduced
years.

Terrill was
months later,

28

to the decline in en-
course of study has
from seven to three

in China some six

during the summer of

I+ofei

1971, accompanying Gough Whit-
lam, the head of the Australian
Labor Party. His delegation, un-
like Macciocchi’s, was given diplo-
matic status by the Chinese and he

saw a number of things she did no$
including Peking University, the
most important institution of higher
learning in China. He writes:

“After two or three years without
classes, many universities began
again last fall with a small, hand-
picked enrollment. At Peking Uni-
versity . . . where there used to be
9,000 students, the new class of

September, 1970, numbered 2,667.
At Fu Tan in Shanghai, formerly
with 9,000, there were 1,196; at
S. Y. S. U. [Sun Yat-sen University
in Canton), 547 where there were
previously 4,700; at Efunan Nor-

mal College , . . 440 against 6,000
before the Cultural Revolution. . . .
These hothouse students are a new
breed. iVone come direct from Mid-
dle School, but only after two to
three years at farm or factory. They
must be ‘politically sound’ as well

as bright and physically fit. . . .
An astonishing number of the new
students are members of the Party
or the Communist Youth League.
At S. Y. S. U., for instance, 229 of

the 547 students are Chinese Com-
munist party and another 240 are
CYL members.” (pp. ~2~-21)

While the universities have been
restricted to party members, the re-
gime has stepped up its campaign
to deport masses of city youth to
remote areas of the countryside.
The Chinese press has insisted that

there is nothing punitive about these
transfers, but sufficient indications

slip through to make this claim du-
bious. The displaced young people
are not permitted to return to the
cities. Nor is the official reason for
their transfer to raise the educa-
tional level of the coufitryside. As
the government news agency Hsin-
hua reported in its September 15-
16, 1972, release “Millions of edu-

cated youth from the cities have set-
tled down in mountainous areas
and countryside since the Great Pro-
letarian Cultural Revolution. They
are maturing politically thanks to
re-education by the poor and lower-
middle peasants.” The same article

reported that “400,000 educated
young people have settled in the

Chinese countryside since the begin-
ning of this year.” In contrast to
the overwhelming percentage of

party members among the reduced
university classes, the millions of
young people sent to the country-

side are regarded as suspect by the
regime. One of the few statistics
available appeared in a July 4,
1972, Hsinhua dispatch, which re-
ported that of 20,000 “educated

young peopld sent from Peking to

the Yenan area, only 118 have been
admitted into the Communist Party.

In passing, Macciocchi confirmed

the existence of one of the little-
known methods used by the Maoist
leadership to ensure political ortho-

doxy: the individual dossier. This
apparently came into use in the
form of files on government em-
ployees in the days when there were

a great many holdovers from the
Kuomintang regime. With the ex-

pansion of obligatory “self-criticism”
circles on the job or at school, such



dossiers are evidently kept for vir-
tually every adult citizen. Their
damaging contents (the “self-criti-
cism” circles discuss deviations of
personality and life style as well
as of political line) have been used
before in the course of faction fights.
One member of the Tsinghua Rev-
olutionary Committee described
such tactics to Macciocchi in ex-
plaining the tenacity of the Liu
Shao-ch’i supporters in the early
days of the Cultural Revolution.
A Liuist work team was sent to
Tsinghua in June 1966. “It brand-
ed more than 150 professors and
students troublemakers and at-
tacked them on the basis of ~abri-
cated dossiers which charged them
with harboring the sinister intention
of destroying the party and which
contained faked evidence of their
counter-revolutionary character.”
(PP. 45+!6. Emphasis added.)

The objection was not to the use
of dossiers on individuals’ charac-
ter traits but only to “faked” dos-
siers.

The party and the

Revolutionary Committees

The Revolutionary Committees
( RCS) were hailed in the Maoist
press at the time of their creation
as new organs of workers’ democ-
racy, comparable to the Paris Com-
mune. They were to be composed
of direct representatives of the mass-
es, party cadres, and soldiers. Mac-
ciocchi was assured by a member
of the RC in the port of Tientsin
that “In deciding how many dele-

gates each of the three groups
should send to the revolutionary
committee, it was decided that the
representatives from the revolution-
ary masses should comprise a ma-
jority.” In the Tientsin port this
worked out to a committee com-
posed of fourteen party cadres, six-
teen direct representatives of the
“revolutionary masses,” and three
from the PLA. On closer question-
ing, however, it turned out that of
the thirty-three committee members,
twenty-six were party members. (At
the nearby Tientsin Textile Factory
No. 2, all seven members of the
RC standing committee were par-
ty members. )

The portworkers’ committee was
elected in 1968. Unlike the Paris
Commune, which insisted on fre-
quent elections and the right of re-
call, there had been no new elections
in the two and a half years since.
The RCS are supposed to be elected
for a term of one year.

Macciocchi asked: “But before the
Cultural Revolution, how were fac-
tory elections conducted?” The re-
ply: “Union and party leaders in
the factory used to be appointed
from above.’’(p. 155)

The representative of the Tlentsin
portworkers’ RC also indignantly
repudiated the myth, nurtured by
many Maoist sympathizers in the
West that large numbers of those
accused of bureaucratism in the
course of the Cultural Revolution
were dismissed from the party:

“The bourgeoisie in the West and
the revisionists have asserted in
their propaganda that we made a
clean sweep here. But in fact only
a handful of people were replaced
— those excluded from the party
were no more than 1 percent. They
also stupidly asserted that we de-
stroyed the Communist Party. . . .
The Communists were always in
charge at the factory, through their
representatives on the revolutionary
committee.”( p. 156)

The turnover in the party bu-
reaucracy during the Cultural Rev-
olution, then, was slight. Nor were
the masses represented directly in
the Revolutionary Committees. The
last line of defense of the uncritical
boosters of the Cultural Revolution
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is that it reformed the bureaucrats
through constructive labor among
the masses and reeducation in the
May 7 cadre schools. Macciocchi
visited one of these schools near
Peking. She was told that there are
about 100 such schools in China
with a total enrollment of about
90,000. They seem to be mostly
populated by medium-level party
and government functionaries. The
minimum attendance is a year, and
“students” (many of whom are mid-
dle aged) who do not remold them-
selves in that time may stay on
indefinitely.

The Chinese Communist Party
has anywhere between 17 and 30
million members. Clearly these
“schools” are not for the party as
a whole. The main item of study
seems to be humility, with latrine
cleaning and nightsoil collection
high on the agenda of subjects, fol-
lowed by agricultural production,
cooking, etc. From every descrip-
tion, the candidates for such “re-
molding seem to have been singled
out for their insufficient apprecia-
tion for Mao’s thought —that is,
their insensitivity to the demands
emanating from the pinnacle of bu-
reaucratic power — not for their es-
pecially arrogant attitude toward
the masses. Now there may be some
social benefit to be derived from
instructing party functionaries in
the gastronomic arts. But that
should not be confused with mass
control over party or state. It was
Lenin who said that every cook
should learn how to govern. Under
Mao every government official is
taught how to cook.

Despite its syrupy sentimentalism,
Macciocchi’s book is useful when
it sticks to direct observations. It
is highly imprecise, however, and
often in flagrant contradiction with
the truth in its frequent references
to prior events in the history of the
Chinese workers’ state. She misun-
derstands the character and intent
of the Great Leap Forward of 1958,
which she refers to as the year of
“collectivization in the country side.”
(Pp. 122-23) This was indeed the
year that the communes were cre-
ated, but the communes represented
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new, larger administrative units,
not “collectivization.” Once landlord-
ism has been abolished there are

three possible forms of organiza-
tion of the land in a workers’ state
individual peasant holdings; collec-
tive farms, in which the produce of
the land is owned privately but

jointly by all the peasants in the
collective and state farms on which
the land and crops are owned by
the state and the agricultural work-
ers receive a wage. The first form
represents petty capitalist property
relations in land. The second, which
embraces the Chinese communes, is
an intermediate property form,
more advanced than individual
farming but still short of full na-
tionalization.

From the earliest days of the
Maoist succession to power some

state farms have coexisted with the
other two forms. In 1950 there were
1,215 state farms, employing 19, -
000 persons. I In 1958 this had

climbed to 1,442 state farms, em-
ploying 990,000 persons, still a ti-
ny minority of the peasant popu-
lation. z Thus the communes did
not represent nationalization of the
land. Even today the communes
sell their produce to the statq in-

dicating that they remain a form
limited to cooperative agriculture.

But collectivization of agriculture
had already been completed long

before the Great Leap Forward. By
the end of 1956, 87.8 percent of
the peasant households were mem-
bers of Advanced Agricultural Pro-
duction Cooperatives.s The main
purpose of the communes had
nothing to do with “collectivization.”

Their intent was to put the villages,
which were largely dominated by

peasant clans, under a broader geo-

graphical jurisdiction, by amalga-

1. State Statistical Bureau, Report on
Fu[filment of the National Economic
Plan of the People’s Republic of China
in 1955 (Peking. Foreign Languages
Press, 1956 ), pp. 35-36.
2. State Statistical Bureau, Ten Great
Years (Peking Foreign Languages
Press, 1960), p. 134.
3. Peter Schran, The Development of
Chinese Agriculture, 195@l 959 ( Chi-
cago: University of Illinois Press,
1969), p. 28.

mating several collective farms into

one commune, to ensure the collec-
tion of a larger grain surplus for
the state. By subordinating the vil-
lage to the larger commune the
weight of the party administration
in the countryside was increased.

Misapprehension of the antipeas-
ant purpose of the communes leads
Macciocchi to outright falsification

of the results of the Great Leap For-
ward in the countryside. She writes:

“The fine crops of the years that
followed testified to the superiority
of the people’s communes.”( p. 235 )
In fact there was massive peasant
resistance to the grain exactions
made by the party-controlled com-
mune administrations. This was re-
flected in disastrous harvests for
years afterward.

The only good harvest of the pe-
riod was in 1958, the year the com-
munes were introduced, when 207

million tons of grain were collected.
But the 1958 crop had been planted

before the communes were created.
In 1959 the harvest fell to 163 mil-
lion tons and went still lower in
1960, to 150 million.1

Today’s “communes” are a hybrid

between the centralized commune of
1958 and the production coopera-
tives of 1956-57. The real decision-
making unit in most communes to-
day is the production brigad~ usu-
ally contiguous with a village. This
reflects the failure, not the success,

of the government’s efforts to sub-

4. George Moseley, China Since 191I
(New York: Harper & Row, 1968),
pp. 144 and 168. The, 1957 harvest
was 185 million tons of grain. Chi-
nese agriculture did not reach this peak
again until 1963 ( 183 million tons),
Since then there have been generally
good harvests. But the increase in gross
production has barely kept pace with
population growth. A September 24,
1972, Hsinhua dispatch put the 1971
harvest, a record year, at 246 million
tons. In 1957-58, however, the popu-
lation stood at about 600 million. To-
day it is approximately 800 million.
On a per capita basis, the 1957 harvest
provided .308 tons of grain for each
inhabitant. The 1971 harvest provides
.307. The exceptional 1958 harvest,
in contrast, came to about .345 tons
per head for the year.

ordinate the clan-dominated vil-
lages to the party-dominated com-

munes.
The Cultural Revolution, in ad-

dition to being a purge of the forces
around Liu Shao-ch’J aimed at
striking a new compromise with the

villages. In exchange for higher
grain prices to the production bri-

gades, the government stressed a
general speedup in agriculture and
industry. Macciocchi inadvertently
documented this lengthening and in-
tensification of the workday. Wan

Shen-yin, a representative of the
standing committee of the Revolu-
tionary Committee at the Evergreen
commune near Peking told her that
the harvest that previously took two
weeks was accomplished in 1970
in one week. Wan added:

“In the past when we had to go
back to the fields at night the mem-
bers of the commune refused. Now
even these sacrifices are madq and,
as I said, the work has improved.”

(p. 246)
In Shanghai, one Maoist official

told Macciocchi that in 1967 many
workers “doubled or tripled their
working hours” to promote produc-
tion.(p. 340)

Some Maoist “proofs”

There seems to be no limit to
Macciocchi’s gullibility and eager-
ness to believe everything she is

told. Here are a few examples:

Proposition: The cultural revolu-
tion promoted culture.

PTOOJ “The seven or eight revolu-
tionary [theatrical] works are
known by heart.”( p. 189 ) She never

thinks to ask why there are only
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seven or eight plays being per-
formed in a country of 800 mil-
lion people with a millennia-old lit-
erary tradition.

Proposition: The Cultural Revo-
lution spurred the emancipation of
women.

proo~ All workers wages were
lowered to the point where women
were forced to take jobs to help
sustain themselves and their fami-
lies. (As Macciocchi explains i$ the
Maoists abolished Liu Shao-ch’i’s
policy of bonuses and high wages
because these had “permitted a man
to subsidize his wife’s needs and
reinstated her in the traditional role
of housewife.” [pp. 351-52])

Proposition: The system of wage
payments introduced into the com-
munes through the campaign to em-
ulate the T’achai production brigade
constitutes “the application of the
principle of socialist sharing.”
(p. 241)

BOO) Each peasant’s share in
the profits from the (privately-
owned) crop is now computed
monthly or yearly and paid as a
salary as in Western capitalist fac-
tories rather than on a daily piece-
work basis as before.

Something more should be said
on this. The communes, like the
collective farms in the Soviet Union,
are a form of cooperative produc-
tion. The peasants of each com-
mune privately own their produce
as a group and sell it to the state.
China and the USSR are noncap-
italist countries not because of their
agricultural economy, but because
of their nationalized industry and
banking and their monopoly of for-
eign trade. No form of profit

sharing is “socialist” whether
it is done on a daily basis
or at some other interval. Because
their income is tied to the fertility
of their particular piece of land
there are “ricN and “poor” com-
munes in China with a very con-
siderable spread in real earnings
between them.s This is not the case
in nationalized enterprises under
which workers’ wages are estab-
lished by a national plan. As for
the actual change in the system of
payment that Macciocchi makes so
much of, its essentials are this:

Agricultural workers are paid on
a ten-point scale depending on their
political reliability, strength, and
diligence. Previously the points
were figured up each day on the
basis of actual work done — a form
of piecework. This kind of payment
has been opposed by trade unions
in the West since the beginnings
of the organized labor movement
because it pits workers against each
other, leads to speedup, and dis-
criminates against the weak and
the old. Under the Tachai system,
salaries are fixed periodically on
the basis of workers’ average skill
and productivity — the most com-
mon method of payment used in
capitalist industry in the West. Only
the strong, politically loyal men are

5. K. S. Karol, who visited China in
1966, found an average annual income
variation that ranged from 600 yuan
per head at the Chi Tsi Tchin Com-
mune near Peking to 50 yuan plus
rice at the Lin Kuo-po Commune near
Kunming. (China: The Other Commu-
nism [New York: Hill and Wang,
1968], pp. 444-45. )
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“Only the strong, politi-

cally loyal men are

placed in the ten-point

per day category. Women

receive from 6.5-7 points.”

Home on a commune near Peking.

placed in the ten-point per day cat-
egory. Women receive from 6.5
points for a married woman to 7
points for an unmarried woman.

It is true that the workers meet
together to set their individual
wages (in some cases at monthly
meetings, in other cases at longer
intervals such as yearly). But the
total amount available for wages
is fixed in advance by the com-
mune’s profits. Macciocchi also
falsely implies that workers can
vote themselves over all wage in-
creases.6

Proposition: The purpose of the
Cultural Revolution was to destroy
“the legal basis of private property.”
(p. 125)

Prooj2 “Liu Shao-chi supported
the classical model of capitalist ac-
cumulation, that adopted by the
USSR.” (p. 121)

If, after thirty years as a mem-
ber of a “Communist” party. Mac-
ciocchi still cannot discern the dif-
ference between nationalized and
private property there is no reason

6. Macciocchi did not visit Tachai and
her description of how pay scales are
decided under the new system is highly
abstract. Much better is Mehnert’s ac-
count (China Returns, pp. 52-55 ),
which among other things explains the
pay differential between men and wom-
en. He recounts the following discus-
sion with two of the women members
of the Tachai Revolutionary Commit-
tee:

“‘In my country,’ I [Mehnert] said,
‘we battled a hundred years for women
to have equal pay for equal work.
Don’t you find it an injustice to be
paid so much less?’

“ ‘But a married woman devotes
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to hope that mere facts will con-
vince her of anything. But for the
record, no private property was ex-
propriated in the Cultural Revolu-
tion, for the simple reason that all
major industrial means of produc-
tion have been state property in Chi-
na since the implementation of the
First Five Year Plan( 1953-57). The
same holds true of the Soviet Union
from 1919 onwards. The privileged
bureaucracies that rule in both of
these countries are malignant
growths on the body of the work-
ers’ states, but they do not by any
criteria of material reality, rest on
any “model of capitalist accumula-
tion,” classical or otherwise.

An Australian view

Ross Terrill’s book is on the
whole much more rewarding than
Macciocchi’s, and mercifully is less
than half the length. He speaks and
reads Chinese, and, as an officially
accredited journalist his tour was
handled by the Foreign Ministry
rather than by the tourist agency
that guided the Italian CP mem-
bers. He was able to interview Pre-
mier Chou En-lai and Kuo Mo-
jo, the most prominent Maoist in-
tellectual and a vice-president of the
Standing Committee of the Nation-
al People’s Congress. Moving in
more rarified circles than Maccioc-
chi, Terrill was able to look a
little more closely into the assertion
that Maoist China is “absolutely
egalitarian.”

He pays tribute to the accomp-

much of her working energy to her
family,’ they answered. ‘Those are in-
dividual chores. Should the collective
have to pay for work not done in the
service of the collective?’”

He adds: “There is a logic to this.
But so far as the unmarried women
were concerned — and I saw them do-
ing work of the heaviest kind in the
fields — my hostesses would not be
budged from their explanation that,
since they aren’t as strong as men,
they aren’t worth as much to the com-
mu nity.”

The pay differential is quite consider-
able. A strong man earns about 450
yuan a year. A married woman only
about 300.

lishments of the Chinese revolution:
“In a magnificent way, it has

healed the sick, fed the hungry, and
given security to the ordinary man
of China.” (p. 9)

Terrill spent forty days in Chi-
na, during which he visited seven
major cities and a number of rural
communes. He had been in China
beforq in 1964, and so had some
standard of comparison for judg-
ing the changes wrought by the
Cultural Revolution.

The Maoists effectively used egal-
itarian and antibureaucratic dema-
gogy to isolate and defeat the then-
head of state, Liu Shao-ch’ i. Since
1969 this has been dropped. The
promises of the Cultural Revolution
remain essentially unfulfilled. The
main political campaign of the gov-
ernment<ontrolled press, especially
after the purge and death of De-
fense Minister Lin Piao, Mao’s of-
ficial heir, in September 1971, has
been against “ultraleftism” and
“egalitarianism.” This has reached
new heights since Nixon’s visit to
Peking in February 1972.

At the Red Star commune near
Peking Terrill observed wall post-
ers ( tu tzu pao) urging citizens to
“defeat and smash the antirevolu-
tionary, conspiratorial organiza-
tio~ May 16.” (p. 65) The May
16 group was one of the formations
that arose during the Cultural Rev-
olution that attacked the bureau-
cracy from the left. Its most fre-
quently cited “crime” was the ad-
vocacy of egalitarian wage leveling.
Most of the targets of officially
sponsored wrath appear to be
youth, especially former students.
Public personal attacks are part of
the process. Terrill describes a wall
poster denunciation of one such
youth at the Red Star commune

“The writer of the ta tzu pao
chooses to expose a student whom
he suspects of extremism. Wang
Hsu-tung is a ‘self-proclaimed stu-
dent’ from a technical institute who
‘wears glasses’ and ‘first came to
our commune toward the end of
1966.’ He is denigrated as a ‘mys-
terious character.’ He ‘went out ear-
ly in the morning’ from the high
school dormitory where he slept
and ‘came back late at night. . . .



Obviously he was engaging in some

conspiratorial activities.’” (PP.
65%6)

Rewi Alley, the New Zealand ex-
patriate and indefatigable Maoist

propagandist told Terrill, with

some satisfaction, “Now it seems

the old cadres are coming back
from the correctional schools, and
young ultraleftists are going in their
place.” (p. 2 10)

The regime was at war not only

with the youth, but with intellectuals
in general. Kuo Me-j o explained

to Terrill that all activities of the
Writers Union had been suspended
and that most of the country’s writ-
ers were undergoing “remolding” in
May 7 schools. Terrill adds:

“The President of the Academy
of Sciences [another of Kuo Mo-
jo’s posts] acknowledged that re-
search had been affected by the Cul-
tural Revolution. The scientific sec-
tions never stopped work. But the
humanistic and social-science sec-
tions have been suspended for a
period of ‘struggle criticism, and
transformation.’” (p. 70)

The availability of reading ma-

terial in general reflected the anti-
intellectualism of the regime. New

bookstores carried nothing but a
few Marxist classics and the works
of Stalin and Mao, plus some tech-
nical and language texts. Used

bookstores were for the most part
closed. Terrill found none in Shang-
hai, the country’s largest city. There
was one in Peking, but it stocked
only engineering texts and diction-
aries. In Canton he found a store
that had a history section, but as
a foreigner he was not permitted
to enter it.

He was also denied the right to

observe a law court in operation.

Museums and libraries were closed
to the general public everywhere
he went.

Since his visit there have been

reports that a few of the Chinese
classics such as the famous histori-
cal novels Dream of the Red Cham-

ber and Western Pilgn”mage (pub-
lished in the United States under
the title A40nkey) have been brought
out of storage and placed on the
market again.

Terrill observed severe restric-

tions on workers’ rights. Initiative
is encouraged from the ranks only

on the level of technical innovation
and self-sacrifice. No organs of
workers’ democracy or self-man-
agement exist beyond the strictly

party controlled Revolutionary
Committees. Dissent even on small
things is not tolerated. Even the

elementary right of individual
workers to choose their occupation,
place of work, or city of residence

is not recognized by the regime.
During a visit to a chemical-fiber

plant near Nanking, Terrill asked

the spokesman of the factory’s Rev-
olutionary Committee “Can a
worker transfer work by his own
individual decision?” The reply: “l-

ting pu-shih~n (“Certainly not!”)
Macciocchi was impressed by the

low wage differentials she saw, fre-

quently comparing them to the big
income spread in the Soviet Union.
She approvingly cited Mao’s dic-
tum that “high salaries must never
be instituted for a small group of
people.” Her observations, which
were limited to the level of local
factory managers, put the salary
ratio between worker and skilled

technician at “1:2.5 at the most.”

(p. 128) The highest salary she
records is 120 yuan per month and

the lowest (in city factories) 46.
The spread is actually much great-
er than this. Mehnert cited the wages
of average women workers at Ta-
chai, the nationwide model coopera-
tiv~ who earn only 25 yuan per
month (300 per year). Terrill asked
two university professors about
their pay and got the following re-

pliex Professor P’u Chih-lung of
Canton’s Sun Yat-sen University,
360 yuan a month; Professor Liu
Ta-chieh of Fu Tan University in
Shanghai, 348 yuan a month. This
is a differential of more than 14

to 1.

I have seen no figures on the pay
scale of high government and par-
ty functionaries, who far outrank

even university professors. But Ter-
rill provides one report that indi-

cates that whatever their formal
pay, they enjoy expense accounts
on the side that place their living

standards at levels unimaginable
for even the highest paid worker

or technician.
The masses are encouraged to

accept “plain living and, under
mass pressure during the Cultural

Revolution, the regime decried priv-
ilege. But despite their current low

profile the bureaucrats continue to
live it up in their own circles. Ter-
rill describes a banquet he attended
in Canton, hosted by a representa-
tive of the city’s Revolutionary

Committee
“The restaurant one of China’s

finest was the famous P’an Ch’i
(now Yu I, ‘Friendship’). Its ele-
gant balconies, furnished in ebony
and mother-of-pearl, overlook a
lake bordered with willows. Some

quite fantastic sweetmeats were be-
ing served. One especially took my
fancy — a spiced coconut puree
wrapped in a hot pancake— and
I ate several. The hos$ himself a

hearty eater, tried to broaden my
approach. ‘Do you know, Mr. Ter-

rill, this restaurant has more than

one hundred varieties of sweet
cakes. Recently some foreign busi-
nessmen could hardly believe this.
So I ordered all one hundred kinds

brought to the table!’ Mr. Yang was
ready to do the same for me, but
my stomach was not equal to the
challenge.” (p. 68)

Terrill got no higher than the
table of a big city official. Harri-
son Salisbury of the New York

Zlmes was fortunate enough to be
invited to dinner this June to the
home of Soong Ching-ling, the wid-
ow of Sun Yat-sen and a vice-chair-
woman of the Peking regime. This
was a little closer to the peak of

power in China. She lives, as he
described it in “a palace that once
housed a Manchu prince on the
banks of the Imperial Lakes.” The
many course meal included pigeon

soup, Chinese prawns, fish, and
duck. She apologized to Salisbury
for the clumsiness of the servants,
explaining

“We must all serve ourselves be-
cause my waiters have all gone
off to the rural training schools for
political reorientation and tie new
ones just aren’ t well trained.” (New

York llmes, June 3, 1972. )
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MONTERREYSHOWPIECEOF
MEXICO’SINDUSTRIALFAILURE

BY MANUEL AGUILAR MORA

The following are maior excerpts from an article that appeared

in the mass-circulation Mexican magazine Siempre on April 19,

1972, entitled “Monterrey a la Hera de Ios Halcones” (Monterrey

at the Hour of the Falcons). The Falcons made their first appear-

ance in Mexico City on June 10, 1971. About 500 heavily armed

right-wing commandos, assisted by police and riot troops, opened

fire on a student-organized demonstration of 30,000 people, killing

an estimated fifty and wounding hundreds. In Monte rrey, the

country’s most important industrial city, a similar group attacked

a meeting of railroad workers and students on March 10, 1972,

killing two.

The Monterrey attack triggered large protest demonstrations

and led to a political crisis for the new governor of the state of

Nuevo Leon. The previous governor, Eduardo Elizondo, had been

removed from office nine months earlier by the federal govern-

ment in response to massive student demonstrations at the Uni-

versity of Nuevo Leon in Monte rrey.

Manuel Aguilar Mora’s Siempre article combined details of these

recent events with a historical analysis of the development of

Monterrey’s capitalist class and its relation to the Mexican ruling

class as a whole. Space limitations prevent us from printing the

article in full; the account of recent events has been omitted in

favor of the historical analysis. The translation is by the 1S/?.

T

he Monterrey bourgeoisie

provides a highly expressive

example of the history of in-
dustrial development in Mexico. The

marked peculiarities that have char-
acterized the process of growth and

consolidation of this considerable
section of the Mexican bourgeoisie

reveal its historical limitations very

well.

When the revolution 1 began,

Monterrey was the leading indus-
trial center of Mexico, with a popu-

lation of 80,000, five times smaller
than the capital city [Mexico City].
The construction of the Monterrey

Iron and Steel Foundry in 1900

made Monterrey into the leading

34

industrial city, not only of Mexico

but of all Latin America. Its ori-
ginal productive capacity was for

90,000 tons of steel.
But the foundry, with an invest-

ment of 10 million pesos — an un-

precedented investment for the peri-

od — was only the most spectacular
manifestation of the industrializa-
tion of Monterrey. Earlier, in 1890,

the Cuauhtemoc Brewery was

founded; its development consoli-
dated the industrial group that dis-

1. The Mexican revolution of 1910
which overthrew the Porfirio Diaz re-
gime. Diaz wielded dictatorial power
for thirty-five years, 1876-191 O.– ISR

tinguished the city. In 1909 this
group built the Glass Works and

started on its way to the great verti-

cal monopoly it holds today. The

Monterrey bourgeoisie very quick-

ly achieved a cohesion that is to-
tally missing in the country’s other
capitalist sectors. Vigorously rooted

in industrial development (largely

of heavy industry), it constituted the
closest approximation to the model
of Western industrialization within
Mexico.

But from the beginnings of the
city’s industrialization, moderniza-

tion, and urbanization the classical

liberal bourgeoisie that was going

to direct this process showed its
historical limitations. It proved to

be, in great measure, an offshoot
of U. S. monopoly capitalism. The
specific motivating forces of the first

industrial upsurge in Monterrey
were defined in 1895 by Matias
Romero, Mexican ambassador to

the U. S.: “The McKinley Tariff im-

posed prohibitive duties on our sil-
ver-bearing lead that was going to

be refined in the U. S., duties that
resulted in the transfer to Mexico

of the refining processes which had

been carried on in the United
States.”

The geopolitical conditions in

Monterrey were precisely those

sought by the capitalists of the U. S.
(and to a lesser degree, of France

and Germany) for investment in

the metallurgic industry; it was not
only the most important Mexican
city near the border but also the
most important one near the in-
dustrial region of the Eastern
United States. In 1890, just when

President McKinley arranged a tar-

iff barrier to imports there were
three applications for concessions



to establish metallurgical plants.
Among the applicants were various
foreign capitalists.

These people, who became the un-
questioned promotional element in
the process, found in Monterrey a
class of merchants who had been
considerably enriched by the height
of commerce in the decades just
before the triumph of the Juarez
republic. 2 The end of the Civil War,
in Mexico as well as in the U. S.,
was a hard blow for Monterrey as

2. Benito Juarez, president of Mexico
from 1858 to 1872. Juarez, vice-presi-
dent in 1858 when a civil war broke
out, assumed the presidency when the
former president fled Mexico. In 1861
the civil war ended with Juarez’s gov-
ernment victorious. In 1862 France be-
gan a war of conquest and controlled
most of Mexico until 1867 when Juarez
returned to power. — ISR

@

.

the Northern commercial city dur-
ing the first half of the nineteenth
century. The extension of the rail-
roads was the blow that definitively
closed this era of commerical pros-
perity. The entire northern region
found the railroads to be easy and
rapid channels of communication
with the border, where U. S. indus-
try offered cheaper and better prod-
ucts. Family-style smuggling from
then on became a great flood that,
drop by drop, impeded the rise of
large-scale commerce and the
strengthening of the consumer-
goods industry in the city.

In the 1880s the rich Monterrey
merchants saw their salvation in the
beginning of industrialization that

a partnership with U. S. economY
provided them with. The mine own-
ers of the American South and West,
by pressuring the government in

INTERNATIONAL SOCIALIST REVIEW/JANUARY 1973

Washington to make the competi-
tion of Mexican metals more diffi-
cult, became godfathers of Mon-
terrey ’s industrialization.

But from the beginning of indus-
trialization, the Monterrey bour-
geoisie was dependent on the Amer-
ican bourgeoisie. The suppliers of
the scrap iron needed for the pro-
duction of steel were Americans, as
were also the owners of the Cerro
del Mercado, in Durango, which
supplied Monterrey with its iron
ore.

Monterrey’s capitalist

development

Monterrey is a proletarian city,
a city where capitalism in Mexico
has achieved its most exemplary
model. In its role as the “Pittsburgh”
of Mexico, the city has enjoyed cer-
tain privileges resulting from the
working of the law of combined
and uneven development in the
country’s economy. During the
1920s, when the new regime3 ini-
tiated its industrializing and mod-
ernizing efforts, Monterrey was the
only city that had already devel-
oped a base, permitting it to take
advantage of the new trends most
rapidly. The city quickly resumed
many of its old prerogatives. Many
industries shut down during the
civil war, but they did not disap-
pear. When it became active again,
the city’s bourgeois class already
possessed an experience and a tra-
dition that its counterparts in Mexi-
co City and in other cities spring-

3. The regime resulting from the revo-
lution of 1910 and the civil war that
followed it.– ISR
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ing up under the shelter of the new
state lacked.

Soon the advantages of such a
situation became obvious. In the
1940s, when “deveIopmentalism”
went on full-steam ahead, Mon-

terrey was enjoying the highest in-

dustrial productivity in Mexico. In

spite of the fact that it only had

2.9 percent of the urban popula-

tion, it accounted for 12.8 percent
of the national production.

This high index allowed the bour-

geoisie to benefit from considerable

profit differentials. The local indus-
try developed at a faster pace than
the national during the 1940s and
part of the 1950s. But the dynamics
of subordinated industrial develop-
ment exercised its influence at once,
and began to erode the partial ad-
vantages of this industrial region.
From 1950 on, a major migratory

flow of people began which is prin-

cipally responsible for the increased
population of metropolitan Mon-
terrey, from 300,000 inhabitants in

that year to 1,250,000 at the be-
ginning of the present decade. In

this way the turbulent industrial
city, pride of the country’s tradi-

tional liberal bourgeoisie, found it-
self affected by the iron processes

determining the country’s distorted
growth. Inequality of income was
accentuated; a belt of ‘lost cities,”

towns that lack the most elemen-
tary public services, appeared; an
immense tide of migrants forced
wages down, together with the dy-

namics of importing ‘labor-saving”

machinery. To summarize, the city

that could have been the most as-
tounding example of the “Mexican
miracle, ” of the capacity of the Mex-
ican bourgeoisie to industrialize

and “m oderniz e“ the country, be-

came just another Mexican city in

the 1960s, affected by urban mar-

ginalism, unemployment, and un-

deremployment of considerable
strata of the population. The un-
deniable statistical proof is this: fac-

tory workers and laborers, who in

all class tilcations represented a Iittle
more than 48 percent of the total

work force in 1960, declined to 39

percent in 1966.

Economists consider one of the

most important indicators of de-

velopment to be an industrial work-

ing population that represents some

50 percent of the economically ac-
tive population. In 1960 Monterrey

had practically attained this level.
But it regressed in the next six

years. The situation of the marginal

urban population in 1972 and theif

obvious turbulence in the recent mo-
bilizations, attest to the fact that the
process of marginalization has been

accentuated and not reduced.

The results of these changes in the

distribution of income have pro-

voked a scandalous outcome: Mon-
terrey does not confkm the theory

that increasing “modernization” re-

duces the inequalities in the distri-
bution of income. If the city is char-
acterized by anything, it is the

growing inequality of income, a

characteristic it shares with other

“marginal” regions in the south and
center of the republic. The “middle
class, ” the alleged beneficiary of de-
velopment and its most typical sub-
product, has declined in importance
in recent years. At the end of the last

decade, the sector called “indigent”

(the marginal population of the

“lost cities” ) “has grossly increased
in relative importance” on the scales

of income distribution. (According

to the economist Puente Leyva, who

researched this problem in detail,
“68 percent of the poorest popula-
tion of Monterrey were receiving
incomes that provided less than the

minimum level of subsistence. ” And
he pointed out that consequently
the social stratum composed of “the
indigents, the poor, and the tran-

sient poor” had increased its per-
centage of the total population from
34.4 percent in 1960 to 51.2 per-
cent in 1965. )

It has been in the last decade,
then, that the ephemeral historical
privileges, which allowed the Mon-

terrey bourgeoisie to nourish its ar-

rogance toward the leadership of

the revolutionary family, ~ have be-
gun to disappear. The intercapital-

ist conflict between the “Monterrey
Group” and “the political-bureau-
cratic center” of the government is
one of the fundamental conflicts of
our contemporary y political history.

False paradoxes

In Monterrey the Mexican bour-
geoisie managed to reach or almost

reach the economic levels of its
Western models. Although the “Mon-

terey Group” is one of the prin-

cipal pillars of the Mexican bour-

geoisie, its economic strength and
influence do not compare at all with
its political influence, which has

been extended with some difficulty
to Nuevo Leon and, in fact, only
with the rise of Governor Elizondo
could be boasted of as “direct con-
trol of public affairs.” What is the
cause of this obvious anachron-

ism? Is there really something mys-

terious in this paradox?
When the Monterrey bourgeoisie

received Porfirio Diaz like a prince,

competing with the sumptuous re-
ception that had been given him

by the Yucatim landowners, it was

rendering homage to the ruler who
provided the “conditions of peace”

so necessary for making Monterrey

a first-class industrial center.
The Monterrey bourgeoisie (like

Diaz himself) thought of themselves
as representatives of the purest lib-
eralism. It did not matter much

that their liberalism was not like-
wise understood by the workers and

4. The succession of national regimes
issuing from the 1910 revolution. — ISR
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especially by the overwhelming ma-

jority of peons and peasants who

were the real Mexican people. When

the revolution of 1910 broke out,

and especially during the civil war,
the Monterrey bourgeoisie was not

exactly in the vanguard of the
struggle for democratic and consti-

tutional rights. It always considered
itself apart from the revolutionary
process and its descendants inher-
ited this alienation, Tightly bound
to North American capitalism, the
Monterrey bourgeoisie could never
gracefully accept the breakup of the
liberal bourgeois-democratic model

that marked the dictatorial and

populist regime which came out of

the revolution. Its impotence, how-
ever, prevented it from going be-
yond mere pressuring whenever it
believed that the regime was becom-

ing excessive and was flirting with
“Bolshevik extremism. ”

Such an unstable situation, which
prevailed until the rise of Cfmde-

nas, 5 was nevertheless marked by
the promotion of a new bourgeoisie

by the Obregon faction6 and partic-

ularly by the Canes people. 7 The

bourgeoisie that already existed in
Monterrey (practically the only fun-
damental section of the old ruling

class that remained relatively in-
tact), took good advantage of its

opportunity.

But the embers of the class strug-

gle were stirred into new life, and,

in the thirties, the specter of civif

war again hovered over the na-
tion. The six years of C/wdenas
witnessed the sharpening of these

social tensions.
The workers’ struggle was ex-

pressed in its first stages through

5. Lazaro Cardenas, president of Mex-
ico, 1934-40. — ISR
6. Alvaro Obregon, president of Mex-
ico, 1920-24. Re-elected in 1928 but
assassinated the same year. — ISR
7. Plutarcho Elias Canes, president of
Mexico, 1924-28. Canes was a “pop-
ulist” who, like Obregon before him,
appealed to nationalist sentiment and
encouraged the development of trade
unions, but he later became a virulent
right-winger. “Canes people” refers to
wealthy, antilabor industrialists. — ISR

LAZARO CARDENAS

a powerful drive toward union or-
ganization to prevent the working
masses from being exploited to the
limit of the laws of the market. That
drive was massive and national,
and had deep roots in the demo-

cratic struggles of the Mexican rev-

olution (among others, the strug-
gle for Article 1238 ).

It was in the Monterrey Employ-

ers Center that the most inflexible
and most class-conscious bour-
geois tendency found its cohesive

nucleus. The reforms offered by the

Cardenas government included an
organized labor movement, al-

though one controlled by the state.

The CArdenas policy, in direct con-

tact with the aspirations of the
masses, considered opposition to
such a powerful mass drive to be
utopian, and considered it a better
idea to join it in order to “guide

it. ” The tendency headed by the

“Monterrey Group” did not agree,

and offered a tenacious resistance

to the organizing efforts of the of-

ficial union headquarters of that

period, the Confederation of Mexi-

can Workers ( C TM ). Several im-

portant conflicts took place between
the federal government and the
Monterrey section.

However, two of these conflicts

were the decisive ones. The first

8. Article 123 of the 1917 Mexican con-
stitution; establishes in detail the basic
rights of Mexican workers. — ISR

Cardenas personally ex-

plained the need to be

more cautious to the elite

of Monterrey’s industrial

oligarchy.

took place in 1936 and resulted
from the local elections in 1935.
General Zuazua, supported by the

Monterrey oligarchy and its Fed-

eration of Independent Unions (the
class-collaborationist unions as op-
posed to the “red unions” of CR OM 9
and later of the CTM), opposed the

son of Plutarcho Elias Canes. The

election victory of the former was
a hard blow for the Cfwdenas poli-

cy, and Chrdenas was obliged to
refuse to recognize the elections. A

political crisis developed that cul-

minated in a strike at the Glass
Works organized by the CTM. The

threat of an employers’ “lockout”
precipitated C#mdenas’s arrival in

the city in February 1936, after
which enormous demonstrations led
by the oligarchy convinced the fed-
eral government of the depth of
the opposition. On that occasion,

Czirdenas personally explained his

reasons to the elite of the indus-

trial oligarchy of the city, and the
need for them to be more cautious.

When their talks ended, he presented

them with a kind of governmental

ideological platform (the famous
Fourteen Points ), which is of great

signific ante.

Although the Monterrey group

gave support to the oil expropria-

9. -Confederation Regional Obrera
Mexicana — Regional Confederation of
Mexican Workers. — ISR
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tions,l” it never gave up its policy
of opposition to Cardenas, a policy
which objectively played the role of
faithful guardian of the deepest
bourgeois class interests and the
role of constant reminder to the
national ruling group that it should
not play with fire in “the matter of
reforms. ”

Why this lack of understanding,
this maladjustment? The basic his-
torical weakness that was present
at the birth of this dynamic was
not restricted but was actually in-
tens~led by the “interrupted revo-
lution of 1910. Wasn’t it perhaps
only a dream to want to put into
effect a government with political
parties in this country? Especially
in the 1930s, when the sharpening
class struggle was expressed almost
to the point of civil war.

In Monterrey itself, a general
strike took place in 1938. Accord-
ing to a U. S. historian of the Mexi-
can workers’ movement:

“Monterrey’s employers had an-
nounced their intention to stop the
formation of unions, assuming that
their control over many public of-
ficials would help them in this pur-
pose. In September 1938 the Mon-
terrey Employers Center asked
Cardenas to intervene; the gover-
nor of the state made the same re-
quest. The crisis sharpened further
after the arrest of Ramon Contre-
ras, a CTM organizer, held on
charges of attempted murder. This
resulted in a threatened general
strike in Monterrey, provoking the
mockery of the bosses who declared
that ‘C TM does not represent the
working people of Monterrey.’ In
response, the headquarters of the
electric company and the urban bus
transport shut down; telephone ser-
vice was suspended; the railroads’
‘roundhouse’ stopped activity; and
the furnaces at the steel foundries
were left to cool. The impasse did
not last long. The judge who had
ordered the jailing of Contreras

10. British and American oil compa-
nies were expropriated by decree of the
Cardenas government on March 18,
1938. – ISR

found that, after all, there was no
legal basis for the arrest and or-
dered his freedom. ”

The strike stopped immediately.
“In this way the Monterrey prole-
tariat ‘convinced’ its bourgeoisie of
the logic of its arguments, the same
arguments that C ardenas two years
before had explained to the most
outstanding leaders of the city. ”

In one of the Fourteen Points,
C&rdenas had said, “The govern-
ment is the arbiter and regulator
of social life. ” What was he doing
but defining the Bonapartist nature
of his regime and the regimes of
his predecessors and successors of
the revolutionary family, of the
presidential form of government?

And later on, warning them of
the dangers they were risking if
they could not comprehend the need
to accept his regime, he told them:
“The employing class had better
take care that its excitement does
not turn into a political banner be-
cause that would carry us into an
armed conflict. ” Briefly, laconically,
Cardenas had taught a lesson in
political theory to those who pos-
sessed everything except political
wisdom.

The political history of the city
is full of incidents that show the
maladjustment between the coun-
try’s prevailing regime and the par-
ticular interests of the Monterrey
oligarchy. It wasn’t until the 1960s
that the latter began identifying
more and more with the regime.
Their conflicts disappeared, but
not before they were expressed in a
spectacular way around the em-
ployers ‘ “crisis of confidence” in the
government of President Lopez Ma-
teos at the beginning of the last
decade.

Lately the industrial bourgeoisie
has been facing political frustration.
The facts of its history point to its
political impotence. This does not
refute but affirms the character of
the revolution of 1910: if it were
to triumph, it had to do so against
the bourgeoisie. Because this was
not carried through to the end it
was an interrupted revolution.
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RAZA UNIDA/FROM PAGE 17

the revolution” by themselves, they should not cut them-
selves off from potential allies by forming their own
independent political party. They think that instead
Chicanos should ally themselves with a ‘lesser evil”

wing of the Democratic Party. Among the exponents

of this view are the Young Workers Liberation League
and the Communist Party.

Their viewpoint is antinationalist and antirevolution-

ary. Although it is true that Chicanos cannot by them-

selves make a revolution in the U. S., this does not mean

that they should subordinate their struggle to the rela-

tive backwardness of other oppressed layers. Chicanos

should wage their independent fight for self-determina-

tion and build their own independent political party.
Not only is this the best way to win concessions from

the government, but it will also spur, by its example,

the struggles of other oppressed people in the U. S.

How could the development of a mass Chicano party
affect the political power structure? Let’s look at the
recent election. In spite of the fact that Nixon won a

landslide victory, the Democratic Party has not fallen
apart, as was demonstrated by the local and congres-
sional races, where the Democrats did well. But what

if most Chicanos were voting for their own party? With-

out the support of Chicanos, the Democrats would have

won fewer offices than they did.

The Black and labor movements, seeing that the
Democratic Party could no longer win, and seeing the

example of the Chicano people, would be encouraged
to also set up their own independent parties.

A Chicano party, a labor party, and a Black party,

each organized on a massive scale and each counting

on its own independent strength, could make alliances.
And these alliances would not be made at the expense

of one or another group, because each has its own

independent strength and each group’s interests are not
in conflict with the other two. The development of these

independent political parties and of an alliance between
them would be a death blow to the two-party system

of the Democrats and the Republicans. It would seriously

hamper the ruling class’s ability to rule.
The whole dynamic of a mass independent Chicano

political party is one that spurs not only Chicanos, but

other even more massive forces to break with capitalist

politics, establish their own independent parties, and
wage massive struggles against this capitalist govern-

ment.
The task that now faces Raza Unida Party activists

in the Southwest is to deepen the gains that were made

by the R UPS during the election year. The most effec-

tive way to do this is to maintain the clearly indepen-
dent course of these parties and to involve masses

of Chicanos in struggle. In this way the next step in

the building of a massive Chicano political party can
be taken.
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HOLLYWOOD/FROM PAGE 9

like iVoT-th Star ( 1943), Song of

Russia ( 1943), and Days of Glory
(1944). In Mission to Moscow
( 1943) Hollywood outdid itself.
Stalin is pictured as the kindly, wise

“Uncle Joe” who had omnisciently
perceived what the Nazis were up
to and had made a treaty with
them only to buy time. The movie
endorses the Moscow purge trial
slanders that Trotsky and his fol-
lowers had plotted with Hitler and
the Mik ado to sap Soviet military
strength. Former American ambas-
sador Joseph E. Davies appeared
at the beginning of the picture to
give his endorsement to its content.

The typical World War II picture
displayed such a crude prowar jin-
goism that these films became an
embarrassment after the war was
over and the U. S. government was
in the process of resurrecting the
power of the German and Japan-

ese ruling classes. Germans and es-
pecially Japanese were portrayed
in a racist way as if something
about their biological makeup had
brought the war on. Political ex-
amination of the roots of the war
is not to be found in movies made
during World War II.

After the war was over Holly-
wood kept on producing films that
reflected the democratic exhorta-

tions that it had projected in justi-
fying American participation in the
fighting. Anti-Semitism was dero-
gated and exposed in Crossfire
( 1947) and Gentleman’s Agreement
( 1947). Crossfire has an interesting
history. According to l%e Celluloid

Weapon:
“ The production history of this

film reveals an interesting insight
as to when Hollywood considers
the time ripe for discussion of cer-
tain kinds of social issues while es-
chewing others. In the novel
by Richard Brooks on which Cross-
fire was based, the murder
victim was a homosexual rather
than a Jew. Obviously, 1947 was
not a propitious time for even the
use of the word ‘homosexual’ in a
film, let alone an examination of
paranoid fury against homo-
sexuals. Even with the thematic

change from homosexuality to anti-
Semitism, the property was held by
producer Adrian Scott for two
years. When Dore Schary went to
RKO as production chief the de-

cision was finally made to go
ahead.”

Whatever Hollywood is, it is not
fearless. This typical corporate lib-
eral doctoring of reality was also
reflected in such immediate postwar
films as It’s a Wonderful Life

( 1946), Boomerang ( 1947), and

State of the Union ( 1948) which
admitted that there was corruption
in political life (as if no one knew),
but indicated that this was more
than balanced off by the “good”
capitalist politicians (who only
have reactionary politics).

By 1947 the Cold War was set-
ting in. Witch-hunting became the
fashion of the day. The House Un-
-American Activities Committee
opened hearings into “subversion”
in Hollywood. Wartime pro-Soviet
propaganda like Mission to Mos-

cow and Song of Russia were now
brought forward as evidence that
Holl~wood was under Communist
influence. A committeeman made

charges of subversion about MargiC
a run-of-the-mill comedy using the
postwar housing shortage as its

starting point. The intimidation felt
in Hollywood can be measured by

Jack L. Warner’s commen$ after
an uncomfortable session with the
committee concerning his production

of Mission to Moscow, that his
studio would make no more pic-
tures dealing with “the little man.”
The House Committee returned to
witch-hunt Hollywood in the early
fifties as a means of capturing a
few headlines away from Senator
Joseph McCarthy. Charlie Chaplin
and other important talents were
pressured out of the industry by

the witch-hunt. Chaplin left the
country. The House probes are one
of the reasons that the fifties turned
out to be Hollywood’s worst decade,

both artistically and politically.
During the fiities, Hollywood gave

the witch-hunters a helping hand

by producing an abundance of right-
wing anticommunist films. Movies
in this genre included I Was a Com-

munist for the FBI( 195 1); My Son
John ( 1952), with Helen Hayes
playing the role of a mother who

turns in her radical son; and Walk
East on Beacon ( 1952), based on
a book by J. Edgar Hoover. Big

Jim McClain ( 1952) went so far
as to make a congressional witch-
hunter, played by John Wayn~ its
hero.

Impact of the radical movement

The relaxation of the Cold War
with the Soviet Union and the grad-
ual revival of the radical movement
in the sixties provided a new sort

of atmosphere for Hollywood and
the movies began to reflect it. Dr.

Strangelove ( 1964) ridiculed the
White Housq the Pentagon, and the

Cold War. Seven Days in May
( 1964) depicted an attempt by the

military to take over the govern-

ment. The Cold War’s relaxation
was signalized by such movies as

The Russians Are Coming, The Rus-
sians Are Coming( 1966). However,
numerous films simply substituted
the Chinese for the Russians in the
role of villain —no doubt this will
now change after Nixon’s visit to

China.

Although basically tokenist and

superficial, antiracist themes became
accepted topics, and some of the
grossest Amos and Andy kind of
stereotypes that could be found in
films from the twenties through the
fiities were dropped. Movies of the
new type included A Raisin in the

Sun ( 1961), The Cool World( 1963),
Nothing But a Man ( 1964), l%e
Chase ( 1966), In the Heat of the
Night ( 1967), Up Zlight ( 1968),
and The Lost Man ( 1969). While

these movies all showed that racism
is a bad thing, they stayed clear
of giving any real indication of
racism’s social roots.

In recent years there has been a
whole boom of films with Black
heroes coming out of Hollywood.

One favorite “safe” theme of the in-
dustry is to portray the trials and
tribulations of Black cops as in

7Tck. .. Tick... ~ck (1970),
starring Jim Brown.

T7ze Graduate ( 1967) showed
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Hollywood the way to whole new
possibi!ities. It depicted the aliena-

tion from the status quo and rebel-
lious moods of young people. Its

enormous box-office success gave
Hollywood pause. The result was
the promotion of movies on the
youth culture and youth radicaliza-
tion such as Alice’s Restaurant and

Easy Rider in 1969, and Joe, The
Activist Getting Straight The Straw-
berry Statement RPM, and Anto -
nioni’s Zabriskie Point in 1970. The

quality of these movies varied

greatly from an artistic point of

view, but the best of them remained
ambiguous in their political and
social implications.

But Wild in the Streets (1970) was
not ambiguous at all in its attempt
to defame and discredit the youth
radicalization. The Celluloid Weap-
on describes the movie, which hap-
pens to be artistically terrible, this
way:

“A 19-year-old pop singer is elec-
ted President of the United States
after Congress is forced to lower

the voting age to 14. That this
is accomplished by putting LSD in
the water supply is only one of the

unorthodox techniques of persua-
sion used by the politicized young-
sters. The new administration de-

mands that adults retire at 30. At
35, moreover, the Senior Citizens
are escorted by blue-j eaned security
guards to rehabilitation camps

where they are given compulsory
soma. In its final satiric comment

on Youth Power, Wild in the Streets
poses the ultimate generation-gap
joke the 3-year-olds threaten to re-

volt against the 15-year-oldsY
Unfortunately, the movie is not

as funny as White and Averson
make it sound, nor was it intended
to be funny.

The Vietnam War has been the

only war that the U. S. has ever
fought in that Hollywood has not
gone all out for. The Green Berets
( 1968) is the only major prowar
film Hollywood has produced. On
the other hand, several pacifist films
— which do not refer directly to Viet-

nam —have been made iVPA*&FH
(1970), Catch 22 ( 1970), andJohn-

ng Got His Gun (1971). This is a
reflection of the depth of antiwar

sentiment in this country and the
desperation of the movie industry
to make the kind of movies that will
pay off at the box office.

The scramble for box-office suc-
cess is what led to the breakdown
of the Production Code; that and
the changing climate of the country.
For the first time Hollywood chose
to treat the subject of homosexuality
in a frank way in The Boys in the

Band ( 1970), which, whatever its
shortcomings, opened up the sub-

ject for the screen without overt pa-
tronization and with some degree
of sympathy and understanding.
The breakdown of the Code also
allowed for wider variation in the

outcome of a movie’s plot. Whereas,
it used to be that one could always
know in advance how a movie was

going to come out — the hero would
win, the criminals would get their
just desserts, etc. — this is no longer
the case. The positive hero is also
no longer mandatory and many
films have featured antiheroes in-

stead, as in Bonnie and Clyde

(1967).

The Hollywood movie industry is
now experimenting more and more
with social realism in an attempt to
find the themes and formulas that
will move their product. Naturally,
it will attempt to keep its messages

as much within the confines of liber-
alism as it can. If it can’t do that
it will probably try to impose an

element of obscurity so that the ideas
will only come through to those
who are already attuned to them.
Hollywood is financially greedy,

however, and that is a factor that
should never be underestimated
where capitalism is concerned. So
we should not be surprised to find
Hollywood producing an occasion-
al unambiguous exposure of some
aspect of bourgeois society or even

upon rare occasions a clear revolu-
tionary theme. The book publish-
ing industry has long been forced

to do this; the movie industry may
have to follow suit.
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job. Once one department of a fac- tion was unarmed and unorganized,
UPRISING IN EAST GERMANY: tory had decided to strike, the other not that the Kremlin was “moder-

JUNE 17, 1953 by Arnulf M. departments almost invariably fol- ately” repressive.
Baring. Ithaca: Cornell Univer- lowed sui~ and once the personnel Baring demonstrates that the
sity Press, 1972. 194 pp. $8.75. of a whole factory had marched out American and West German gov-

on to the streets, the men of other ernments were very uneasy about

BY CLIFF CONNER factories quickly joined them.” the uprising and did everything in
Although as an “active partisan their power to “cool it.” It may sur-

of the Brandt government” in West prise those mesmerized by Cold War
On June 17, 1953, workers in Germany Baring is unsympathetic mythology, but John Foster Dunes

the German Democratic Republic to the revolutionary socialist aspira- and Konrad Adenauer alike were
( GDR) walked off their jobs and tions of the East German workers, opposed to giving any encourarge-
into the streets, sparking an up- he does put his finger on the prin- ment whatever to the rebellion. How
heaval that rocked the Stalinist re- cipal reason for the failure of the can this apparent paradox be ac-
gimes in Berlin and Moscow and 1953 upheaval to overturn the bu- counted for?
sent shock waves around the world. reaucratic regime. He quotes Lenin’s Baring answers: “The western at-
As the prototype of mass action What Is To Be Done? to the effect titude . . . was primarily designed
directed against parasitic bureau- that “no single revolutionary move- to avoid conflict with the Soviet
cracies in the workers’ states, the ment can endure without a stable Union . . . “ The Pentagon Papers
historical import of the East Ger- , . . leadership-organization.” The revealed that American policy-
man events of 1953 can hardly absence of a centralized revolution- makers of that time had indeed
be exaggerated. ary workers’ party condemned the included a certain fear of Soviet

Nevertheless, surprisingly little spontaneous uprising to dissipation reprisal in their calculations over
has been written on the subject es- and defeat in face of the massive Vietnam. But that was only one
pecially in comparison with the vo- Soviet intervention. factor in their reluctance to promote
luminous literature detailing its But Uprising in East Germany the East German rebellion and, in
sequels in other parts of the Soviet has a number of limitations which my opinion, it was not primary,
bloc. Arnulf Baring’s book, then, deserve attention. One example of but secondary”
fills an important gap. It was pub- drawing erroneous conclusions As the socialist weekly The Mili-
lished in German in 1965, but only from accurate facts is Baring’s con- tant wrote at the time: “[The West-
recently translated into English. tention that the Kremlin was “re- ern officials’] enjoyment at seeing

In his introduction, David Scho- strained” in its response to the work- the apartment of a detested neighbor

enbaum ranks the book with John ers’ actions: “ . . . the Soviets upstairs on fire was greatly tem-
Reed’s classic Ten Days ThatShook reacted to the East German rising pered by their realization that they

the World. The comparison is un- With equanimity and prudence live in the same inflammable build-

fair. Although Uprising in East Ger- . . . n As evidence he points out ing.” The liberal historian Arthur
many falls short on that scale, it that “only” twenty-one people were M. Schlesinger wrote at the time:

is not without value as an infor- killed on June 17 in the whole of “There is a particular reason . . .
mative account of the June 17 social East Germany, “a very low figure for the Republican paralysis. . . .

explosion and the buildup of ten- considering the size of the demon- The uprisings thus far have been

sion during the preceding months. stations. ” A more cogent interpre- working-class affairs. About the last

Baring affords some interesting tation would focus on the 300,000 thing the Eisenhower administra-
glimpses into the dynamics of the armed Russian troops confronting tion is capable of doing is to release

mass movemen$ for example hundreds of thousands of East Ger- the energy of the workers of East-

“It would seem that the crucial man workers brutally suppressing ern Europe.”

factor . . . ‘as whether~ among tie their general strike. East German As further evidencq witness this

assembled company, there was one Defense Minister Max Fechner (later report from the August 4, 1953,

determined man capable ofpersuad- deposed for being “too liberal”) ad- ‘m York ‘ost
ing his colleagues to walk off the mitted that more than 50,000 peo- “West German business men, per-

— ple had been arrested. If “only” spicacious people with an eye al-
CIIFF CONNER is an associate editor of twenty-one were killed, it reflects the ways peeled for a fast no-risk prof-
the ISR.

fact that the East German popula- it, were canceling orders and
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moving their commercial ventures
as well. This was their reaction to
the demonstrations of East Ber-
liners. . . . Why? The demonstra-
tions in East Berlin and in virtually
all the large Soviet-held communities
in East Germany were carried out

by working men and women and
by their banned trade union orga-
nizations. . . . These were work-
ers in rebellion against authority.
The men with invesbnents . . . see
the specter of workers rising in mass
revolt and they conjure the night-
mare a step furuther. Such ideas,

some of these business men argued
. . . might be translated one day
against us. Thus to eliminate busi-
ness risk and to show their disaf-
fection for uprisings they have be-

gun to take their business elsewhere.”

With a quarter million unem-
ployed workers in West Berlin
alone, the social situation in West
Germany was no model of stability.
Although historians tend to ignore
it and press reports were buried
in the back pages, the revolt did
have repercussions elsewhere. There
were strikes in the Soviet Union
and in several East European coun-

tries, but also, vindicating the per-
spicacity of the above-cited business-
men, in West Germany as well. For
example, the June 23, 1953, New

York Times carried a picture from
Munich noting that “1O,OOO persons
rioted in front of the C!&A Bren-
nickmeyer textile shop” and fought
the police.

Baring draws several highly de-

batable conclusions about the
revolti ( 1) It wasn’t crushed by

the Soviet Union; it “petered ouf’
of its own accord. (2) It is highly
unlikely that the workers will rise
again.

Did the rebellion simply “run out
of steam” as Baring asserts? Did
it “come to a standstill before it
had really got off the ground?” Ac-

tually, while the revolt was largely
silenced by the Soviet intervention
on June 17, widespread resistance
continued for several weeks after-
wards. At the end of the first week
in July, for example 100,000 work-
ers in East Berlin were reportedly

engaged in an organized “slow-

down” that virtually paralyzed in-
dustry there. Eventually, of coursq
the Stalinist “pacification” prevailed,
but it is an error to believe that the
workers simply returned to their
jobs and forgot their greivances on
June 18.

Finally, can it happen again?
Baring says, “The time is ripe for
evolution and not for revolutions.”
That is to be expected from an
admirer of Winy Brand~ especially
since the prognosis was written in
1965, after almost a decade of rela-
tive stability in the Soviet bloc. But
since then the world has witnessed
revolutionary events in Czechoslo-
vakia and Poland and the begin-
nings of new ferment in the Soviet
Union itself. Who now would be
so bold as to venture that the time
is not ripe for revolutions? Would-

be prophets of peaceful reform do
not make a very convincing case.

A NATION OF STRANGERS by
Vance Packard. New York: David
McKay Company, 1972.368 pp.

$7.95.

BY ERNEST HARSCH

Vance Packard has written a num-

ber of books, such as The Status
Seekers, that try to boil down the
ideas of sociologists, anthropolo-
gists, and psychologists into bite-
size pieces for mass consumption.
In this study he examines the causes
of the rising rates of mobility
among Americans; the effects of this
endless shifting and moving on in-
stitutions such as the family, the
small provincial community, and
the large city; and the deeply al-
ienating effects of constant moving
on the individuals involved.

According to Packard, about 40
million Americans move at least
once each year and in some cities
the annual turnover rate reaches
35 percent. People become “root-
less,” as Packard calls them, for a
variety of reasons, but usually they
pack up and move on either to

ERNEST HARSCH is o regular contributor

to the socialist newsweekly The Militant, He

lives in Washington, DC.

keep a present job or to search
for a better one. As economist John
B. Lansing said, “The geographic
mobility of labor is one of the basic
processes of adjustment in the econ-
omy of the United States.”

Companies, particularly those not
tied to “heavy” raw materials, in-
creasingly move from one end of
the country to the other, usually
for economic reasons, dragging
their employees along behind them.
Migratory farmworkers, mostly
Spanish-speaking, travel every year
from southern Texas or California
northward, following the plantings
and harvesting of crops. Millions
of young people, who either get
drafted or join the army, fly from

one base to another, from the
United States to Germany to South
Vietnam. Other millions of young
people, propelled by the needs of
a highly technological society, leave

their families in increasingly large
numbers to go to colleges and uni-

versities hundreds or even thou-
sands of miles from their homes.
Scientists, engineers, and other spe-

cialists, particularly in the aeronau-
tics and space industries, hop from
New York to Houston to Los An-
geles to fill the highly specialized
job openings.

But not only those who move
to other cities or states are affected.
Those who live in small communi-
ties suddenly find themselves en-
gulfed in the flood of urban sprawl,

of America’s exploding cities. Op-
pressed nationalities set off chain
reactions of movement within the
major cities in their searches for
better housing.

All this mobility tears people up
from what they considered their
hometowns, from their friends and
relations, and drops them off in
new environments, among strange
people, producing “a nation of
strangers.” The already pervasive
alienation of this society, that erects
the equivalent of barbed wire fences
between individuals, becomes exac-
erbated. Familiar landmarks get
lost moorings break loose, causing

some to withdraw into themselves
for security, others to adapt to a

free-floating life, and yet others to
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search for solutions and to rebel.
But all of this mobility also has

its positive effects on those involved,
particularly on young people who
are more able to adapt and who
feel less isolated in new situations.
Mobility in such instances tends to
help them broaden their outlooks,
to look at the world more critically,
and to throw away their provincial
blinders.

Surely the high mobility of stu-

dents has had an accelerating ef-
fect on the current radicalization.
(Packard, whose mind rolls only
along the approved, official roads,
doesn’t examine this aspect ofmobil-

ity. ( Lessons learned in one part
of the country are soon carried to
another. New struggles in one area
soon hear their echoes throughout
the United States, and even beyond.
Rapid mobility has thus given the
radicalization of the 1960s and
1970s many more possibilities for
growth.

In the same breath that modern

capitalism, with its need for a high
level of technology, creates a mobile
labor force, it tends to weaken a
number of the institutions that help
prop it up.

The family, one of the main or-
gans of instilling servility, fear of
authority, and rigid sexual mores
into children, strains and cracks

under the hardships of constant
moving. In the Western states, where
mobility is double that of the North-
east the divorce rate is join- ti”mes
higher than in the Northeast. And

young people leaving home in
larger numbers than ever before

escape the patriarchal overlordship
of the family convent and expose
themselves to new, “subversive”
ideas.

The small conservative towns of-
ten get swept away by rapid growth
or by quickly changing population
as a result of migrating corpora-
tions. Institutionalized religion frag-
ments into shopping mall sermons
and drive-in churches.

In fact all established authority
tends to lose its bite. “Unofficial
social controls as traditionally en-
forced by disapproval of or ostra-

cism from the community hold little

terror for uprooted people,” com-
plains Packard. There is a new

sense of immediacy, of wanting
things to happen, to change now,
not years in the future. “All the in-

dividual transience, I believe,” sum-
marizes Packard, “is adding up to

an increase in community disrup-
tion and turbulence. And for the
nation as a whole it is adding up
to an ominous trend toward a frag-
mentation of the whole society.”

Packard, of course, views this

fragmentation of old values and of
society as a threat. He sees the
cracks spreading in the foundation
and frantically tries to warn the
rulers of this society.

He advises corporations not to
move around so much, while they,
pragmatically atuned to their im-
mediate economic needs, continue
to do so. He asks “responsible”

Black leaders to try to slow down
the search for adequate housing by
Blacks, thereby stabilizing move-
ment within the major cities. He

counsels planners and real estate
speculators to build “new towns”
which would provide a greater sense
of “community” —for those able to
afford it.

Packard’s formulas for ending al-
ienation are futile. He views aliena-
tion as the product of excessive
mobility alone, rather than a prod-
uct of the inequalities and frustra-

tions of class society. He asks us
to go back to the “good old days”
of the typical New England towns,
of the stable little communities where
everyone knew everyone else — and
where everyone knew their proper
place.

Contrary to Packard, aliena-
tion will not be overcome under
class society. Not until the over-
whelming majority of people in this

country control their own lives and
their own communities and can put
into practice their own solutions,
not until people can jreelg move
around as they wish, rather than
from economic necessity, and not
until we build a society based on
mutual cooperation can alienation

even begin to be overcome.
Ironically, modern capitalism,

with its need for a high rate of mo-

bility, only seems to be accelera-
ting the process of its decay, thus
strengthening the forces of those
dedicated to building a new and
better society on a socialist basis.

I?HE CARELESS TECHNOLOGY:

ECOLOGY AND INTERNA-

TIONAL DEVELOPMENT. Edit-
ed by M. Taghi Farvar and John
P. Milton. New York: The Nat-

ural History Press, 1972. 1,030
pp. $25.00.

BY STEVE BECK

The transcript of a 1968 confer-

ence on the ecological aspects of
international development The

Careless Technology contains fifty
case studies that deal with the ques-
tion: “To what extent have the eco-
logical costs of introducing technol-

ogy affected the less-developed
countries?” These studies make a

strong argument for the view that
technical aid from the advanced
countries is a “rotten rope” cur-
rently incapable of rescuing the vic-
tims of underdevelopment.

Radical critics of Western aid pro-
grams will find the book a useful
reference. The articles are authorita-
tive and detailed without being in-

comprehensible to the general pub-
lic, and are interspersed with sum-
maries, photographs, and discus-

sions.
Examples of technological myop-

ia abound. The introduction of milk
powder to deal with protein deficien-
cies has resulted in conditions

such as Vitamin A d~lciency and
lactose intolerance. New irrigation

canals in tropical countries have
spurred the growth of snails that
carry blood flukes. These worms
have in turn infected humans with
incurable bilharzia. Half the pop-
ulation of Egypt is so infected, ac-
cording to one estimate.

As the title suggests the conferees
identify technology as the main de-

velopment problem. The industrial-
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ized capitalist nations have yet to
solve the problems associated with
their own technology; artilcial fer-
tilizer, insecticides, automobilies,
and nuclear power are no less trou-

blesome in Africa or Asia than in
the U. S. Some tropical ecosystems
may even be more susceptible to

disruption than the temperate areas
for which these industrial techniques
were adapted.

The solutions proposed are basi-

cally pleas addressed to the devel-
opment establishment ( USAID,
World Bank, UNESCO, etc. ) to be
more attentive to ecologists and in-

clude social and environmental fac-
tors in cost-ben~lt studies. Beyond
this, some ecologists cherish vague
hopes for “international order” and
a world government for “Spaceship
Earth.”

A few of the contributors to The

Careless Technology go beyond
such banalities. At one point there
is an exchange between Barry Com-
moner of Washington University
and food scientist Georg Bergs-
trom about “nutritional colonial-
ism.” Bergstrom explains that Eu-
rope and America are draining pro-
tein sources (fish from the Peruvian

coast and oilseed from Africa) from
impoverished nations to fatten cat-
tle and poultry. The reason?” There
is a greater profit margin in selling

feed to the rich Western world than
in selling food to impoverished
Latin America.W

During a discussion of the blood
fluke disease, Taghi Farvar of Iran
notes the tragic human cost paid
by the rural poor for water devel-
opment schemes “which are not even
used to produce food as they are
to produce cash crops like cotton
and electricity.” He asks: “How
much should the peasant have to

suffer in order to fulfill the whims
of those who are ruling them from
the cities? Who asks the peasants
what price they are willing to pay?’

It is not only water, nutrients,
plant and animal life that are in
dynamic interaction; the world eco-
system is also a flux of resources,

currency, credit knowledge, pop-
ulations . . . and wars. Only the
blindest would deny that the re-
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sources, land, and labor of the”un-
derdeveloped” world are manipu-
lated by the advanced capitalist

countries, whose earth-molding
forces of technology are in the pri-
vate hands of small elites. In this
light the blunders of the interna-

tional development agencies ap-
pear not as “careless” acts, but the
necessary creation of infrastructures

capable of absorbing Western in-
vestment regardless of human cost.

What force then remains to re-
verse the deterioration of the global
ecosystem? One that is overlooked
by virtually all of the academic
ecologists: the oppressed masses of
workers and peasants who in any
number of countries have raised
the demand for self-determination;
for popular control over land, re-
sources, and technology; and for

the rational, democratically planned
use of these all-important heritages.
A socialist world is the only ade-

quate vehicle for creating inter-
national cooperation, comprehen-
sive planning, and a viable world
federation that ecologists regard as
necessary for the survival of Space-

ship Earth.
Even when shackled by bureau-

cracies, the areas where capitalism

has been abolished and national
planning instituted have made con-

siderable progress in eliminating
hunger, controlling pollution, and
dealing with urbanization. The con-
ference did not contemplate this al-
ternative method of development
and in general pretended that the
workers’ states did not exist.

The Careless Technology does
have some important lessons for
those who retain a simplistic view
of imperialism as the “haves” keep-
ing the goodies from the”have-nots”;

the goodies are poisonous. Partic-
ularly instructive is the case of the
Aswan High Dam — the very sym-

bol of modernization for the United
Arab Republic — which in terms of

blood fluke disease, nutrient 10SS,
damage to fishing, and salt water
encroachment has had some disas-
trous ecological effects.

But ecologists could still learn
something from the doctrine of so-

cialist agitator Eugene Debs, that

“private appropriation of the earth’s

surface, the natural resources and
the means of life is nothing less
than a crime against humanity.”
Effective environmental action will
require organization by the victims,
not begging favors of the criminals.

BOOKS RECEIVED

AFRICA

Africa: History of a Continent by

Basil Davidson. Macmillan. 320
pp., $12.95.

Power in A~ica: Political Power in
Africa and the Coup d’ Etat by

Ruth First. Penguin Books. 513
pp. $2.95 Paper.

BLACK STRUGGLE

Garvey: The Story of a Pioneer
Black Nationalist by Elton C.
Fax. Dodd, Mead. 305 pp. $7.95.

rhe Making of Black Revolution-
aries by James Forman. Macmil-
lan. 568 pp. $12.50.

I’he Star-Spangled Hustle White
Power and Black Capitalism by
Arthur I. Blaustein and Geoffrey
Faux. Doubleday. 289 pp. $7.95.

3ASTERN EUROPE

rhe Changing Party Elite in East

Germany by Peter C. Ludz. MIT
Press. 509 pp. $15.00.

East European Dissent (Vol.
I [1953-64] and Vol. II [1965 -
70]). Edited by Vojtech Mastny.
Facts on File, Inc. 292 pp. and
255 pp. $4.95 each, $8.95 both

volumes Paper.
Zast Europe in Search of Security

by Peter Bender. Translated by
S. Z. Young. Johns Hopkins Uni-
versity Press. 144 pp. $3.00 Paper.

lonecker and the New Politics of
Europe by Heinz Lippman. Mac-

millan. 272 pp. $7.95.

ICONOMICS

rhe Accumulation of Capital: An
Anti-Critique by Rosa Luxemburg

and Imperialism and the Accumu-

lation of Capital by Nikolai Bu-

kharin. Monthly Review Press.
289 pp. $9.50.

Decline of the Dollar: A Marxist

View of the Monetary Crisis by
Ernest Mandel. Monad Press (Dis-

tributed by Pathfinder Press). 128

PP. $4.95 Cloth. $1.75 Paper.
The Helpless Giank A Metaportrait

of the Defense Budget by Andrew
Hamilton. Schocken Books. 98
pp. $2.50 Paper.

Socialist Economics. Edited by Alec
Nove and D. M. Nuti. Penguin
Books. 526 pp. $3.95 Paper.

GENERAL

The Coming of Age by Simone de
Beauvoir. Putnam. 585 pp.
$10.00.

Discourse on Colonialism by Aime

Cesaire. Translated by Joan Pink-
ham. Monthly Review Press. 79

PP. $4.95 Cloth. $1.45 Paper.
The First Five Years of the Com-

munist International (two vol-
umes) by Leon Trotsky. Monad
Press (Distributed by Pathfinder
Press) 374pp. and 384pp. $3.75

each Paper.
International Communism in the

Era of Lenin: A Documentary
History. Edited by Helmut Gruber.
Doubleday. 426 pp. $2.50 Paper.

The Myth of Population Control
by Mahmood Mamdani. Monthly

Review Press. 173 pp. $7.95.
Radical Perspectives in the Arts.

Edited by Lee Baxandall. Pen-
guin Books. 388 pp. $2.45 Paper.

Trotsky: A Documentary by Fran-
cis Wyndham and David King.
Praeger Publishers. 204 pp.
$12.50.

Yalta by Diane Shaver Clemens.
Oxford University Press. 356 pp.
$2.95 Paper.

LABOR

The American Worker: An Endan-

gered Species by Franklin Wal-
lick. Ballantine Books. 244 pp.
$1.50 Paper.

Autocracy and Insurgency in Or-

ganized Labor. Edited by Burton
H. Hall. Transaction Books. 348
pp. $7.50.

46



—

\ Short History of the European Moscow Under Lenin by Alfred

Working Class by Wolfgang Rosmer. Monthly Review Press.

Abendroth. Monthly Review Press. 253 pp. $8.95.

204 pp. $7.50. Soviet Communism and the SociaI-
ist Vision. Edited by Julius Jacob-

,ATIN AMERICA
son. Transaction Books. 363 pp.

$7.95.

Mazil: The People and the Power UNITED STATES

by Miguel Arraes. Penguin Books.
232 pp. $2.45 Paper. The High School Revolt by Steve

~risis and Repression in Argentina

by Peter Camejo and Nahuel
Chainey. Pathfinder Press. 24 pp.

Moreno. Pathfinder Press. 23 pp.
$.35 Paper.

The Invention of the American Po-
$.35 Paper. litical Parties by Roy F. Nichols.

The Free Press (a division of the
IIDDLE EAST Macmillan Company). 416 pp.

$3.95 Paper.

rhe Disinheriteck Journal of a Pal- School IS Dead: Alternatives in Ed-

estinian Exile by Fawaz Turki. ucation by Everett Reimer. Doub-
Monthly Review Press. 156 pp. leday. 179 pp. $1.95 Paper.
$5.95. The Seventies: Problems and Pro-

rhe Fall of Jerusalem by Abdullah posals. Edited by Irving Howe
Schleifer. Monthly Review Press. and Michael Barrington. Harper
247 pp. $7.50. and Row. 519 pp. $12.50.

rhe Other Israek The Radical Case
Against Zionism. Edited by Arie VIETNAM

Bober. Doubleday. 264 pp. $2.50

Paper. On the Other Side 23 Days with
rhe Struggle for the Middle Easti the Viet Cong by Kate Webb.

The Soviet Union and the Middle Quadrangle Books. 160 pp.
East 1958-68 by Walter Laquer. $6.95.
Penguin Books. 267 pp. $1.65 Vietnam’s Will to Live: Resistance

Paper. to Foreign Aggression from Ear-
ly Times Through the Nineteenth
Century by Helen B. Lamb.

PHILOSOPHY Monthly Review Press. 344 pp.
$10.00.

The Development of the Marxian The War Conspiracy: The Secret
Dialectic by Dick Howard. South- Road to the Second Indo-China
ern Illinois University Press. 205 War by Peter Dale Scott. Bobbs
pp. $7.95. Merrill. 238 pp. $7.95.

Lenin and Philosophy and Other

Essays by Louis Althusser.

Monthly Review Press. 253 pp.
WOMEN’S LIBERATION

$9.50. The Descent of Woman by Elaine
Morgan. Stein and Day. 258 pp.

SOVIET HISTORY AND
$7.95.

Feminism and the Marxist Move-
POLITICS ment by Mary-Alice Waters. Path-

finder Press. 43 pp. $.60 Paper.
British and Soviet Politics: A Study Images of Women in Fiction. Edited

of Legitimacy and Convergence
by Jerome M. Gilison. Johns Hop-

by Susan Koppelman Cornillon.

kins University Press. 186 PP.
Bowling Green University Pop-
ular Press. 396 pp. Paper.

$8.50.
Ferment in the Ukraine. Edited by

Michael Browne. Praeger Publish-

ers. 267 pp., $15.00.

. FOR GRYNSZPAN: Against the

Fascist Pogrom Gangs and Stalinist

Scoundrels.

. Interview with the Copenhagen

Social-Demokraten, 1932.

. letter to the Communist League

of China (section of the Internatiam

al Left Opposition).

. How the Workers in Austria

Should Fight Hitler.

. Polish Fascism and the Mistakes

of the Communist party.

These are iust a few of the articles

and letters by Leon Trotsky that lm

tercontinental Press has published.

Most were translated from the orig-

inal Russian and oppeared in the

pages of Intercontinental Press for

the first time in English.

For any of those listed above,

send 50c for each article desired.

Or, if you want to follow the im-

portant news of the world each week

and get features like these, send

in a check for $7.50 for six months
or $15 for a yeor to:

INTERCONTINENTAL PRESS

P. O. Box 116, Village Station

New York, N.Y. 10014

INTERNATIONAL SOCIALIST REVIEW/JANUARY 1973
47




