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INTRODUCTION

The historical locus of the revolution is that gtaj development where the satisfaction
of basic needs creates needs which transcendatieecsipitalist and state socialist
society.

Herbert Marcuse

In this first volume of the set entitl&bcialism in Theory and Practicere will deal with
theory. An introductory chapter focuses on manthefphilosophical problems
associated with doing science in general and, iitiqodar, social science and historical
theory. It sets the stage for the work to follovexy the second chapter discusses the
contributions of a number of contemporary Marxigdrists and presents the main



contours of our own overall theoretical approachrderstanding history and social
change in a totalist manner. It provides the con@dpinderpinning of the more critical
and detailed discussions to follow.

There are then four chapters dealing in sequenttepaiitical, economic, kinship, and
community theory. Each addressestain of the predominant schools of thought,
criticizes them, and elaborates our alternativepexstive. These discussions are not
meant to addresd| alternative left theories nor even to addressargyincomplete
detail. Rather, by dealing with the main featurethe most popular theories we hope to
illuminate much of the texture and advantage aftalist approach. Furthermore, we
single out certain popular Marxist theories for endetailed treatment because their
concepts—by and large—dominate the usual discabseat socialism and also serve to
legitimate certain basic beliefs about socialismciwhve must overturn. These critical
discussions are enjoined therefore, not solelglation to the new theories put forth in
this volume, but also as a basis for our criticigheertain visions of socialism and our
argument for a new socialist vision next volume.

Indeed, thenotivationof this bookMarxism and Socialist Theqris not at all

theoretical. Rather, we are first concerned wittat is to be donwith the theory we are
trying to elaborate. It is the second volume ofgbgSocialism Today and Tomorrow
which provides our motivation for the effort undéen here. In it we first present a very
readable summary of the positive theoretical lessithis volume and then proceed to
three historical case studies: the revolutionapeeiences of the Soviet Union, China,
and Cuba. Each is treated in a major chapter artdisaddressed in the framework of
our overall theory including discussions of poBtieconomics, kinship, and community.
Part One, including the theoretical presentatichthnee historical case studies, closes
with a summary of the overall results and an argumwtivating the immediate task at
hand: elaborating a workable and desirable sotibgn for contemporary
revolutionary movements. This vision is then préseéin Part Two which deals
sequentially with each of the four spheres of ddifeamentioned above. In these four
chapters on socialist visions for economic, paitikinship, and community spheres of
daily life we also address certain questions ofadist transition. Finally there is a
discussion of the whole socialist transformation-wleach sphere relates to the others in
a whole— and then a concluding chapter titled "hN&it_eninism nor Social Democracy"
which draws certain strategic conclusions for theatdle ahead.

The Need For A New Vision

In our view, to constitute an effective movementdocial change in the U.S. leftists
must develop both a broad vision of what it is v@sick to create and a comprehensive
explanation of the inadequacies of "existing sa&fakocieties. First, people's
motivations and their abilities to believe in thewn ultimate potential depend upon
reasoned belief in a goal, as does the task 0bedihg a workable strategy. Second, the
idea that "workers have nothing to lose but thieaios" and that they will therefore be



willing to struggle without a clear purpose is aich Instead, citizens of modern
capitalist societies do have certain comforts aaeelgenerally come to believe that there
is no possible way everyone could have substaytiadire or better. A reshuffling is

considered possible, but not a change that makessakveryone better off, much less
one which is egalitarian, just, and liberating. §oen this view, why should one take
serious political risks? Given, as many believe,rélatively little one can hope to gain,
why work for social change at all; why risk losiwdat advantages one may already
have?

This view, not unreasonable given the pervadingpaphere in our society, is a principal
impediment to developing a serious movement foraism. Until socialist relations are
described in enough detail to demonstrate thesgilbiddy and human content, few clear
thinking people will commit themselves to activistissatisfaction is easy to have,
widespread everywhere, and no doubt better thadnngpt. But what road leads from the
initially psychological state of dissatisfactionrevolt?" Ernst Bloch answers his own
guestion: "Dissatisfaction is not enough. One rkastv not only what one does not
want, but also what one wants’ Without vision, activism requires a "leap of faith
which helps explain the almost clerical sectarienig many Western leftists.
Furthermore, without clarity about where we wislgtoit is impossible to develop
intelligent and coherent strategies for gettingeh# our organizations of opposition, our
consciousness and culture of resistance and oy méaborated values are to move us
toward socialism, then we must have a reasonabienvof the new society here and
now, even as we begin to nurture socialism's rimotise present. And so we see the dual
need for studies about socialism as it could haeénUnited States: for motivation and
confidence, and to gain knowledge useful for tis& tf creating a new socialist strategy.

But why must we criticize existing models and ekshled societies that call themselves
"socialist"? For the most part they do not defirteere we wish to go, and with some
important exceptions their history does not offause for hope and motivation. As a
result these countries must be discovered as sargaither than socialist. Either that, or
"socialism" will not be on the banners behind whécbinited States left marches. For
insofar as the claim that these societies are distigoes unchallenged, their
authoritarianism raises a serious impediment teldging activist socialist movements
in the capitalist world. And rightfully so, for theeis no point in taking the risks of
revolution in order to establish a new form of inality. With regard to our spending
substantial time

criticizing other people'sleas as Alvin Gouldner argues, "theenyork is not done 'just
by adding another brick to the wall of science' @ite:n involves throwing bricks as well;
it not only involves paying one's intellectual debut also (and rather differently)
'settling accounts.®



It is ironic that many Marxists hold that discugsfnture possibilities and aims is
automatically utopian. They proclaim the need fuves scientific analysis yet preclude
by fiat thought about future aims. They fail to sieat a "vision" is prerequisite to
effective criticism of the present. They fail teegbat knowledge of where you wish to go
is as critical as knowledge of where you start framd that positive desires are as
important to socialist motivation as hatred of eatroppressions. Yet this denigration of
discussion of future possibilities is slowly fadiimgo eclipse. At a large 1977 conference
organized by the Italian groupManifestq leftists from both East and West Europe
assembled to discuss "existing socialism" and pdgss for change in both the East
and the West. Setting the tone in her opening addfRossana Rossanda said:

But | do want to say this: If the societies of EastEurope will not change without
revolution in the West, there will be no revolutionthe West without a thorough critical
examination of the experience of the societiehefEast. To ignore them, to draw back,
not to get involved, would mean to refuse to uniders what kind of society we want
and will be able to construct here. It would evezamto renounce political theory itself.
We must not forget that in the long and eventfuletron of the 'real socialist’
countries—sixty years since October, more thamytisince the birth of the people's
democracies, nearly thirty since the liberatioiCbina, nearly twenty since Castro spoke
of 'Socialist Cuba'—more than a mere hope has beattered. The very idea of
socialism, not as a generic aspiration, but gmeary of societya differentmode of
organization of human existence, is fading fronwvi@nd here we come to the most
difficult point of this discussion in the left: weust ask ourselves not whether these
societies are unfree, but whether they are urfemausehey are socialist drecause

they are not socialistAnd if they are not socialist, what are they? retere those who
deny that the question itself is legitimate.

It is with Rossanda's spirit that we embark onhis¢orical and theoretical tasks of these
volumes. It is against those who deny the impogasfcsuch self-assessment by
socialists that we make the claim that to ignorestjons of what is and what isn't
socialism is to ignore a chief problem of socialestolution in the present.

Then what of the final question asked earlier: Wwhayen't we focused solely on
economics thereby attaining more detail while legwther subjects for treatment
elsewhere by people better equipped to the task?

A Totalist Approach

In our view the sharp division of analysis into mag separate "disciplines"” often
seriously impedes clear understanding, not ongnyf"whole,” but even of its
component aspects. In our society social divismstur along more than class lines, and
these divisions affect all sides of life includitigg way people ask about and understand
the world. Depending upon one's position in societye develops a different view and
has different experiences and needs. The undemstaofia person who identifies first as



a black, a woman, a worker, a Native American,\argan, a professional, or a citizen
each has a claim to legitimacy. Yet however reléet@@a specific purpose, no such view
is complete unto itself. From different life posits, different world views and theories
emerge and they reflect different interests, seitsits, values, and insights. Each reveals
certain truths, but always less than the wholéntrOin the left, some examples of such
particularist theories are feminism, Marxism, na#itism, and anarchism.

A partitioning of perception and of contributiorsdur understanding due to different
constituencies developing different theories expasality to diverse angles of
investigation. Yet there must also be some meass@él movements forming around a
holistic understanding rather than only one or a@opartial understanding generated by
a single constituency.

Coming toward society from a kinship, economic, oamity, or political perspective,

an individual or group may develop a rich but @dninderstanding. To the extent these
partial understandings can be encompassed iner latgple, we believe this whole will
be much more useful than the simple sum of itsspant

that moreover the insight of each part will be erdeal as well. For example, socialist-
feminism aims to be much more than a simple juxdéjom of socialism and feminism
bringing new insights about both class and gendeur society. Class analysis, for
example, is immeasurably enhanced by the new ré&omgthat the economy cannot be
understood purely from an economic perspective eOmsights from sexual, political,
and cultural analyses are "infused" into the vents of the economic view that view
becomes more than it was before. And a similarggecan also enhance feminism,
nationalism, and anarchism even in their analy$ésecfamily, the nation, and the state.

The different circumstances of social actors insngiety thus yield a variety of left
theories including orthodox Marxism, radical fersimi, nationalism, and anarchism.
How are we to approach this "menu"? One way istume a favorite view is basic and
the others derivative and relatively less importahis yields either a strict monist
orientation, where one factor causes all othessmore pluralist view where many
factors are operative but one is "more equal” tharothers. Another orientation is to
juxtapose all the theories, arguing that they apaste pieces of a whole and must all be
employed in turn depending on the problem to beestedd. Here the views are
considered "complementary” and equal but the diyeisnot a first step toward
synthesis. Finally, one can agree that the vie@o#ien complementary but still feel that
they must interpenetrate, and that there must meompassing orientation that
embodies all four perspectives yet is nonethelagshrmore than their simple sum. This
last view is ours and is elaborated in consideraiye depth in the first chapter of this
book.

Indeed, the first two chapters of this volume argegabstract dealing with epistemology
and general theory and the following four chapéeesprimarily theoretical as well. They



assess different theoretical formulations and preseariety of new alternatives. But so
far our argument in this introduction motivatesiscdssion of historical experiences and
of social visions. It suggests need for a totarapph. Why then focus on theory? Why
can't we jump in to the practical analysis withaubng abstract detour?

Theory can be pursued for pure reasons: its beautigsity, or the pleasures of
intellectual work. However, with regard to sociablgoolitical theory our motivations are
much more pragmatic. To assess a country's iristigibr to say what kind of social
setting

we'd prefer to live in in our own future, we firftebry an absolute prerequisite. It tells us
society's most important attributes. It tells usvidifferent attributes together form the
whole and how different features of specific ingdtdns influence the overall character of
a society. Indeed, depending upon one's theoryassesses history and thinks about
human potentials in different ways. Therefore, titotheory may be more difficult than
description and less exciting, we mustn't leate dthers as if we have no interests in
how it is developed. A detailed historical analysigenerally more readable than a
discourse on concepts and their interrelations.t&Yeb good analysis requires good
theory and in turn the elaboration of good theequires serious conceptual discussion,
however difficult this might be.

Armed with the theories we critique in this volunrepur opinion even the most diligent
analyst will elaborate less compelling analysethefSoviet, Chinese, and Cuban
revolutionary experiences than socialists need.e&rmith these insufficient theories,
this same analyst will also elaborate only a flawisibn for the future. It is a simple
notion: if you use an inferior tool you will getferior results. If you have an incorrect
theory of how societies work and try to repair aisty or to design a new one, you will
fail. And a prerequisite to creating a new theotyal can led to success will usually be
a successful critique of inadequate prior theory.

As a result, in this volume, we are going to disciireory. Our historical examples will
only provide explanation and punctuation for théioad arguments. As mentioned above,
the first two chapters are the work's most difficlii the first we focus on broad, abstract
issues of methodology and philosophy and mastetlyieichapter is not necessary for
understanding the rest of the volume. Indeed, meagers will find that even given a
cursury reading the first chapter will serve a®adjintroduction but that then it will

flow much more easily and return more for the dffioread more carefully later as a
conclusion to the whole volume. Further, readers héwe little background in the
physical sciences should not be deterred by teedirapter's arguments based on
analogies with physics. For despite little famitiakvith physics these can be easily
understood so long as one doesn't get sidetracedthe structure of the overall
argument to worrying over the full meaning of sooh¢he allusions. For those who are
familiar with the physics, however, hopefully thevi#i be added enjoyment in the
examples.



The difficulties of the second chapter, in contragem from a different source. For in
this chapter we try to argue for a totalist theloyydescribing its overall contours all in
one place. This makes for some dense writing asalfar a presentation which leaves
many gaps which can only be filled in the succegdiur chapters. Another difficult part
of the second chapter is the brief introductoryoaect of the theoretical approaches of
Raymond Williams, Jurgen Habermas, and Louis AkkusThis section is also "rough
going" and while it situates our efforts and shdagda useful introduction to these
theorists for those interested in their work, @ te not a prerequisite to understanding the
rest of the volume. Finally, the last unusually skesection runs for about twenty five
pages at the outset of chapter four on economissh@& material appears elsewhere with
more examples, however, hopefully no one will beitewonvenienced by the summary
form of presentation here.

In sum, however, with these caveats about a fetioseg we think the theoretical
discussions in this book are accessible, important,also suited to activists who want to
develop socialist strategy and program. It seenus tilvat new visions and new strategies
for reaching them depend on existence of new waysaerstanding our societies and
our roles within them. If this is so, and if our weonents are to be participatory, it will
not do to leave "the problem of theory" to treati@nselect groups of academics. We
will all have to deal with theory, not solely toseme that there are no monopolies on a
powerful and important component of socialist pes¢dut also to ensure that socialist
theory is invested with the lessons of real expergs beyond what academics have
access to. Theory must be demystified at the sangethat it is brought into contact with
contemporary experiences of all kinds. Hopefully effiorts in this book will be a useful
contribution to this process.

By making an analogy between a more complete sbtadicialist theory and vision on the
one hand, and a major architecturally innovativecttire on the other, it is possible to
delineate many of our feelings ab@&@gcialism In Theory and PracticEhe need for the
new building arises from the weaknesses of exisdlternatives, yet these are not self-
evident and for many reasons elude clear enunniafioe contours of the new building
involve many innovations. Its construction requigeslity work by

people with very diverse skills and talents. As tod workers with considerable skill in
some aspects of construction but much less in sithes are obviously incapable of
erecting the entire edifice. What task should wéantk upon?

If others are to exert the necessary energy aetligance to create the new building as
soon as possible they must feel, as we alreadthdbsuch a creation is both possible
and desireable. The aim of our efforts must badplay enough of the foundation,
enough of the main beams, and perhaps—in a fewcsspkedesign and construction—
enough of the detail to allow answers to two questi First, with further work by



capable architects and movement builders of divieas&ground, will the foundation and
main structures be so improved to make the newdinmgjlviable, strong, safe, and
livable? And second, with the rest of the detdéderated, the contours filled out and the
building completed including whatever alteratiofishe initial visions prove necessary,
will the final creation be superior to existingeaitiatives and in tune with our most
profound needs and desires?

At the same time as trying to provide enough argurteallow answers to these two
guestions, it is also necessary for us to avoideogtending. If we try to describe or
construct too much of the foundation, too manyhefain support beams, or too much
of the detail, we will make so many errors as teoassarily distract attention from the
worth of the initial conception.

This is the line we must uneasily straddle in theslames. It means that there are parts
where we felt greater confidence in our toolsnireg, and experience and thus went
further toward detail. But there are also partsre@lvee were hesitant even at many steps
in the elaboration of rough contours. We can omyeénhthat the partial structure we
present will help inspire the collective and sustdi effort necessary for elaborating a
new socialist theory and vision for the eightied aeyond.

In Volume Two of this work our focus is primarilyndour countries, the United States,
the Soviet Union, China, and Cuba. We addresstieenal arrangements of the
institutions of these societies and the differéebties people bring to bear to understand
these. And we make certain proposals concerningdyiossibilities as well. But we

don't spend much time addressing the interrelati@bseen the countries, nor their
foreign policies and

international affairs with other nations. As a lgsmperialism is not centrally
addressed. As imperialism is the context in whitpdlitical activism must occur and as
it is the international phenomenon most responsgdsl@ain and suffering on our planet,
this is a serious omission. While we feel thatiésl not diminish the logic of our
approach, we are concerned about the impact ithraag on how our intentions are
understood. For us, while the advance of the imdliged nations into a socialist future
is a world historic aim, it is the elimination ahperialism as an international system
which promises a still greater advance for a gtidlater number of people. The two
struggles are obviously very intertwined. Here waild like to close this introduction
with a substantial extract from a speech by Fidest delivered before the United
Nations in 1978. It evokes not only the horrormaperialism and the potential of
humanity to overcome its ravages and move towaldcreilization, but also the urgency
of the project and the locus of responsibility itsrsuccess.

Mr. President, distinguished representatives, hunggas are very often spoken of, but
we must also speak of humanity's rights. Why shealde people go barefoot, so that
others may travel in expensive cars?



Why should some live only thirty five years, sottbthers may live seventy?
Why should some be miserably poor, so that othersxaggeratedly rich?

| speak on behalf of the children of the world wdam't even have a piece of bread.
(Applause) | speak on behalf of the sick who la@dmine. | speak on behalf of those
who have been denied the right to life and humgnitji.

Some countries are on the sea, others are notldédsg) Some have energy resources,
others do not. Some possess abundant land on whprieduce food, others do not.
Some are so glutted with machinery and factorieselien the air cannot be breathed
because of the poisoned atmosphere. (Applauseptais have only their own
emaciated arms with which to earn their daily bread

In short, some countries possess abundant respotbess have nothing. What is their
fate? To starve? To be

eternally poor? Why then civilization? Why then ttumscience of man? Why then the
United Nations. (Applause) Why then the world?

You cannot speak of peace on behalf of tens ofanglof human beings all over the
world who are starving to death or dying of curatikeases. You cannot speak of peace
on behalf of 900 million illiterates. The exploitat of the poor countries by the rich
must cease.

I know that in many poor countries there are expteiand those who are exploited.

| address myself to the rich nations, asking themontribute. And | address myself to
the poor nations asking them to distribute.

Enough of words! Now to deeds. (Applause)

Enough of abstractions. We now want concrete ackoough of speaking about a
speculative new international order, which nobodglarstands. (Laughter and Applause)
We must now speak of a real objective order whigrgbody understands!

I have not come here as a prophet of the revolutibave not come here to ask or to
wish that the world be violently convulsed. | haxeane to speak of peace and
cooperation among the people. And | have come to Wt if we do not peacefully and
wisely solve and eliminate the present injusticas iaequalities, the future will be
apocalyptic. (Applause)

The noise of weapons, of threatening languagepansgerbearing behavior on the
international arena must cease. (Applause)



Enough of the illusion that the problems of the @an be solved by nuclear weapons.
Bombs may kill the hungry, the sick, and the igmbtaut bombs cannot kill hunger,
disease, and ignorance, nor can bombs kill thee@ls rebellion of the peoples. And in
the holocaust, the rich, who are the ones who Havenost to lose in this world, will also
die. (Applause)

Let us say farewell to arms, and let us in a @eili manner dedicate ourselves to the
most pressing problems of our

times. This is the responsibility, this is the mestred duty of the statesmen of the
world. Moreover this is the basic premise for hurearvival.

| thank you. (Ovation)

Though self-evident, it likely bears repetitionttha matter how democratic, powerful,
and insightful, neither new theory, nor new visionar even the two together guarantee
any significant increase in socialist activism ocaess in the West or East. Necessary
though it is, theoretical innovation is not suféiot. Ideas and dreams don't overthrow
oppressive social relations nor create new ingtital forms suited to human liberation.
For that women and men are necessary—to graspytieambrace visions, and most
important, to forge bonds of solidarity and comnatrhsufficient to sustain the war
against "recalcitrant statesmen." Politics is peakoStrategies don't strike, workers do.
Theories don't overcome sexism, women do. Idea$ aake history, people do. And
however simple it may seem, the first wisdom ofotation is that for people to make a
new history, a human history, they have got tottome another, care for each other, want
to win and all have faith that they can win. Testend we certainly need ideas and
visions—yes, our minds must be awakened to revmiuBut we also need to awaken our
emotions and revolutionize our personalities. uaiety breeds competition, ego-
centrism of the worst kind, insecurity, aloofnesms,incapacity to empathize, and a
generalized fear of freedom, but revolution recuiree reverse: sharing, solidarity,
openness to criticism, humble confidence, caringd,the courage to struggle and win.
This turn around in attitudes is primarily a mattéinterpersonal practice, not intellect.
Any movement which denies the need for theory asidw would have us believe that a
new world can be had without any work of the miAdsurd! But a movement which
invests all its faith in ideas would have us badi¢givat a new world can be built without
any work of the soul, one might almost say, withany "labor of love." Equally absurd!
The fact that the volumes comprisiSgcialism in Theory and Practieeldress primarily
problems of the mind should not be taken as aratteof their priority, merely of their
critical importance, and perhaps also of the imhedd development of our own areas of
competance. In any case, what we need is a movemitbrtheory, vision, and
interpersonal practice sufficient to the monumetask at hand: socialist revolution.



ONE:
MARXISM, SCIENCE, AND SOCIALISM

Concepts which have proved useful for orderingghieasily assume so great an
authority over us, that we forget their terrestoagin and accept them as unalterable
facts. They then become labelled as 'conceptuassées,’ 'apriori solutions," etc. The
road of scientific progress is frequently blockedlbng periods by such errors. It is
therefore not just an idle game to exercise oditalbd analyze familiar concepts, and to
demonstrate the conditions on which this justifmatind usefulness depend...

Albert Einstein

In this chapter we argue that further progress anti$m will depend in large part on
how successfully a new generation of Marxists aaak apart old Marxist categories
and piece them back together in complementaritly néw concepts derived from other
till now disparate and irreconcilable schools afitpht. The extent this occurs will
depend, in turn, on the attitudes we have concgmimat is a useful goal for Marxism,
and how progress toward that goal can best be edr&ut we will argue that neither the
implicit goals of most contemporary Marxists, neeit dominant views on how Marxism
can progess are appropriate.

Since such methodological misconceptions aboutsgarad progress as most Marxists
hold are largely due to viewing Marxism as a "hseeénce" and to misunderstanding
differences between analysis of the social andipalygorld, we will spend a
considerable portion of this chapter exploring éhissues.

We will point out that Marxists are right about teén similarities of the soft and hard,
social and material sciences because of three thdmaeaffectll theory: 1-the
relationship between reality, theory, and the huméard; 2-the inevitable limitations of
the perceptual and cognitive processes underlyirteorization; and 3-the similar
contours of what constitutes progress in all sdierwork. But at the same time we will
also suggest that there are substantial differelnetgeen the social and material realms
and also between social or soft sciences, and gddysi hard

sciences: in short, the presence of consciousndasman relations makes social
relationships far more complex than material oRedations in the sphere of social life
and in history are far more interactive both owetand across space, than are physical
relations. It is the social realm's greater conmigtdue to the presence of people who
think, remember, and plan, which 1-makes dialekttigaking more critical to social than
to physical theory; 2-makes the aim of a "monisbtly” less likely of accomplishment in
social than physical sciences thus rendering tobkisxelyeconomic emphasef most
Marxism a dead-end orientation; and 3-renders wieauill call a "totalist” theoretical
approach based on the idea of "complementarityfrtbst useful way to address issues



of history and social change and also the besslbasa further expansion of the
relevance and power of Marxist theory.

Our aim is to address certain methodological proBlelaguing most Marxists—how do
our theories develop and how reliable are theyasxism a science, is dialectics a
useful and sufficient methodology for analyzingtbiig, is Marxism resting on a sound
foundation or, is this foundation too narrow —aadhow some implications of answers
to these questions for current socialist purposes.

Perception and Conception

The world is an interconnected whole, but as fibeengs at any given moment we can
perceive and think about only small parts. To de We necessarily draw borders, both
perceptually and conceptually. We do not percdmeavtorld-as-it-is, therefore, but only
as we process it, and this processing occurs atéber of different levels.

In the first place, perception rests on a limitedaf sensory organs which lie
intermediately between the world and our awarenégs These organs necessarily have
tremendous impact upon the character of our knayde@onsider the profound effect
when one of our sensory organs is impaired. Ocadtow different our world is than
that of a bat guided by sonar, a mole guided bylsoreeven than that of a scientist
employing microscopes, and infra-red cameras. @togptual equipment is quite unique
to our species, at least in its fine contours. uie impact of our sensory

organs the map of our environment we form in ourdsiis not precisely the territory
itself. Our view is not neutrally conveyed to ownsciousness in a simple "transfer."
Instead it is constructed there by our sensoryr® gacluding those within the brain
itself. ! It is a humanized recreated image that we firgglyle on.

And this is not the only filtering that occurs bef@onceptual activity begins. We
perceive very fine details with relatively coargrqeptual instruments. How does this
occur? In fact, the instruments have "wired-in"rekgatterns. They are biologically
attuned to construct some patterns rather thant@@ven incomplete data, consistent
with more than one interpretation, our sensory msgand mind will often fill in the gaps
to yield a picture they were attuned to creatéenfirst place. For example, when our eye
perceives a wooden board, the mind does not reoailiens of flashes but instead a
construction indicating, among other attributes, phesence of a smooth edge where in
fact, there is really only relative smoothnesshis perceiving there is a kind of
biological inference between the world and our eption of it, an inference which

occurs due to the very selectivity and processhayacter—both necessary and
desirable—of our sensory systenhus, both perceptual and inferential biological
biases affect our world view, even before we bégiprocess received data at a cognitive
level.



Beyond automatic biological filtering, the firstyghological manipulation of newly
received data comes when we fit it to our alreadstimg conceptual patterns. We look
out a window. We do not perceive an undifferentiatdnole—what is there—but instead
"people,” "trees,” "clouds," "flowers," and "buildjs," each separate from one another
and each textured by our expectations. The massnsfory data is "biologically
processed" into smooth lines, and simultaneoustydonceptual boxes corresponding to
our most basic expectations and beliefs. In thsy¢hological processing” two biases are
at work. First we automatically organize incomiregadin categories governed by our
prior beliefs. Second, we may bend the data toaramfvith expectations about how
these more familiar categories should appear aedatate. That these processes can
involve a greater or lesser mutilation of "whateaally there" should be clear. Not only
does the map not precisely reflect the charactéreofeal territory, but the name and
thing

named needn't perfectly correspond. In generapeaveeive in terms of already adopted
theoretical concepts. Furthermore, due to our @der experiences our attention is
drawn more in some directions than others. Antiaigga certain event due to a deeply
held belief, we may perceive just that event eveemsomething different has
transpired. Certainly this is common in interpeiddife, and also in political work
where, for example, one often misjudges possieditiue to prior expectations and
theoretical beliefs. Consider a Pentagon analyshgdight at the end of pitch black
tunnels, or a revolutionary seeing a politicallgased populace where there is largely
apathy or a crumbling economy where there is omtyild disorder. Whole theories
obviously embody this character as well. Neocladgconomics focuses myopically
upon tendencies to stability and reproduction; N&r@conomics looks first for
contradictions and the possibility for revolutiopaipheaval. Even in reading what is
written clearly before us we often see other thaatvis really there because we process
the words to fit prior expectations of what "must™should" be there. Marx himself is
read anew with each set of differing prioritiesa@hing "scholars"” bring to the effort.
They rewrite his words on their mind's tablet td seir own ends. What is truth?
Whatever we can place in the tomes of God's reioolaty servant. At the extreme,
Althusser the mystical worshipper even develog®earty to justify this twofold slip
toward deism. For the sectarian scholar is really &illing the lapses,” "lunching on the
lacunae," and "throwing light between the lineshaf great teacher's efforts." How
convenient that this requires no more than a peradamp—no shovel—and can be
tailored to any political expediency. But to retworthe issues at hand, sometimes the
ensuing errors are innocent and sometimes notnlaither circumstance perception is
not only significantly altered as a result of owlbgical attributes, both sensory and
inferential, and our limited conceptual dictionabyt finally it is also socially mediated
by preconceptions of what is to be "seen," precptimes derived from prior theoretical
beliefs as well as subjective desiréSo, while we must accept that a division of rgalit
into abstract parts is inevitable and necessaryshwelld also remember that the
particular conceptualizations that occur ao¢preordained by what is "out there."
Instead, they are a function of our capacitiesaritie



world views and needs we take to our perceptiohis implies need for a very sober
attitude toward our own most cherished perceptiotme-facts we see—and toward the
theories we base on them.

Debate Between World Views

Consider an individual with a complex world viewow does this view alter? If she
perceives in terms of what she already has in n@adye have just argued all people
must, she will presumably never perceive anythimigod synchrony with her current
consciousness. The consciousness will be selfenaimiy. There will be no impetus to
intellectual progress.

But what if another person comes along and ardwsghings are different from the way
Ms. ‘A’ sees them. She is a feminist for exampid, Mr. 'B' is an orthodox Marxist.
Extrapolating from our discussion about the inél#aiological and psychological
"massaging” new data receives, it would appearht@atill see reality in tune with his
theory, while she will see it in tune with hers.eytwill talk past one another. If either of
the individuals could somehow imbibe the other'sldveiew alongside his or her own, it
would seem only a "taste-test" would allow a chokear each view would be logically
consistent, and empirical investigation wouldnlpHeecause depending upon which
view was held evidence for the other would tendegerceptually and analytically ruled
out.

As experience shows, the conundrum is false.ribtghat uncommunicative clashes of
this type aren't common, they certainly are. Bmabmes people with contradictory
viewpoints do debate to a conclusion with one pgssmind changed. Moreover,
sometimes an individual's views change as a restilis or her own perceptions. The
idea that world views are incommensurable exceqraling to standards of how they
"feel" is wrong, but it is held, for example, by nyaAlthusserian Marxists. We will show
why it is inaccurate before moving on to considher broader questions at stake.

In the first place, the fact that the world is maved in terms of conceptualizations
allowed by one's particular world view does notessarily prevent one from perceiving
things contradictory to that view. An example frphysical science may help. A world
view

may contain as a thing-to-be-perceived dropleksac an instrument called a bubble
chamber. Now even though the physical world vieedprts that a certain experiment
will yield tracks bending right, the experimenteutd certainly perceive tracks bending
left. There is no biological limitation to prevethis. Of course the experimental discord
could be unnoticed, ignored, or consciously disedsand in certain circumstances



conscious dismissal is even an intelligent practi@ut the point is, contradictions can
be perceived and can compel an alteration in ev@’'sl view.

Consider a more political example. Orthodox Marx@mdicts a falling rate of profit in
capitalism, but includes recognition of offsettiiagtors. The profit rate is certainly a
concept within the theory and therefore the thetmgs not preclude our perceiving it.

"C.F. Von WeizsackefThe Unity of NaturgFarrar Strous and Giroux, N.Y. 1979)
relates a story about his teacher Werner Heisenbeich exemplifies this point
nicely. A particular experimenter brings to Heisergs attention a series of
experiments, very clever and apparently well de=igrvhich demonstrate violations
of the law of conservation of energy. Heisenbepies, with no supporting argument
whatever, that the experimenter is someloerror, and proceeds to ignore the res
Later he is proved correct. (p. 85-86) Anotherysgirows how taking results too
seriously can likewise cause error. Newton, aféécudating what should be the peri
of rotation of the moon based on the best availdata about its distance form the
earth, etc., and based on his newly developed yheagravity, discovered a
discrepancy between his result and the actualtgtuaHe held his theory in abeyance
for ten years on the weight of this discrepancyet # turned out that the data he was
using in the calculation for the distance of theomérom the earth was in error, and it
was this that produced the discrepancy betweenaitelated period of rotation and
the actual period of rotation, not the new thebtgd Newton had Heisenberg's
confidence in face of conflicting evidence we mighte had the theory of gravitation
ten years earlier. (p, 94-95) Imre LakatosTire Methodology of Scientific Research
Programme (Cambridge University Press, 1980) reports: "Saénhave thick skins.
They do not abandon a theory merely because faotsadict it. They normally either
invent some rescue hypothesis to explain what tinveryy call a mere anomaly, or, if
they cannot explain the anomaly, they ignore itl dimect their attention to other
problems....Theories and paradigms or researclrgroges are not knocked out
recalcitrant facts alone, but only by recalcitriattsand an alternative theory which
explains them." (p.4)

As this rate of profit fails to fall, a variety pbssibilities exist. The analyst may refuse to
notice or even claim to perceive a fall. This isstigism, and while psychology may help
us understand it, psychological pressures do moéfibs occurrence. The analyst may
perceive the non-falling, but alibi it away. Thisynor may not be sensible depending
upon "off-setting conditions.” Or the analyst macbme upset over the failure of his or
her world view and modify it or even search foradtogether different approach. The
point is that advance is possibile. It is not igedably precluded by biological or
psychological factors though these may presentaeanp obstacles.

But there are also more complex situations. Theutdcbe types of evidence of world
view failure thatare imperceptible from within the world view in questi To perceive



such evidence could require an ordering of incondiaz disallowed by the theory itself.
Or correcting a world view might require asking stiens which the theory fails to
provide us a vocabulary to pursue. The orthodoxxidgrfor example, is ill equipped to
interrogate the capitalist factory to unearth kefided attributes or even to understand
what these may be. His or her concepts focus ougtmn activity and class relations
and are sex-blind. As Paul Feyerabend argues, &Vigence that might refute a theory
can often be unearthed only with the help of aonmgatible alternative.® An important
corrollary is that in testing a theory against eigrece "the appearance of success cannot
in the least be regarded as a sign of truth aneé:spondence with nature.'Of course it
can to some extent, but it doesn't constitute et proof of full correspondence. The
lesson is that even where subjective "need facttoat operate strongly, it may be wise
to occa§sionally "leap outside" our views and thatappear to be ridiculous contrary
notions.

For example, someone committed to the orthodoxaistvision and worried that his or
her perception is too narrow to perceive inadeasaciight sometimes think, "what if the
socialist transition period is actually a relativplermanent resting ground,

"There is a more difficult version of this problefnchoosing between alternative
theories, but its relevance for us is marginal. &@mple, in modern physics the
generally agreed view of spacetime is Einsteiha, is, spacetime is "curved," non-
Euclidian and not like the geometries we learn aboour early days in school.
However, it is also quite possible to

not a brief stage in an on-going process at ali?arorthodox Marxist might look at a
factory and think about whether its work roles reBke those of families or communities,
and about whether they might contain aspects exdgkconly in terms of kin or race

categories. Similarly, a radical feminist might widen about nonsexual determinations

of male-female relations even within the familyelfs Such torture of one's habitual
mindset can lead to major revolutions in percepéind understanding which would
otherwise remain quite unattainable. This is anartgnt lesson for anyone wishing to
avoid stereotyped, sectarian thinking, yet it ragainst the grain of most Marxist
attitudes. How many Marxists would be eager, fareple, to regularly juggle basic
theoretical concepts the way we have suggested?riinwy would be horrified at such
audacity, calling it frivolous, arrogant, or unsaiéc? Is the root of the problem our
emotional involvement in the import of our theofid3oes it have to do with the fact that
for some thinkers Marxist Science is a kind of tatdl capital” providing, status and
prestige on the left? Whatever the reason, thatsiu is ironic

construct a theory which says spacetime is flatlitian and like that we are
accustomed to thinking about, and that it only appeurved in experiments because
there is a weak but universal and very peculiacdavhich affects all measuring



apparatuses. Or, in quantum theory there are twouiations—one called after
Heisenberg, the other after Shroedinger—which agamidentical predictions irall
possible circumstances. That is, the alternativerggric theories and the alternat
quantum theories are each indistinguishable ome the other by any conceivable
experiments. What is one to say? Are they the shewy in different form? Are they
different theories and if so, how do we chooseaseompared to the other? The
philosophical problems that arisgom this conundrum are profound and unsolved, at
least in our view. However, for us the problemslubice are not often between
theories that are equal in all their predictiomg] & any case, should they even exist,
different formulations that are theoretically ecalent could still be distinguished for
our purposes by their relative merits fiactical calculation in concrete
circumstances. That is, while "ease of use" isréaaonable criterion to allow choice
between equivilent physical theories however muaohay predispose us toward one
over another, it is a good criterion for choosirgween different social theories wh
our purpose is not simply to understand the wdmd,to change it. For further
discussion of these issues interested readers cogkultSpace Time and
SpacetimgLawrence Sklar, University of California Pres874.

indeed since theoretical physicists, for exampigage in this sort of creative juggling
all the time.

In any case, though it was hypothetically suggestetier, it is not true that only taste—
how ideas feel, how I like them, how they make eed-fcan affect a choice in a debate
between alternative world views. Instead it is hygtkely that given two views one can
make us sensitive to evidence which can rule sutampetitor. Indeed, this will fail only
if both theories are equally successful in exptagrall perceptible data, or if we
subjectively distort our perception of informatiatibi weaknesses, and remain
intransigent in face of the possibility of improvem. In the unlikely case of equal
explanatory and predictive power, or the more likgbssibility that each theory has
advantages and disadvantages compared to the lotilershould obviously be retained
for further scrutiny.

But Where Do Correct Theories Come From?

Asserting that a clear thinking individual will igood reasons for switching from one
world view to another whenever the latter is margect—Dbetter able to explain events
and predict future outcomes—is not the same asisigomhere such a better theory
comes from in the first place. How are theoriesstatted?

In Albert Einstein's view and he is certainly adiuidual whose opinion should count for

something in this matter, the question really hay the fuzziest of answers. In a letter to
a friend explaining his thinking on this issue evd the following little diagrant’




"Karl Popper has interesting comments on this stibjeuis essay "Normal Science
and Its Dangers" i€riticism and the Growth of Knowledgedited by Imre Lakatos
and Alan Musgrave (Cambridge University Press, 197@o admit that at any
moment we are prisoners caught in the framewoduotheories; our expectations;
our past experiences; our language. But we arenm@is in a Pickwickian sense: if we
try, we can break out of our framework at any tihpe 56.

The line 'E' represented experiences in the wtkldepresented basic theoretical
axioms. The 's' entries represented particulahgymat assertions deduced from the
theoretical axioms. For Einstein the 's' are ldgradeduced from the axioms and are in
turn testable by reference to the experience8E'the main problem was the transition
from 'E' to 'A' in the first place. "Psychologigathe 'A’ rest upon the 'E'. There exists,
however, no logical path from the 'E' to the 'At baly an intuitive connection which is
always subject to revocation® The fact is that there are an infinity of possible
experiences. To extract a subset and cull someaeéafrom them, and then assert that
these relations or some modified version of thepnagent a universal theoretical axiom
is not logically supportable. For there is no reasopreclude the possibility that the
experiences were special and that the "axiom" hatdigfor them if at all. In response to
the notion that scientists work by strictly accabié deductive procedures, Einstein
countered: "But a quick look at the actual develeptieaches us that great steps
forward in scientific knowledge originated onlydsmall degree in this manner. For if
the researcher went about his work without anygmeeived opinion, how should he be
able at all to select out those facts from the imseeabundance of the most complex
experience, and just those which are simple entmgkrmit lawful connections to
become evident?® And in particular, we might add, how does the tretdocate
"connections” which indicate general rather thagcdje relations? What helps to guide
this theoretical creativity of the scientist orasfy theory-maker?

In part the issue is resolved by remembering tiatleorist organizes data and
reconstructs it in consciousness according to @yréald theories. But as a final
explanation this involves an infinite regress amdmy case it doesn't help when a real
innovation is the issue. Another answer is to sagti&t our minds are actually
organized to more easily discern orderly pattemnsoime places than in others. In this
view, our theories—or at least a subset of them—raoeir heads before we begin. They
are structured into the wiring of our brains, sgpeak, ready to emerge when sensitized
by data we are naturally predisposed to recéi@till another explanation is to suggest
that prior to our efforts to theorize, we have agrthematic dispositions which guide our
activity. 1 Einstein, for example, often spoke about not dinéyrelation

between 's' and 'E' as evidence of the worth béary, but also 'A's "naturalness,”
"logical simplicity," or "aesthetic charactet>The potential relation between this view
and the prior "innatest" one should be relativelglent. For perhaps certain of these



guiding themes—for example, what is "natural"—apr@duct of the fixed biology of

our minds. In any case, in the hands of the phgbso of science Gerald Holton, these
potential guiding themes become much more elabagatsmpassing such notions as
synthesis, analysis, constancy, hierarchy, andgmmolBut for Einstein, after suggesting
his criteria of "naturalness" or "logical simpligitthe issue really comes to a fuzzy close:
"The meager precision of the assertions containédea last two paragraphs | shall not
attempt to excuse by lack of sufficient printingep at my disposal, but confess herewith
that | am not, without more ado, and perhaps natlatapable to replace these hints by
more precise definition

But let us return to the social theorist tryinddoilitate radical change in modern society.
Confronted by a vast panorama of data, which sugbsmild be "culled” from the rest to
generate a new set of basic axioms? And more fuaedtathy, what factorsvill influence
this choice as opposed to what factshsuldinfluence this choice? It seems wise to
begin by admitting that a whole host of factord wifluence the choice regardless of
whether we would wish them to or not. Any theasig&rsonal disposition and
experiences, as well as his or her previously hel@fs and theories will inevitably play
a large role, though there may be nothing to recenththese over another theorist's
particular personal influences. It is tempting émclude that in light of this we should try
to eliminate as many of these unplanned factomoasible and thereby base our choice
of new axioms only on some set of historically vaated themes. But there is something
unrealistic and "barren” about this formula.

It is unreal and unwise to think of ourselves g to transcend all influences we can
not justify in the imperfect process of conceivimg theoretical alternatives. That
process of human creativity is perhaps betteiinats "imperfect state” without being
subjected to a vigorous cross-examination, lesteaee it plucked clean of "unwanted
influences" but also of likelihoods for successtdad it is the products of fumbling
creative efforts, the

embryonic theorieafter their creatiorwhich we should subject to heated cross
examination of how successfully the new 'A’ gereelgitstatements which can help us
engender social change. Yet even this more reaigproach is incomplete. First, new
theories must be given some time to mature befag &re too mercilously tested against
real world events. Second, there is the fuzzy maftguiding themes raised by Einstein
and elaborated by Holton. "Naturalness" or "loggiaiplicity” are more than an
inevitable influence on theory creation but lesth conclusive criterion for theory
selection. If it is not to be too facile, a selfrsgious approach to the process of creating
new theory must be flexible and yet cognizant ekthgray areas of confusion.

Monism, Pluralism, Complementarity and Totalism

For theoretical investigation of all kinds, onedjng theme has often been the drive to
synthesis culminating in what we might call "monis@onfronted by disparate data and



realms of investigation that seem totally divorab@, analyst seeks ways of uniting the
divorced realms under one set of explanatory axj@mat least of situating them in a
hierarchy where the rules of one level are moréch#® rules of each lower level more
derivative. The idea is to deveop a minimum of tb&oal axioms which subsume a
maximum of types of data. The Newtonian synthesisight the realms of celestial and
terrestial interaction under the same theoretidatic. Maxwell honed the phenomena of
electricity, magnetism, optics, and radiant hetd one theory where before there had
been many. Einstein broke the barriers betweerespad time, gravity, mass and energy.
Nowadays many modern thinkers are struggling to floé disciplines of the hard
sciences with those of biology, economics, andadogy through what is called
sociobiology—a premature effort, to be sure. Theaidf synthesis leads easily to the
idea of monism. One searches for a single setiofrexthat can generate 's'-entries
sufficient to explain and predict all 'E'. In phgsi the ongoing quest for a unified field
theory is evidence of the power of this theme as#vating and organizing guide of
intellectual creativity™”

In the realm of revolutionary thought the ideasyithesis and monism also have a
powerful influence. Marxism has traditionally

been understood and revered precisely for its eograd thought in developing a
materialist analysis which can generate an undeistg of countless realms of human
activity—all from some basic axioms concerning emuit relations and human
behavior. Naturally not all Marxisms are monistt the most prevalent orthodox version,
a direct descendent of the Marxism of the Secotetrational, certainly is. As Lucio
Colletti has argued, for purveyors of a monist ecoistic approach, "production and
social relations are... disposed of in chronoldgeaies, abeforeandafter.” There is a
strict separation or exteriority and also a firmedtion of causation. Colletti quotes
Plekhanov regarding the critical factors in histangd their "chronological sequence": "1.
The state of productive forces; 2. the economiti@hs conditioned by these forces; 3.
the socio-political regime established on a paldicaconomic ‘base’; 4. the mentality of
men living in society... determined in part dirgdtly the entire socio-political system
that has arisen on that foundation; 5. the varideslogies reflecting the above
mentality."*® It is this type of analysis iall its various incarnations which is the primary
object of our criticism in this chapter. And fengm and anarchism too, from different
angles have similarly attempted to findsic causeand axioms at root of the most
disparate relations.

At the opposite pole from synthesis we have anglysid opposed to monism, we have
pluralism. Analysis takes a complicated circumstaawed seeks to break it down into
component parts each of which may be understoats @wn account. It is the analytic
impulse which changes the synthetic field of studiysnanities—into many, even
dozens of disparate and inflexibly separate sulojextters. Disaggregating,
differentiating, and dichotomizing, are all methadsinalysis’’ Pluralism is an analytic
perspective which is quite content with firm bounes between disciplines. We have a



taxonomy of fields to discern disparate intellett@alms from one another. Evolving
many sets of disjoint axioms is fine. They needb®teduced and indeed they may not
be reduced to one.

Actually, until fairly recently there were very feleoreticians who saw analysis as
something other than a means to reach a syntiigiglism was usually considered only
a temporary expedient on the way to monism. Onkebtioe whole into parts

precisely to reconstruct it again with more knovgedanh hand. However with the advent
of the quantum theory this has changed. Where é¢f@re were diverse sets of axioms,
diverse angles from which reality was to be viewddderse formalisms and sets of
deductions, only as a means to a more unified mod;,—according to some thinkers—
this pluralism simply might be the best one can do.

The idea of "complementarity” arose in theoretmiasics with the work of Niels Bohr.
Confronted with a quantum theory which said thdbwoking at certain events—for
example a collision of two atomic "particles"—orlge part of the data one might want
could be had at any given time, and this only esigkly of other data also needed for
full knowledge, Bohr began to assert that perhapsatorld could only be understood
from different and complementary viewpoints. Peghap single viewpoint, no single
interpretation, no single set of axioms could biicgant to explain a reality which was
more complex than we had previously imagined. @rthe other hand, perhaps this
requirement for more than one orientation was resrgdor epistemological reasons
alone—not because of the world's attributes buttdweir relation to the world. Though
the world might be knowable in theory, in practifa,real beings like ourselves, it might
forever have aspects which are irreducible to oatheer and require diverse approaches
for full understanding*®

Whether understood as an epistemological or arlagital necessity, many scientists
have come to accept that complementary approaciidsevessential to discern an all-
sided picture of the world of atomic physics. Ared,for most, in a subtle way, this still
hasn't meant an end to monism in favor of somed@iuralist approach. This theory
(which says that a particle is also a wave andttiefeatures it has as a particle are
complementary to or exclusive of those it had asee) is still encompassable within
one framework, one totalist approach embodyingiwiithe diversity of potential
standpoints of analysis and organization of d3fa.

"It is interesting and provocative to compare owiadheory with current particle
theory in physics a bit further. In our social thedhe components are people with
innate and social needs and also institutiondiérphysical theory, the components
are particles and fields and the



So what is the analogy—for why else would we bedilang this difficult and arcane
path—to the situation of revolutionary theory.dtfar from a precise parallel, but in our
view the lessons of recent decades have showththataditional monist approaches to
social theory are bankrupt. Whether the reasonem@stemological only or also
ontological is really of little consequence for taivist. It no longer suffices to take a
subset of the whole experience, theorize it, ard teek to deduce all else from that. It
no longer suffices to build a theory which embodieky one anglef perception and
evaluation. Rather, it is essential that a newrthembodycomplementary viewpoints
those of all the most important oppressed sectioss@ety, while at the same time
attaining a totalist orientation that can mergeséhimto a single philosophy. There is no
hope for a full social analysis, no hope for a nmgat which can attract disparate
elements, and no hope for solidarity among thesmehts without this combination of
autonomy and solidarity, complementarity and totaln the United States there exist at
least four approaches or "angles of focus" guidiregcreation of largely disjoint social
theories and movements— nationalism, feminism,cmsm, and orthodox Marxism.
Each seeks its own particular "monist solution.tfes powerful but alone irretrievably
narrow. While autonomy will be a frequent necesstfidarity and the simultaneous
encompassing of all these angles of focus withmlmoader rubric is a requirement as
well,

“elements” here too have both intrinsic (innatej anvironmental (social) attributes.
In each case the two polar entities are both canderoduct of the other and also
both subject and object of change. In physics ffmachic relations are "forces," in
social theory "interactions.” Perhaps most intémgsin the physical theory the
existence oflifferentparticles and fields is thought to be a produdhef
manifestation of aingle sebf defining relationships in diverse ways, andofirse
this holds true for the presence of differentiafiour totalist view of history as well.
Actually, many more analogies can be drawn, thafgtourse dissimilarities may be
listed at length as well. The point of the anal@yio suggest that perhaps the
employment ofike thematic normgields like theoretical structures no matter what
diverse characters the addressed realities theasseiay have in their deepest
essence, a point that is consistent with certamuofearlier hypotheses about the
origins of all theories.

not only for practical struggle, but to enrich ags# and vision. We have argued
elsewhere why these four perspectives emerge tsyparly important and how we
think they may be interrelated and even made tswsuk one another while each also
retains its own integrity, and we will also addréssse issues in the rest of this volume.
In this chapter, however, we will continue the dission at a deeper and more
philosophical level.

Events, Relations, Processes, and Dialectical Thimig



Most efforts to understand situations focus on t#s/e circumscribed sets of aspects that
occur at a moment or at most over a span of samgetl number of moments. For
example, economic analysis often focuses on thetépeoduction of a Chevrolet" or
"consumption of a taco,"” or on a set of events ¢izeproduction or dinner consumption.
Events are localized in space and in time. Thexearertain number of component
elements and these are examined for their intéiwa Then, in due course, the theorist
will also consider the event's relation to othenikirly understood external events. The
differentiation of the continuum of activity around into disjoint events is a product of
an analytic perspective. It is made workable byagisvproceeding to discuss interaction.

But this is not the only way to look at the worltlis not essential or inevitable that one
examine reality only as a sequence of separatatésbkevents impinging upon one
another from without. Instead, one can approachityealationally. One can view each
thing in context of its relations to other thingseging that the very definition of any
event, its character and meaning, depends ont@sé@tations with other events. In a
sense the chosen event is seen as part of a spegitather events all interrelated and

even ce defining.?’ Thinking relationally one seeks to understand ea@nt in context

of an ever-widening network of relations of whithsian inextricable part. Returning to
the example above, the worker at General Motors pi&ces rear-view mirrors on the
chassis is "connected" in a network that includ#sonly the other workers on the line,
the time-study men, the people who deliver the nmatein the auto plant and their
manufacturers, but also the consumers who buy ©letsr and the people who breathe
the smog they create.

Similarly, rather than constricting an event to @ment or set of moments in time, one
can perceive a trajectory. The event is only ormegfa trajectory which traverses time.
Its past and future are a part of its meaning engiresent. We look at an act of production
and perceive it in terms of a historical proce$syluch it is but a single part. With

regard to Chevy production, we perceive the creatiche technology employed, the
history of development of the labor force and & tonsumer taste for cars, and the
evolution of roads, car use in the future and sd/Mnmere there is a continuum in space
when one sees relationally, there is a continuutime when one recognizes process.
Again the event is expanded so we can discern elisnrethe past and future of its
trajectory which are critical to its present megnimd potentials™

Mechanical thinking, a powerful technique whicheals much about the world around
us, consists adinalyzingdisparate things and events separately and théreasmpose
upon one another from without over time and throsigéaice. In our view, dialectical
thinking consists of no more than developing alsgsizing understanding of things and
events by expanding their scope ketational and historicathinking. That is, we seek to

understand them as part of an out-reaching relatiogtwork and a timespanning

historical process. Mechanical thinking requiresgmse concepts whose meanings are
fixed and whose boundaries are quite impermeab&e@ical thinking requires flexible



concepts whose meanings vary depending upon theenatt our concerns and whose
boundaries are rather porod$ie two methods are likely complementdiyeir dual use
is particularly beneficial if one wants to undergtaa complex subject matter, for
example history and the dynamics of social change.

Employing both mechanical and dialectical approaehe&iewing situations in terms of
cause and effect and also relations and processe®ther theme which should guide the
development of Marxist theory in the future.

So What's a Science and Is Marxism a Science of litisy?

Given what we have said to this point, what chamaxts a science? Is it useful to
describe Marxism as a "science of history"?

"Before reading this section it might be interestimgote a polemical jibe by Gustave
Landuer written in 1911 and addressing the samesssFor

Science is a process: the creation of theoriesesgiglly better suited to understanding
and affecting the world around us. But "a sciensesomething much more difficult to
pin down. Jacob Bronowski says scientists "atteimpépresent the known world as a
closed system with a perfect formalism. Scienfifiogress is a constant maverick
process of breaking out at the ends of the systehopening it up again and then hastily
closing it after you have done your particular pief work."“? Following Bronowski's
reasoning we could reasonably define a science mlyg such formalism and also the
whole body of deductions and data (and perhaps gweling themes) giving weight to
that formalism. There are linguistic symbols, seticamiles of interaction, and a kind of
dictionary to translate deductions into statemabtsut worldly phenomena. In a science
some subset of the base symbols is held to beralébion from which all the others and
everything else as well, can be deduced. This lcasiesponds to Einstein's 'A’, the rest
is 's', the dictionary takes 's' to 'E', and wehmnigant to include some reference to the
themes that guided the development of 'A’ out afessubset of information from 'E".
The advance of such a science may be evolutiormaigvolutionary. In the first case one
methodically applies a particular theory to explairpredict a variety of worldly
relations, perhaps maturing the theory through ksrelhements in the process. In the
second case, one breaks the system to allow drmapne systemization, from one ‘A’
and 's', to another, resolving old contradicti@glaining new data, or consolidating
previously diverse understandings.

Since any axiomatic formalism is always incompléets reasonable to think that this
process of opening up a science,

really, you are strange people, you Marxists, amglsurprising that you do not



wonder about yourselves. Is it not an old and oertatter that even people of moc
intelligence can learn the results of science ahese results are there? What, then, is
the point of all your quarreling, polemics and atign, all your demands and
negotiations, all your rhetoric and argumentatibgiou have a science, cease these
superfluous bickerings, take up the schoolmastarie and instruct us, teach us, let us
learn and zealously practice the methods, opegtmonstructions, and as
experienced, undeceived, and certain knowers, éi ydur Bebel tried as an honest
amateur: tell us at last the exact data of futiswhy!" (For Socialism Telos Press, ¢
Louis, 1978, pp. 52-53.)

revolutionizing it, and closing it, is never endifyPerhaps the leap of insight becomes
smaller with each new stage—there could be ultirati¢gations on what the human

mind can comprehend or limitations on the confoyrb#gtween what our minds can
process and real relations that exist in the wdrld-but even if the sequence of sciences
should converge, there is no obvious reason toatxpat we would ever reach the final
end-point.

We can also imagine various measures of worthsafence. How much data does it
explain, how suitable is it to application and depenent, how simple and succinct is it,
or how enriched is it in the sense of discernimgteectivity” in the world? But as
socialists concerned with assessing the worthtbéary of socialism, of course our
highest criterion has to be accuracy and use-valu@tervening in social affairs.

Now is Marxism a science or not? Yes and no. ltdfeen been a process of seeking to
understand via the best known intellectual andtm@anethods, and this is "scientific.”
But it has notjn genera) included an axiomatic codification purportingcimmpletion
within its realm of inquiry. Certain versions otleodox Marxist thought—for example,
historical materialism or the labor theory of valdare perhaps of this sort, and we may
choose to call them specific sciences. But Manasna whole, as we mean it, has been
open, encompassed contradictory viewpoints, anchbilseen at all a science in this
systematic sense, nor has it meant to be. Perbh@gast it could be better labelled an
intent, a heritage, a framework and a haven foirtedlectual creation, improvement

"The notion that an area of scientific investigatioight actually come to an end has
come and gone but was recently most compelling vaamy thought that physics h
come to an end with the solidification of Newtonraechanics. The idea wasn't that
there could be no further analysis in physics; Newen theory could be used to
explain new phenomena ad infinitum. But insteadatweople felt was that the thec
itself was final, that there was no need for furtieoretical work because the laws of
mechanics were known and that was that. Of latggiocephysicists have begun
thinking that we may be on the verge of closingtbetentire discipline of the study
basic physical laws of nature in an analogous waygh this time with more
complex theories, to be sure. What the physiciststdjenerally suggest (or admit?) is



that the reason we are reaching what seems tcetenthof the line in physics might
not be

and recreation of new sciences. As E. P. Thompspres, "Marxism has been one
possible development, although one with only aerathted relationship to Marx. But the
open, exploratory, self-critical Marxist tradititias been another development altogether.
Its presence can be found in every discipline, amynpolitical practices, and in every
part of the world.” And about Marxism taken as i@isce of history, Thompson says,
"Marxism has for decades been suffering from a wastingadesef vulgar economism.

Its motions have been enfeebled, its memory failitsgvision obscured. Now it has
swiftly passed in a last delirium of [Althussariadéalism, and the illness must prove
terminal. Theoretical practice is, already, tigor mortis of Marxismsetting in. Marism
no longer has anything to tell us of the world, any way of finding out.*> And in
agreement with Thompson, part of our work here bellto show that this scientific
Marxismis outmoded and to give insight into means oéutsntual replacement within
the broader Socialist heritage.

Scientific Progress and Stagnation

Science was born in its modern format with the atle¢ astronomy and in due course
Newtonian mechanics. This genesis was likely nadaot, for the stars provided a set of
"events" which were regular, recurred over and caed which revealed their orderliness
after a relatively brief analysis, at least as carad to most other systemi8But once
scientific analysis and synthesis were well esstield, once many theories existed and
the elaboration of new theories and of innovationsld theories became a common
practice, why then did advance occur along cedaas faster than along others?

because we have "perfect theories" that reprekerinthole truth,” but instead
because we have simply exhausted our capacitig®ofetical innovation or
comprehension in this discipline. Which of thesplarations will prove more
compelling should physics actually end as a thexay innovative discipline—still
only a possibility, to be sure—only time will telh one view we will know the laws
of nature. In the other, we will know only the mescompassing laws that we are
humanly able to know, and cunundrums and confusiolhgersist.

Why is there generally more theoretical progrestard sciences" than in "soft" ones.
One answer, borrowing from Noam Chomsky, is thatithman intellect may simply be
better adapted to certain kinds of investigation #reorizing than to otherS. Contrary

to popular belief, physics may simply be easiempeople than anthropology,
psychology, or economics. It may well be the reladifficulty of the latter studies which
ironically keeps the level of their discourse salldw that they have the appearance of



being actually simpler than physics. But evenii ik so there is another way of asking
the question about differential development thgeichaps more important for our
immediate purposes.

Why does quantum theory replace classical mechasicsore correct, the latter being
retained only as a useful approximation of limiigdmmensely important) applicability,

while in political theory, economic theory, and laeipology for example, old word

views seem to never pass on? New ones arrive, saree but the old ones hang on too,
and not simply as previous "champions" or "usefydraximations” but as "legitimate
current contenders.” You'd think if there were ohye ways to choose, people would
simply get on about the task of doing it. Why doread classics almost solely for
historical interest in the hard sciences, whiléhm soft sciences we read classics as the
frontier of knowledge and, at least among many Masxto quote them as scripture?

The irony is that the soft theories are actuailych leszomplete than their hard
counterparts. Indeed, those that aren't easilyadfieave so much underdetermined that
it is always possible to assess failures in preahdo factors which haven't been
analyzed. In these instances taste appears to lkeezomich more important factor in
choosing between theories.

But it isn't so much taste as it is use-value. \Wuats the theory help me to do? Although
a social theory can help one understand and chtaegeorld, it can do this in a variety

of ways and toward a variety of ends. Incomplet@adaheories can frequently be quite
useful for particularist ends. A sex-blind theoancserve male ends in a patriarchal
society despite or even because of objective inzaitggs. A particularist theory may
leave out or distort embarrassing information omghes to obscure. Or, alternatively,
whether flawed or not, a theory may bring presfigewing a theory others deem
important whether it is or not),

power (in an organization which holds to the thg¢agnure (in a university where
knowledge of the theory is requisite irrespectifeme's belief in its actual merits), or
self-esteem and identity (if others don't knowtteory). In such cases the theory may of
course be held in a sectarian manner. The aimroépgon becomes to bend reality to
confirm the theory and thereby preserve its legitgandthe personal privileges it
bestows. It is the theory's maintenance and oftenapolization, not understanding nor
intellectual advance that becomes paramount. Tdieidual engaged in this behavior is
not usually aware of it, but such people, and #reynot a mere few, "quite naturally
confuse knowledge with mental rigor morti€"

In the hard sciences, where there is recoursentated and repeatable
experimentation, it is far more difficult for indduals motivated by these subjective
factors to defend incorrect theses, though it doesir sometimes even by manipulation
of data. However it is not at all unusual in thedhsciences to see the direction of
investigation adversely affected by subjectiveregés. One can only wonder, for



example, about the focus of cancer researchergntip@asis on military technology, and
other similar distortions of intellectual creatiiBut in the human and social sciences,
where controlled experiments are limited, vestédrasts and psychological pressures of
all sorts can affect not only the direction of ilngubut also the conclusions and even
what is labelled viable or unviable theory.

Why do many rush to call themselves a Marxist, histj Maoist, or Trotskyist? Would
one call oneself a Gallilean, Einsteinian, or Hefsrgian in physics? Perhaps
philosophically to refer to certain underlying thesnbut not to identify one's scientific
(axiomatic) allegiances. The use of such labefoiitical theory may be a clue that what
is going on is often more doctrinaire than sciéntifoo often advocates of one or
another revolutionary analysis are principally cammed with preserving a body of
thought by seeing reality in ways which confornthis thought, rather than with
understanding reality and continually bending tiearught to conform with it. Major
clashes over strategic and theoretical problems—+etleeof the state, the structure of the
party, class analysis, and the implications ofl@isthing a dictatorship of the
proletariat—are invariably studded with classicabtgtions rather

than reference to worldly events and relations. iftedlectual test of new formulations
in this orthodox world—and it is a world which imdes more of us than is comfortable
to admit—is a matter of the exegetical fit of thésenulations with theories laid down
long ago.

There is one last point we would like to make iis #ection about theories and our
relations to them, a point relevant to the issuthefdevelopment of a science and to
criticisms of science. There is considerable déifiere between a well-established world
view and one in its earliest stages of developnfediterents of the former should be
exceptionally sensitive to evidence of its failurethis case intellectual progress depends
upon people's willingness to make alterations amsicler major change—however
perceptually, psychologically or even materiallyemehing such change may be. With a
well-developed theory, to go back to Bronowskiisrfolation, we must be sensitive to
the possibilities of breaking it open at the er@snstantly rushing to affix new wrinkles
or epicycles everywhere discord appears is nopdtie to progress. Rather, one should
consider revamping basic assumptions or develogpimew theory. Critics, in this case,
have a right and responsibility to be mercilousrthodox Marxism seems to ignore
many sides of life critical to the development ofigl movements in the West, if it
makes many predictions that aren't borne out,sé#&ms to narrow one's vision in ways
that are politically counterproductive, then inst@® making alibis at every turn, it
makes more sense to searchidfasicweaknesses causing these problems, whose
correction may pave the way for a new theory thiaigs new insights and practical
advances.

But on the other hand, a new world view can't gugde adequate to all evidence. Here
it is first necessary to develop and close thertheo it may then be compared to



predecessors on a "fair" basis. What is in ordérishe adherents to plod along as
effectively as possible, at least for a time evgaiast evidence, for further thought may
surely account for temporarily conflicting eviderage way or another.* This has often
been the practice in the "hard sciences," andrisgbahe reason why young physical

*'One must treat budding programmes leniently: ppogmes may take decades before
they get off the ground and become empirically peegive.” (Lakatos, op. cit. p. 6)
"Given a new theory, we must not at once use tkeoaary standards for deciding about
its survival. Neither

theories have been able to attain sufficient statif'unseat” their predecessors. The
quick dismissal of counter-evidence to an estabtisiiorld view, and the quick dismissal
of a new world view because of insufficiences imsareas are both "sectarian” acts
conducive to a diminution in intellectual and preat advance. Remarkably—and this is
a function not of necessary biological or psychaabforces but of social interests,
habits, and pressures—the reverse conservativetigsaare usually dominant in the
social sciences and most ironically even in theladvof revolutionary thought.

For example, one need only consider the extenthiohwnew social theories are greeted
with supportive energy aimed at improving themwah hostility aimed at subverting
them as quickly as possible. Or, contemplate thgthes to which adherents of
established theories go to defend themselves, igmening the most reasoned criticism,
discounting it, or claiming it doesn't apply or neaf but never taking it seriously. The
response of orthodox Marxists to feminists, ordfierents of the labor theory of value to
neo-Ricardians or of either of these schools toigdoelations” theorists are cases in
point, as is the manner in which bourgeois thepo$all kinds cavalierly dismiss
Marxists and other radical critics. In each cageissue is not the ultimate worth of new
ideas—some will be valuable and some useless—buttictions people have to their
presentation and the implications of this for tdgamnce of social theory. An excellent
recent example on the left is provided by the fabhait greeted the attempt by Barbara
and John Ehrenreich to amend our understandingsé and class struggle in the U.S.
Their essay on professionals and managers as aclasg/ couldn't be ignored into
oblivion, so it had to be buried in vituperationoWdn't it have been better if everyone
had begun with a mindset to explore the merithefEhrenreich thesis, and

blatent internal inconsistencies, nor obvious latckmpirical content, nor massive
conflict with experimental results should prevestftom retaining and elaborating a
point of view that pleases us for some reasontoérot (Paul FeyerabenAgainst
Methoc¢, New Left Books, London, p. 183).

"The Ehrenreich's article and a set of responseg makhe volum&etween Labor
and Capita) (South End Press, 1980), and other responsésitoessay may be found
in issues oBocialist RevievandRadical Americaamong other journals.



even to expand and elaborate it rather than quidhklicking the whole innovative
endeavor? There is a related and even more cyphiegomenon all too common to
Marxist theoretical work. A new insight describgdan activist in relatively informal
terms is ridiculed for its uninformed naivete, otdyreappear later, dressed up in suitable
scholarly rhetoric but stripped of its most impattpolitical content, as the contribution

of one or another "scholar.” Torn from the contaxtheir birth, and made nearly
incomprehensible to the activist community, theaglaow serve more as cultural capital
for the scholar than as theoretical weaponry ferrttovement.

Alvin Gouldner discusses many of these issueswaynicely illuminated by his

concept, "cultural capital,” however much we masadree with some implications of the
usage. For example, he argues, "A view of theomguétsiral property not only helps
explain what happens to anomalies once discovergdow and why they are generated,
who is more likely to do the kind of work that ydelanomalies, and who is more open to
them once they are produced...The younger geneiatiglestones are the older's
tombstones. Intellectual life, in our time, is antast for the protection or reallocation of
cultural and intellectual property between compggtenerations...The older generation
seeks to muffle and defuse this contest by compthe education and careers of the
younger, by advancing only those whose work prosiisesupport the property and
career interests of the older generation, winnowinigdoubting Thomases who resist the
old paradigm.®®

The body of Marxist theory is obviously ill, "inisrs" as the phrase goes, and the
unwillingness of the majority of Marxists to lookttvfavor and support upon
ministrations and efforts at alteration are akia ick individual brushing aside
potentially useful medicine. No matter the pressuoepreserve cultural capital, we must
bring to health a powerful theory of society, hoeekevamped, not an unchanging and
time-bound geriatric doctrine, however jaded arapplicable.

A Further Analogy Between the Hard and Soft Scienc®

Granting our inability to clarify precisely how ongoves from experiences to new
axioms and a whole new theoretical system, is

there anything more one can say about the sequérsceh openings and closings as we
go from a theory to its "child," to its "grandchildnd so on?

In the hard sciences there certainly is more tedig. According to Werner Heisenberg,
for example, in a formulation similar to Bronowskia theory develops until it reaches a
"closed" condition® This state is characterized by the theory's iitgid be further
improved without making it a new theory. The stunetis mature. One form this takes is
for the theory to be axiomatized (remember Ein&eAl). Then change means change of



an axiom not simply the use of the axioms to dedunher 's' to explain additional
events. Such an alteration will reverberate thraihghentire theoretical structure,
yielding a new theory’! Kuhn's "natural science" is, in this view, simig process of
the last stages of closing a new theory or of egiptpthe newly closed theory to explain
ever greater reaches of experience. His "revolatipscience" on the other hand, is the
process of opening theory via an overthrow of aneaore axioms, leading in turn to a
new structure superior to its predeces¥oFor Heisenberg, the form of this "superiority"
is clear—at least in physics. In his view each tiegory incorporates the one that went
before as a specific case. The new theory syntesitza higher level than the old, and
also contains the old as a subcase applicable yradtcular restrictive conditions.

According to Heisenberg, when we employ a theooyhrally,” eventually we encounter
data which cannot be incorporated under the unaboéithe original theory. Analysis
with the theory leads to evidence of its own limAsnew synthesis, incorporating the
new data under the umbrella of a new set of axismalled for. According to Frederick
von Weizacker:

...physics develops from unity via plurality towandity. The term 'unity' is used in two
senses here: at the beginning, we have the unttyedbasic scheme. It is followed by the
plurality of experiences that can be understoadgiims of the basic conception, indeed
whose systematic experimental proliferation is maaesible by the basic scheme in the
first place. The insights gained in these expeseno turn modify the basic conception,
and a crisis ensues. In this phase, the unity giiace

constitutes itself, which now encompasses in détaipblurality of the newly gained
experiences. That is what physicists call a ttueotty'. Heisenberg coined the
expression 'closed theory'. A theory is not theyuai the scheme prior to the
plurality, but the unity of the verified conceptionthe plurality®®

This procession is a logical one which holds qgitsely in the physical sciencés.
According to von Weizacker another characteristithis progression is that in each
succeeding theory the axioms are more inclusivenami@ generalized. The
synthesis, analysis, synthesis sequence leads; iletms of an earlier section, toward
"monism," first within a particular discipline amlkden presumbably for the totality of
all knowledge and experiencg.

In this book we will attempt to move the locus o&iMism from a focus on economic
activity to activity in general. We will elaboratéhat might be called the "initial
conditions" of historical theory by positing a ma@mplex human agent endowed
with sociality, consciousness, self-consciousnasd,the peculiar practical attribute
we label "praxis. " Hopefully this will help lead & solution of what has been called
"the crisis of Marxism."

For the crisis, in our view, has been precisely timthodox Marxism—understood as



the historical materialist theory of history aneé tabor theory of value—has run up
against the limits of its applicability. This hakén a host of forms. Analysis of value
leads to use-value and exchange-value which slesdgape the perimeter of the labor
theory's reach. Analysis of history runs up aggagtiarchy and racism whose
importance cannot be denied but which are beyoaddbpe of historical

materialism. And finally, "existing socialism" be#i the predictions of orthodox
Marxism—the working class is not in control and ghate is not withering away.

The new synthesis must be more than diverse tlejamemed into one small
container under a new name. We do not need ecakratithough in a crisis period
eclecticism is more likely to yield insight than emtdated monism. Hyphenated
orientations are a good start but a new theoryhaille to be aynthesiof
complementary orientationsased on a fuller theory of human nature. Ouhisfwill
emerge, we believe, a broad conceptualization ofdrupractice and history. People
engage in social praxis to

meet needs. This involves the elaboration of saeiationships in at least four spheres
corresponding to different innate human needs atehpials. The ensuing economic,
kinship, community, and political relations will\eto either accommodate to or co-
reproduce each other. Humans, social relationsijrestidutions, will all be both subject
and object of history. Each will mold the developrnef the others, though only the
people have consciousness. Furthermore, thesd salaizons will cause distinctions
between people who share similar enough circumegatichave like needs,
consciousness, and behavior patterns along clasdeg race, and party lines. These
groups will be collective agents of history.

What will be different from the old historical matdist view is the primary focus upon a
single sphere and a single kind of human praxig. dil theory, as expected, appears as a
special case of the neW.Whether the new theory should be called Marxisailds no

more than a semantic problem. Among people calhegiselves Marxists, those who
approve the direction of development will say ytes;rest will say no. Whether the new
insights into economic, kinship, community, andifpcdl relations that emerge will be
sufficient to warrant strenthening and "closing? #ind of new theory we are talking

about remains to be seen. That we should hopers® some such "revolution within the
revolution" is a prerequisite to practical advarsmems obvious.

A Fundamental Difference Between the Hard and Soféciences:
Theoretical Scope, The Usefulness of Mechanical \&rs Dialectical
Thinking, and the Importance of "Connectivity"

A fundamental theory of physics would apply toedéiments, explain all physical
occurrences, at all times under all circumstanoesimall places. Less comprehensively,
one could imagine a theory which would apply towhi®le but only under restrictive



conditions. There could also be theories of a saan of the whole which might apply
generally or only under restrictive conditions.

Examples of a generally applicable but restrictebty include non-relativistic quantum
mechanics and special relativity. Examples of r&st theories with a circumscribed
realm of applicability include the theory of heatldemperature and Maxwell's theory of
electromagnetic radiation. Einstein's theory ofegahrelativity may

be an unrestricted theory with a circumscribed axalory realm. The comprehensive

fundamental theory that would unite all "subeories" is still only a hope of practicing
theorists.

What allows a theory to usefully explain a subreafrthe whole physical world? Since
the whole is entwined, when we extract a subretdranalysis can only prove useful if
the connectivity between the subrealm and the™reselatively weak. It must be
possible for example, to think usefully about alectagnetic radiation while paying no
attention to gravity. Gravity's ultimate presenagsimot so bias the definition of
electromagnetic concepts nor so affect the operatielectromagnetic dynamics that the
sub-realm theory is inadequate, even though ofssowill have some effect. In the
social sciences, sub-theories could be focusedamoies, kinship systems, legal
systems, cultures, or of course any of countlgssratubrealms as well. For such sub-
theories to have merit either they must be funddatéimemselves—all other realms are
built up of the dynamics of the chosen one—or,behg fundamental, they must be
relatively free from influence by the rest. Thedncepts must be applicable without
redefinition because of the presence of other readmd their laws of interaction
operative even in context of the interactions dkotrealms. This is not to say that
interactions between realms would be absent, ladthiey would be additive in a simple
manner like the addition of gravity to an electrgmetic explanation.

Another analogy between social theory and physigg help to explain the various ideas
being broached in this section. Physicists emgheyconcept "atom" (in the classical
sense of an object occupying a small volume) asefulitheoretical tool for explaining
many real world phenomena. Yet it is not a perfect for any context, and in some
types of analysis its meaning must be enricheti@rconcept even replaced by others
that are superior. For example, quantum theory telthat the simplest meaning of
"atom" is imprecise and therefore always only agpnate, and that the error will
become significant whenever we are talking abduations that defy analysis by
classical mechanics. This correction is of a gdrieéna in the sense that the concept in
guestion is always inaccurate when understoogidlassical sense, but nonetheless
often adequate to the degree of accuracy the d@malysires. Another alteration comes
when we consider possible changes in the envirohofean analysis. For example, in
the presence of very



strong electromagnetic fields we must recognizeadtructure within the atom rather
than simply treating it as a uniform entity, andrthn a context where the temperature
goes high enough the concept "atom" becomes iregtyd in any version because the
thing it means to designate simply ceases to asist possible physical entity. This kind
of correction has to do with the increasing impoctof factors that could be rightfully
abstracted when they were of minimal impact, buttvithen interfere as they grow
more important such that not only are calculationslving familiar concepts affected,
but literally what kinds of concepts or what rediseeaning of a particular concept is
sensible for understanding the setting in questi@ifected.

Moving to the realm of social theory we can finch#ar situations of many kinds but it
will be most useful to consider an example thatbe@on our discussion of Marxism.
An orthodox Marxist economist defines the concépse value" and "exchange value,”
for example, with a certain abstract context indniithin that context the concepts
seem powerfully suited to analysis and even prighicThis is like the physicist using a
classical concept of "atom” in a context whereséras fully applicable. Now along
comes a theoretical advance which demonstrateshisadrthodox usage of these
economic concepts is only approximately accuragmew the context for which they
were designed. For example, the classical defmibid'use value" may be shown to be
insufficiently sensitive to the social relationsithaffect taste, and the classical definition
of "exchange value" may be shown to overemphasieesocial relation while neglecting
the importance of certain others. This would be titte quantum theory advance in
physics in the sense that it would be a generalviation demonstrating that the original
conceptualization was intrinsically flawed and #fere always at least somewhat
inaccurate. Alternatively, another analyst comes@land says, with regard to a setting
in which there are men and women, and memberdfefelnt cultural communities, the
impact upon economic relations not only influenlbe®s we must calculate how "use
value" and "exchange value" interact and affechph®ena, but also how they
themselves must be understood and perhaps redefihids like the change in
temperature affecting the definition and then etenapplicability of the concept "atom.”
In the less abstract setting the orthodox condegteme misleading or even

inappropriate. The crucial point of this examplewkver, is the difference rather than the
similarity between the physical and the social saBer in the physical case, the abstract
setting in which the classical concept "atom" iefuk is a setting that actually
corresponds very closely with conditions that appeay often in reality. In the social
case, on the contrary, the abstract context inhwthie orthodox concepts are applicable,
is purely fictitious. It does not correspond to ditions that regularly appear in reality.
Rather, only more complex conditions exist in whiehist more complicated interactive
concepts are required. And this is a function mby of the error in the orthodox
designation of the concepts, but more importanbtordiscussion here, due to the
complexity of interaction between different aspextd levels of the social world as
compared to the physical one, such that abstraeqis are often exceptionally useful

in physical studies, but often quite misleadingagial analyses.



Orthodox Marxists assert that the realm they thredis fundamental. This is an
exaggerated claim. As a result they fail to seerteny of their concepts must be
redefined in context of a whole social formationd ahat many of the "laws of motion”
they proclaim are false due to the entwined refatibdifferent social realms. Sex blind
economic concepts and laws, for example, are redbgaus to "gravity blind"
electromagnetic field concepts and laws. Wherddtter can generally explain their
focused realm

"A stark and succinct expression of this monism fr@n PlekhanovThe
Fundamental Problems of Marxisiti.ondon, 1969, p. 52): "The characteristics of
geographical environment determine the developmigptoductive forces, which, in
turn, determines the development of the economime®and therefore of all other
social relations."—But such formulations are natfawed to theorists of the Second
International, even if modern variants do ofteraegé the causal cornerstone to
include "class struggle" along with more "objectineaterial relations. For this sort of
advance, see, for example, Samir Amirfie Law of Value and Historical
Materialisrr, Monthly Review, 1978. Longer but less insightitdrks that take a
"monist" approach and are contemporary, if backv@oing, include Melvin Rader
Marx's Interpretation of kstoryand Cohen's much heraldédrl Marx's Theory of
History.

because gravity has only additive impact upon edetagnetic interactions, by ignoring
sex the orthodox Marxist economic concepts leavéammuch to sufficiently analyse
even the capitalist workplace. For they obscureptiweerful defining impact of
patriarchy (and other relations) on economic ingtns.

This is not to say there are no economic relatigossthat can be usefully theorized in the
abstract, just that there are fewer than usuatiyght, and that they are of less
significance to the overall motion of the whole isbtormation than previously realized.
The same problem plagues certakxaggeratedlaims of many social theorists, for
example, feminists, psychologists, nationalistsjdogists, and so on.

The issue here is what we might call connectivitye entwinement of social realms is
seemingly greater than that of physical realmsrd&foee, the error introduced by
abstraction in studying history is much greatenttiat introduced by abstraction in
studying particles. This is what makes it relavelore difficult to piece together a
theory of history by analysis and then synthesis.tke analysis always leads to too few
useful results because viewed in isolation therabd subrealms are always
underdetermined.

And why this extra connectivity in the social angtbrical world? We think the
explanation lies in the presence of consciousmet®i social world but not in the
physical one. Consciousness spans time and spaagysithat physical forms of



interaction do not. It enhances the connectivitgafial events far beyond that of
inorganic and even organic but unconscious events.

This means that the effort of social theoristsetarh from the experiences of natural
scientists has often been misplaced. There arerlsgsut analogies must be drawn more
carefully than one might first imagine. Not onlyositd it not be presumed that
mechanical thinking alone will suffice equally wallthe social and natural sciences. Not
only is it far less likely that a monist generatadiny can be achieved in the social than in
the physical sciences. But the path toward sciergibgress inherited from the natural
sciences—synthesis, analysis, synthesis—will béagaate for the social sciences to the
extent that even the most useful and basic conedgfitsr any realm are influenced by

the most appropriate set of concepts from otheneded realms. Moreover, a pluralism
of fields will be much less fruitful in the sociddan the physical

sciences since the dynamics of each will be lepalda of simple additive combination
and instead, more interactive. In light of thedéedences between hard and soft sciences
we draw the lesson that progress depends on aatiffkind of breaking apart and

piecing back together in the soft than hard sciendée need something along the lines
of what we have been calling complementary coneptevelopment. We also draw the
lesson that neither monist nor pluralist visiors suitable for social scientists and for
Marxists in particular, the former being unreatisind the latter inadequate. Instead
something more along the lines of what we will @albtalist orientation is required. The
conclusion, therefore, is a strong impression katxists must dispense entirely with
economism. To overestimate the monist importandee@&conomy as a sole determining
sphere of activity alone or to fail to perceivetttitee economy itself is fundamentally
affected by other spheres is debilitating. Inst@adnust begin anew, reassessing existing
concepts and incorporating new ones from compleangistudies of politics, kinship,

and community. We must aim not for monism but @alism, not for synthesis but for
complementarity, and not for dominance of one pEaspe but for autonomy within
solidarity.

In this context, we hope that the lessons of thegter concerning human perception and
conceptualization, the origin and development ebtles, analysis and synthesis, the
importance of "themes," complementarity and totaJispen and closed theories, and
connectivity can serve us well as underlying thefoes new study of social formations
and possibilities.

A Concluding Comparison of the
Physical, Human, and Social Sciences

Physics:Within the study of particle physics the "dataddas a vast mountain of
information regarding the behavior of tracks in bigbhchambers and other similarly
arcane second order representations of the acti/ttylly minute entities called
elementary particles. The study of this data hdsteme exceptionally creative thinkers



to hypothesize very elaborate theoretical strustwieich presumably explain or model
the most

basic forces and interrelations of nature. At pnefigere is a catalog of literally scores of
particles, a few of which are deemed in some semge basic, and of four elementary
forces: the electromagnetic, strong, weak, andigitganal. The particles are arrayed by
physicists into what we might call "phyla,” muckdithe phyla naturalists use to clasify
living things. There are those who take a monistwseeking to show that one or another
force, and one or another particle, is most basicthat all else is derivativ&’. There are
others who are more pluralist, feeling that eachdanust be understood separately and
that no most basic single force or single typeastiple will be found® Finally, it is also
possible to take what we would call a totalist @ajgh, arguing that though the particles
are separate and different, and though the foneealso separate and different, they all
exist so interactively and interdependently thattalist view is required—not a view
which relegates most attributes to a position obadary importance to some main
cause, but a view which sees the whole diversedolity as simultaneously a single
elaborate entity and also a collection of many dempntary parts’® In any case, the
absense of consciousnessl the relatively lower connectivity between ptaisi
subrealms has always enhanced the ease of disogveseful natural laws

Moreover, debates among physicists have always sidgjact to a kind of collective
public evaluation. Theory was testable against exyantal data. Certainly, subjective
inclinations pressured some theorists to move aneav another, caused some to be lax
about noticing evidence contrary to their pet theand others to be overeager in
perceiving evidence contrary to competitor's therBut possibility of repeatable
experiments under strict controls meant that giwae, energy and sufficient financial
resources theories could be shown true or falsky faiadily. Moreover, the influence of
popular, government and corporate pressure havellygoes so deep as to significantly
influence experimental outcomes or interpretatiGether, it often influences what
guestions are asked and what kind of equipmentdenavailable for experimentation,
but with very rare exceptions, political pressuoesh't really care much one way or the
other what deep physical theory holds swifhe lunacy of a Hitler attempting to
outlaw general relativity bcause it was the prodia Jew, or of Stalin finding the same
theory idealist and threatening to his ideologytheeexceptions that tend to prove the
general rule.

Biology and Psychologythe human sciences, biological and psychologasal,
obviously far less developed than physics. Heralttta base is simply we humans, our
ailments, behaviors, dispositions, reports conogrourselves, x-ray scans, organs
before and after detachment, autopsies, and sowill. be useful to pick out for
discussion a single aspect of the whole of the muscgences, the study of a particular
organ and its associated functions and activitidwe-btrain.



The subject is the material brain and its acts—aéh@ation and use of language, the
process of perceiving visually, aurally, etc., themation of concepts and then of
elaborate theories such as general relativity,sandn. In the long run it would be most
desirable to have not only a behavioral theoryasteption, language, communication,
and intelligence, but also a biological theoryled tinderlying operative physical aspects
of the brain itself** But the approaches scientists are taking to snalitamate quest are
quite diverse. Some believe, monistically, thaio#s human faculties—for example the
ability to deal with numbers, to form symbolic cepts, to make analogies, to create
language, to learn it, to remember—uvaill prove reducible to one general learning
capacity, all therefore proving subject to the uhgieg influence of but one set of
physical attributes of the brain itself.Other analysts feel that it is more likely that
capacities for visual perception, language use naathematical manipulation, for
example, will prove no more similar to one anothrereducible to a single underlying
common characteristic than do capacities for walkgexually procreating, and
breathing. These analysts expect to find relatiaeipnomous organs responsible for
each faculty, expect only minimal similarties oeogtion and form, and don't see any
reason to attempt to reduce or otherwise confusepoocess with anothe And finally

it is also possible to view the whole matter somatwhfferently, in a manner of speaking
hedging a kind of fence. Yes the capacities arferdift or expected to be so, and yes the
organs are expected also to be different, but ep déine not simply autonomous. Rather
they operate in such an entwined manner—memoryandeptualization playing a role
in language use and vice versa—and have so stedctiie development of one another
that while they may be usefully addressed and stusieparately, they can only fiody
understood by a totalist approach

which sees each element as but a complementargfpatomplex single whole. In our
view the debate here is over the applicabilityh&f toncepts "connectivity" and
"complementarity.”

Interestingly, whatever theoretical viewpoint prevaost effective, in the biological and
psychological sciences, the extent of public resmbuof theoretical debates is
diminished by the difficulty of doing controlled @mepeatable experiments—and, at the
same time, the influence of political wills and grams becomes more pressing and
operative not only in determining the directionrafuiry, but even in determining which
answers will be accorded prestige and which reésbatorn. For while theories of
minute particles only rarely carry philosophicalidgological overtones of political
import, theories of how people think or concepazmbften do**

Historically, for example, the impact of racial agas on genetic theory has been
overwhelming. To address a long and sordid stomyrsarily, in the early part of this
century it was believed that if one species wasstiperior descendent of another then the
individual member of the superior species wouldehtits as a child that the member of
the inferior species only showed as an adult.dfttreory was to serve racial ends in the
U.S., it would naturally be necessary to show wiate children had characteristics



similar to Black adults. So the scientists setayutheir search and amassed a huge list of
characteristics that filled the bill and in theyres proved beyond a doubt that white
children "recapitulated” the features of Black #sitanatomical, behavioral,
psychological—and then, of course, matured to tbwin superior adult levels. But then a
theoretical revolution occurred. Recapitulatiomisorrect. In fact, remarkably, the
reverse is true. A superior descendent speciestiety stays young; the adult

individuals of the superior species show commoitstta the children of the inferior
species.

For the racists it must now be shown that whitdtaduanifest the characteristics of
Black children. The fact that the precise revems &dlready been shown to everyone's
satisfaction, thus (by the new theory) proving Rlaaperiority to white, was simply
ignored. The same naturalists, after throwing tbklrlists away, developed new ones
suited to the task at hand. What a remarkable cortaneon the ethics of "scientific
investigation. '*°

But there is no absence of present day exampldsav&ism is now heralded because it
provides the perfect rationale for the behavioa ofilitary and government gone wild—
we are merely reinforcing desired behavior amoregpdasants when we bomb their
communities and farmland back to the stone agdaslbarbed wire inwards to prevent
escape from the centers they are forced to runrtbt@eescape this rain of explosive
terror.*® Similarly, sociobioloby is heralded as the ideahrtheory of social life.
Everything that is, in the sociobiological viewppifrom the prevalence of rape and
other violence against women and the sexual diviefdabor, to hierarchies in politics
and the current density of crime, and even to ewéimental instability and alienation, is
ultimately a product of our genetic make-up. Soaponsibility and reform, much less
revolution, are unnecessary and likely to do manerhthan good. Sociobiology is a
useful analysis for those benefitting from thewstaquo and one which therefore in turn
benefits from their sanction, however flawed itsmises may bé’

Predictably, the hypothesis that is most anathenaaithoritarian political powers of all
sorts is the one which says that people are néithank slates” nor "greedy malevolent
egotists" —the former person requiring leadershigh autside domination to attain
anything, the latter needing restraints lest hedsstroy civilization—but instead

creative social beings with diverse, desirable tamharacteristics. This, of course, is our
premise, here and in other work. A study which shtive extent of the dogmatism which
enters into this debate, and which at the samea'!fglees a position akin to our own, is
Noam Chomsky's receRules and Representatioris

History: Regarding the study of history, we needn't reviieavdiverse theoretical
approaches, nor the monist, pluralist, and totalistnatives people use to understand
how different spheres of life activity intersectdmmpose human experience. We have
already argued that the presence of consciousnesgraat connectivity in the social
sciences makes the totalist alternative most cdmpel



But it is worth mentioning that experiments arereless possible in the social than
biological and psychological sciences becauseehtimbers of variables involved and
for ethical reasons as well. (The exception is @esha maniac like Milton Freedman
collaborating with the junta of fascists in Chiterhake that

country's entire population a captive subject ofae or less controlled application of
his economic policies to see what their effectshinie?® or the U.S. high command
deciding to bomb Hiroshima to see the effects chmmic blast’) Likewise in the
social realm theoretical results are even more mapodto powerful political elements.

Since this becomes all the more true as socidioakhips that serve such powerful
elements show themselves to be failing, the deahdad is likely to be a time of extreme
struggle for any diversity of opinion to prevailtime area of the social sciences. Where
the church used to be threatened by physical seiehach dethroned the earth in the
universe, capital, patriarchy, racism, and authdehism are threatened by social
sciences which demonstrate the potentials of hurdtaurgsbetter social arrangement
promising greater human dignity, creativity, andigg Though the particle accelerators
are not likely to soon be threatened, and thouglsttiobiologists and behaviorists will
be handsomely rewarded, the human scientists nti#giity and especially the social
scientists with critical and innovative insight &aon to be subject to scrutiny, ostracism,
and repression throughout the West. It will be aibke calamity if we are unable to
coalesce in face of this threat. We must move fagademia to activism not solely in
self-defense but to help create a new world.

TWO:
SOCIETY AND HISTORY

It is our understanding that revolutionary thougtist take a new course; it is our
understanding that we must leave behind old vieestarian pursuits of all kinds and the
positions of those who believe they have a monopnolthe revolution or on
revolutionary theory. And poor theory, how it hagltho suffer in these processes, poor
theory, how it has been abused, and how it iststilhg abused. And all these years have
taught us to meditate more, analyze better. Wengdr accept any 'self-evident'
truths.... A whole series of old cliches shouldabelished. Marxist literature
itself...should be renewed, because by repeatiolged, phraseology, and verbiage that
have been repeated for thirty five years you deimtover anyone; you don't win over
anyone.

Fidel Castro

Numerous social theorists have been enthralleddonandrum: If individual people
each possess a will of their own, independent fitwath of any other individual, how



could such a vast network as a society evolve ansigi? How could such a multitude of
independent actors become an integrated wholesialash was subject to forces beyond
themselves? Even the individual molecules of aihwvia balloon form the structured
sphere only because of the pressure of the cogfinalls, an outside force. How much
more true must this be for millions of people withnsciousness and wills capable of
generating independent programs of action? Yeidiad order is the result of forces
beyond each individual, what becomes of the roleushan will? If we exist in a social
network not by the creativity of our separate wlllg instead due to large scale pressures
within which our wills are constrained only to fdion in particular ways, then doesn't
the character of history transcend the personsiitfets starring players? Do we create
freely, the subjects of history, or is our credyiut a facade, its product foreordained,
ourselves but the object of history?

Our answers to these questions will emerge indimégpter as we address issues of human
nature, society, and history. In short, we willegghat each individual does create his or
her environment and even, to an extent, him ordiigiand that the fact that this

creativity is accomplished by people with a shdrechan nature acting in a setting which
is also largely shared, leads to common projelesconstruction of diverse networks of
social relations which in turn themselves thenaasdboth beachheads and also limitations
for further human creativity. To introduce our geieheory and motivate it as well, we
would first like to make a brief survey of somea@tlefforts to move beyond the
limitations of orthodox Marxism.

The Problem of Totality
In Four Modern Marxist Approaches

In the orthodox view "base" refers to the moderofdpction and encompasses both the
forces and social relations of production. "Supacsure" refers to political, familial,
cultural, legal, and other institutional and ideptal relations which are deemed to be
both derivative and reflective of the society'sebahe mode of production determines
class relations and the contours of class struggteetety's laws of motion derive from
the interaction of class struggle and the impeeatiof the mode of production itself. The
superstructure must accord with the requirementseoéconomic basé Many new
readings of Marx, however, including those we address here, have in common a
rejection of the "base/superstructure” conceptatibn which they find too mechanical
and too insensitive to issues of culture, consciess, and the importance of the state.
The aim in these new theoritizations is to retapowerful understanding of economic
relationships while further developing an analysisther aspects of social lif.

"We have chosen these four perspectives not beeautignk them necessarily
superior to all others but because in sequencegkamination provides a useful
introduction to some of the theoretical problems@wn approach seeks to overcome.



One line of thought, followed for example by Raymdfilliams, is to broaden the
conceptualization of production to include cultyshEnomena. Williams effectively
eliminates the conceptual differentiation of baseé superstructure by assimilating the
latter into the former® A different strategy is to make the boundary bemvthese
spheres even less penetrable than it is in thedothview. The economy is set off
distinctly from all other realms which may thenibeestigated not as derivative but in
their own right. On the one hand, this investigattan be unitary (ala Habermas) and on
the other variegate (ala Althussérfor Habermas, there is simply the economy on the
one hand, and the non-economic, more subjectiverspf society on the other. For
Althusser, there may be diverse autonomous splésexcial life each requiring
attention, for example, not only the economy, bsib @ polity, culture, and so on.
Finally, the practice of the new left also addréstbe same underlying issues as these
three theoretician§.For the new left, the relevant boundaries betvsemial spheres
were seen as porous and firm simultaneously. Foeguurposes, an approach blind to
the demarcations of separate spheres was usefwdf bther times clear recognition of
differences was essential. In any case, here wédvike to briefly address these four
orientations in turn, in order to situate our ag@owithin modern Marxist theory as well
as clear up possible confusions over what we meampposed to what others mean—
by certain concepts.

Raymond Williams: The Theory of Production and Holsm

One problem many critics of the orthodoxy focussits relative insensitivity to the
importance of culture. Marcuse, for example, sags$ in the orthodox framework "a
devaluation of the entire realm of subjectivitydalplace,” and that "it is all too easy to
relegate love and hate, joy and sorrow, hope aspaieto the domain of psychology,
thereby removing them from the concerns of radicakis.” And he goes on to point out
that while, "indeed, in terms of political econothyy [the emotional states] may not be
‘forces of production,' for every human being they decisive, they constitute reality."

Raymond Williams has elaborated a reading of Matkisory aimed at overcoming this
deficiency. He argues first that the notion

that culture and ideas are but a "reflection” oferial relations arises from a misreading
of Marx's original formulations. This misreading fiot materialist enough®By

adopting the metaphor of reflection by a mirropassive process, the orthodox view
"succeeds in suppressing the actual work on matehiah is evident in cultural

creation. By projecting and alienating this matgei@cess to 'reflection,’ the social and
material character of artistic activity—of that anrk which is at once 'material' and
'imaginative'—was supressed.Williams' point is straightforward : The refleatitheory
relegates cultural production to a passive rolemdnetually it is an active process itself.
Like any other activity, cultural production is ragal and significant in its impact, both



due to its product, and more important, due tefitscts on the people involved in the
activity, the "workers." For example, the creatadrthe paintingGuernica the novel
Catch 22 or the movieApocalypse Nowall affect the diverse participants in creation
(production) and appreciation (consumption). SuBdgthoven'Ninth Symphongnd
Dylan'sHighway 61 Revisitedre both art, but also parts of economic proce3des
social relations of aesthetic production and consion are a priori no less important
than those of the factory or mark#t.

Williams' reinterpretation of Marxist theory is ¢ered on a redefinition of what we

mean by "production.” Where most orthodox Marxigte the term to refer to industrial
labor, or at best to wage labor, Williams meansetlivity related to the "production and
reproduction of real life.*! Production of "social cooperation" is producti@he parent,
preacher, and politician all work. Production ofisbknowledge is production. The
author, artist, and philosopher are all workersedoh case, we not only satisfy needs but
also produce "new needs and new definitions of sit&tle produce "ourselves and our
societies" via many forms of activity and, in WAlins' view, each of these activities is a
kind of "material production.*?

This certainly constitutes a severe break withaitteodoxy. The lens Williams uses to
scour society for important relationships is difiet. Now, for example, "establishing a
political order"* is a kind of production, and therefore part of téteould be the
primary focus for Marxist analysis. It is "beside tpoint” and misleading to isolate the

creation of material commodities in industry

from the creation of "law and order," "welfare,'htertainment,” and the arts in general.
They are all acts of human production and all nmestentrally addressed. In this view
"the concept of the 'superstructure’' was then metlaction but an evasion:* For what
had been relegated to the superstructure was fiiekié as much a critical part of
society's foundation as industrial productionslalil of one piece. Certainly, it must be
agreed, with this view one is no longer as likelydll into the trap of downgrading the
importance of "subjectivity,” "joy and sorrow, hoged despair.” Williams has
developed a relational approach which extends pusly stagnant, narrow concepts to
new reaches and power. Society is a whole. Thddqgserstructure metaphor may be
useful for particular analytic purposes but toyaitir overall perceptions of reality
according to this demarcation is misleading. WetreMamine all sorts of production as
critical, not simply that which takes place in isthial factories. We must approach the
interrelations between different productions withmare open mind rather than simply
assuming a priori that they are hierarchically mgexd in an order whose "top" and
"bottom" we knowin advanceof examination. A more totalist approach is urged:
"Determination of this whole kind—a complex ancemelated process of limits and
pressures—is in the whole process itself and nosvlkse: not in an abstracted 'mode of
production’ nor in an abstracted 'psychology"."



This theory of production embodies improvements sehartues we should retain in any
further efforts. It is important to realize thatriporary conceptual differentiations
(base/superstructure) shouldn't be fetishized.lifles dividing such concepts are drawn
for specific purposes and may be misleading foeisthit is also important to realize that
the concept "production” can be extended to encemakhforms of social activity.
Indeed, a brilliant analyst might develop a comipgltheory of society as a whole and of
its various "parts" as well by following just sualtourse. But alas, it is not likely. For
the approach gives no more guidance to such agsribhn would an excellent motion
picture. Like the picture, it is too undifferengidtand too comprehensivé® With no
boundaries and nothing "left out” there are no gsidnd ultimately little explanation. It
is useful to learn from Williams the art of succéesly extending the domain of a
particular concept toward the

outer limits of the whole'’ But to do this with only the concept "productiamid claim
this as a theory of all society is insufficient.eT&pproach fails to recognize that if we
want to understand society to change it, some tgpastivity and some institutiorege
more important, more causal, and deserve more édcatention than others. Williams
can write without allusion to specific qualitiestbe "production and reproduction™ of
differences between men and women, adults andrehilgheople of different races, and
people of different religions. Thus all the coneretork remains to be done with this
approach. An error is overcome, but by using a imswght to move back toward the
starting gate and not forward down the track. Atlutory of society must certainly
address economic, cultural, and political actiyégd other forms as well) alternating
between a treatment of each activity in-and-ofHitsed in relation to one another—
becoming steadily richer with each successive roBuodl if we wish to intervene and
transform society, it won't do to act as if all &&of activities and social divisions arising
from them are one—that all activity is productiaivty and all social divisions class
divisions.® For not all divisions feel the same, have the sevues, generate the same
social dynamics, or yield the same sorts of orgagipossibilities. We say all this while
also recognizing that as we make differentiatioessivould also remember the point
Williams is impressing upon us and remain sensttvéeentwinement."

Let us not belabor. The relational approach Wilkaumses can help us overcome the
mechanicalness of orthodox Marxism and push usgastonceptualizations® His

efforts to extend the concept "production” shouidgest the possibility of other "starting
places” for a non-myopic approach to society. fooduction"is not the only concept
which can be made comprehensive. We could, for pl@rbegin an analysis from the
concept "cultural creation” or "socialization" gudlitics" and elaborate their
pervasiveness by demonstrating the possibilitynabenpassing the bulk of social
relations withintheir domains. Indeed, perhaps it would be useful teekbgva

conceptual dictionary that would allow us to corharay society from a number of
directions. In each case, we would work toward raeustanding of the whole somewhat
differently, along different paths, though in wakat overlap and augment one another's
insight. For beyond production, we will find othtgpes



of activity from which to usefully interpret anyaal formation. And so this is another
insight which emerges from a critical evaluation/dfliams' extension of the theory of
production, though the extension itself is insuéint.

Jurgen Habermas: The Divorce of Culture and Economy

This is not the place nor are we especially equpgpettempt a full summary of the
theoretical views of Jurgen Habermas and the safamitical theory?° Despite having
considerable difficulty with his style, we haveread much from his work and that of the
whole Frankfurt School. But here we need to addoesone aspect of his approach.

As we understand him, social activity has two foforsHabermas: "subject/object" and
"subject/subject." In the first, the main relatisrone of appropriation. A thing, the
object, is appropriated—made, altered, used—bysopethe subject. In the second
form of interaction, it is two actors who encoungach other. The relation between them
could be one of understanding and equality or ofidation.*

The first type of social activity constitutes thaimlocus of orthodox Marxism, at least

in Habermas' view?” The orthodox theory addresses the interaction étvpeople and
nature, people and economic inputs and outputglpemd wealth, people and economic
institutions, and so on. The theory is well coneédivthe analysis, by and large, is
powerful and important.

But the subject/subject realm has got to be adedeas well. The reproduction of the
species, the socialization of children, the creatibculture and its dissemination will
otherwise be accorded too little importance. Indtefd'base/superstructure” it is
desirable to see that there are two realms of lsaciaity—and more than likely
different sites where one or the other type is nppeponderant. But according to
Habermas, neither of these two types of sociaviigshould be viewed as more
important, or prior, to the other.

Thus the result of the orthodoxy that most irks ynarodern Marxist commentators—
that it asserts the dominance of economics overa@tspects of life and the reducibility
of these other aspects to economic causes—is awerby Habermas too, though by a
route opposite to that travelled by Williams. Faldérmas, that is,

the material realm has one kind of fundamentalau#on, subject/object, while the
cultural and socialization realm has another, sufgebject. Obviously the latter ot
reducible to the former. Finally, we are forceditwlerstand the latter in its own right.

This advance should not be minimized. The orthddaxework tended to lead analysts
to ignore all that was most human about socielibs.orthodox analysis of change could



hinge only on largely technical contradictions witinstitutional forms leaving little
place for human desire, need, and will. With Halse'siinnovation these aspects rightly
reenter the analysis. Contradictions may now drisa the complex relations between
people and from the production and reproductiocooisciousness, behavior patterns,
and even myth and ideolod.It becomes necessary to ask questions about what
distinguishes people from "objects,” and why pe@péesubjects even when they are

"done to," more than "doing."

But there are still grave problems. Is the econamétm to be relegated to essentially the
same mechanical treatment as it received at th@shafmorthodox Marxists? Are there no
significant subject/subject relations establishrethe economic realm? Are people only
actors, and market institutions only acted upon@ #rsocialization, for example, aren't
there subject/object relations as well as subjelsféct relations that should at times be
kept in focus? Are we to relegate socialist ecomoaotivity to subject/object analysis—
perhaps calling it the time of necessity—and onbyry about revolutionizing
subject/subject relations outside the economyhérréalm of possibility? For Habermas,
in fact, this is the right course to follow. Fonhthe main step to establishing socialist
relations has to do with ensuring that subject&sttijelations—communication—are
free, equal, and honest. Change of the econonmectnslary and not likely to
significantly overcome workplace alienation in arage. For this is intrinsic to
subject/object interaction, to be ameliorated dmfyshortening the workday. But there is
something very misleading about a sharp divisiosoaiety into realms divorced from
one another. There is

"There is another, more subtle dimension of inadegjirmHabermas's approach,
pointed out to us by Ward Churchill after he reacdearly version of this work. Tt
subject/object, subject/subject pantheon of

too much commonality among all forms of human aigtito be adequately reflected in a
conceptual framework of disjoint sets. What is vgevith the orthodox approach isn't
merely that it misunderstands cultungtsidethe economy, but that it ignores the
existence of cultural aspeatsthin the economy and therefore the need for economic
relations themselves to be free. Habermas' subjdgect formulation can propel us to
reinsert what is most critical about human charasttes into our understanding of social
activity. But it is wrong to suggesteermanent divorcef social life into two realms,
even with the proviso that neither is subordinateeducible to the other. It fails to
recognize that all types of human activity are naormplex than simple materialist
analysis lets on. It fails to discern that in atieraction each agency is alwdyath

subject and object. And it fails to assist us, agai discerning just which types of
interaction are most important to look at. Frompbet of view of the activist who
wants to change the world, Habermas' conceptsiatégo far from the issues that must
be addressed daily. The dynamics of race, sexs,@dasl authority divisions do not fit



easily in a world of subject/objects and subjedijscts.” As with Williams, the concepts
are too far from the ground on which our practmalitical decisions must be made.

Louis Althusser: The Theory of Levels and the Lastnstance

Althusser charts another solution to the problemdiséerning alternative types of social
relationships. In all societies he sees a politeabnomic, and cultural level
corresponding to the existence of separate anishctigtolitical, economic, and
ideological

relations relegates the person/nature interfatieetesame instrumental realm it
occupies in Marxism (and virtually all other "Westethought). The conscious peo
appropriate unconscious separate nature to theiremals. But what of a subject-
object/subject-object understanding—people andreats parts of the same
undifferentiated whole—that could allow an ecol@djiperspective? What is perhaps
paramount in Native American and many Eastern anidak cultures is here rule

out a priori in the guiding conceptual structure.

"At the risk of this note being torn from contexitemonstrate that we are mindless
empiricists, readers of Habermas' published volumé&snglish will certainly have to
admit that very few pages are given over to disonssof racism and sexism and that
few of the discussions of class or political relas adequately treat the concrete
conditions of organizational work.

practices. Here, labor as understood by more toadit Marxists provides a kind of
metaphor for the development of a broader—and tbusker, non-economistic—theory.
24 For as work involves the transformation of raw eniails into products by a
"determinate human labor, using determinate mefpsoduction,” so we can see
political and ideological activity in similar ternfS As there is a mode of economic
production encompassing the social relations ohewoc transformation so there is a
mode of political and a mode of ideological produtt Science too is merely the product
of a "theoretical mode of production,” or mode mdquction of knowledge®

So for Althusser there is an economic, an ideokdgend a political practice, and
associated with each a set of "raw materials,t afsirms of activity and technique, and
a set of institutional relations—the whole of whimbnstitute three distinct structures, the
society then being a "structure of [these threricstires."’

Of course there follows the issue of the interretadf these structures. Each contributes
to the determination of the social whole, and thladle in turn contours the characteristic
features of each of its component parts. Morea&gach structure has a certain
autonomy due to its practices being separate atiohcli, so all social outcomes are
affected by three factors and thus "overdetermirf@dBut Althusser doesn't stop with
this seeming pluralism which is already economédityanfected since the concepts for



understanding each practice are constructed nbtsp#cific regard to the different
spheres but simply by transposing economic categdtiAlthusser goes on to reassert
that the economic level is determinant "in the ilastance.” That is, while each level has
a certain autonomy, one will be dominant in anytipalar social formation. And for
Althusser, in any society it is always the econolei@l| that determines which of the
three will be dominant. So in feudalism the econanakes the political realm primary,
while in capitalism the economy makes itself priynaf

The economy remains "determinant in the last ircstafor Althusser, but in his theory

some other spheres have histories of their ownedis lvis only the relative importance
of these other structures that is finally deterrdibg the economy, though of course all
of the structures are permitted to influence orwlaer. So Althusseriamaight argue fur

example, that as politics is

relatively autonomous from economics, in the SoMieton the economy may still be
socialist even in face of the obvious existenca tutalitarian polity.

Althusser doesn't make the "holist" mistake of rddg all activity to one. He recognizes
this is just too high a level of abstraction foefis social theory. But, like Habermas, he
draws dividing lines that are too impermeable. 8megractices and their structures are
bound so tightly together that the interpenetrabigreach structure of other practices is
ignored. There is no understanding that activitthm economy, for example, entails
cultural or political practice as well. For Althesghe structures push and pull one
another only from without. The relations are exterihe practice of each structure is
confined to that structure alone. But this is tigodt The economy does not just produce
goods, but also produces people. The political pimeludes economic as well as
political practice. There is cultural practice viithboth economic and political
institutions. Of course, particular practices maypbedominant in one institution in a
society—for instance, kinship activity in the fayibr production activity in the
workplace—but in general, any practice can appeany institution and for many
purposes this is a critical insight. In other worttthgre is an interpenetration of practices
into diverse spheres and even further, each peaetitbodies elements of the others.

Althusser is attempting to overcome economismhleuhas failed miserably. Tempering
the economistic notion that production directly gos history by his "in the last
instance" interpretation of historical materialiga step forward in that it begins to
discern the need to recognize other spheres adlddeiwhich are also causal. But it is
an unfinished attempt. The main stumbling blockse® be that Althusser has been
able to reach into new sides of human interactidg via extensions of economic
concepts—everything is compared metaphoricallyréapction. There is intrinsic to this
an inability to discover theew featuresvhich characterize the social relations
surrounding socialization and culture. Indeed, ¢hgsheres are understood only in their
economic—perhaps better "economistic"—dimension.



"Beneath the above perspective lies Althusser'scptat epistemology and
structuralism. His epistemology allows him to be af the most

This could be a simple theoretical error, or peshap error of habit. But there is also a
possibility that political/material interests midig acting as a propellant for such
"Inaccuracy."

For by confining practices to separate spheregraaidng the relations between them
exterior, Althusser preserves the orthodox analystee economy largely in tact. His
economic structure is to be understood economiltiparmitting no new insights from
feminists, nationalists, or anti-authoritariansritvude. With the orthodox theory of the
economy thus preserved, Althusserians can be lijogt@l in their tolerance of feminist,
nationalist, and libertarian analyses of the fapglynmmunity, and state since Althusser
has already concluded that the economic strucsudeterminant in the last instance and
also always dominant in capitalism. When push caime$iove, therefore, those who
theorize the economy and "lead the working clas8"attain dominance®

So while Althusser leads us in the direction otireg nor economic activities seriously,

he ignores Williams' relational insight entirelyutBhow can we utilize both lessons?
How can we focus on autonomy and yet on interpatietr at the same time?

New Left Intuitions

One can certainly become sensitized to diversestgpsocial activity, institutions, and
social divisions, through theoretical discourse—thig is an inevitably abstract and
tortured route. It is simpler to look out the stisdwindow. Better yet, one can go through
the door and participate in change itself.

One strain of development in the U.S. new left Whi@s particularly strong in our own
training ground of Boston, was a

extreme idealists on the scene even while layiagrcto the mantle of "materialist
science." His brand of structuralism leads himxplieitly write people out of
history—an advance in honesty over the orthodoxiglvkept this mass purge a
secret. Althusser sees history as subjectlessissofar as we might want to attach
term "subject" to social relations. There is no hamgent in any case. But the
ignorance and harmfulness of Althusser's idealisthamti-humanism have been dealt
with elsewhere and, since neither of these treapesent the slightest advance over
even the most mechanical orthodoxy, we needn'baddwn critique of these
weaknesses here.



simultaneous sensitivity to what was called "toyaland "autonomy. *? There was class
struggle, sexual struggle, struggle over race,sandjgle over political power. There
were movements and organizations centered arowfidagdhese foci. While debates
over priorities never ceased, it was agreed ingemieat each focus was critical, each
was to be respected, and none were subordinatéhafet was a continual emphasis on
"finding the connections,” "drawing the links," ahdhderstanding the whole." For
example, the sexual struggle was not relegateldetdaimily, but expanded to encompass
all of society. Somehow, everything was implicate@verything else. Yet, at the same
time, it was essential to guarantee those peopst meolved with a few key areas an
autonomy in elaborating the struggle in their owena.

It would be wrong to say the new left producedeotly consistent with its practice. In a
sense we were all much too busy. The theories e were all less advanced than the
practice we haltingly elaborated. Orthodox Marxisas predominant in intellectual
discussions, even if it seldom determined the agiggrams and actions people took.
Even so, the theoretical contributions of the neftvwere profound.

Foremost, the daily confrontations of the sixtieevged perceptive theorists that
whatever their other innovations, they had bettiglrass class, race, sex, and authority
relations centrally. Otherwise, they would be ta¢ka language unsuited to the tasks of
the day. "The personal is political" shed lighttba interpenetration of kinship and
cultural aspects into all spheres. The women's mewt questioned both political and
economic forms, seeing patriarchy in the differgptions they offered both men and
women. To continue with this enumeration wouldderesent this book in an alternative
form. For our theory is only an attempt to make enformal the ideas common to the
new left and created in its collective experiences.

But why seek to formalize these ideas at all? Firss necessary so that they may be
used by ever wider circles of people. Second,neessary so that they may be
systematically strengthened. And third, it is neeeg so they can compete. For among
the many reasons for the decline of the new le#t tha lack of a common language and
framework that would allow clear analysis, a congmar of thought, and a ready
approach to facilitate solving

problems rapidly. With their orthodox Marxism, Laist sects could always generate
"answers" more quickly, reach agreements and conuagnmore swiftly, and argue
more "logically.” In contrast, new leftists had pigood intuitions, and this was not
enough. In the "next round” we must confront tlaust-quo and the orthodoxy not only
with energy and intuition, but with a new theoryeall. Finally, it is also true that clear
expression of a political approach is necessatheifapproach is to be democratic. To be
democratic, that is, new concepts and ways of thqnkave to become the property of all
members of the movement and this cannot happéeyfdre always clouded in mystery,
or presented only in the most obscure language.



For Marxists throughout history, attention to theman, national, and democratic
guestions is evidence of a practical awarenedseoiiportance of spheres beyond the
economy. But insofar as these issues have beeassddr as "problems” to be analyzed
with a powerful theory that is already developea,cess has been impossible. To
address the question of socialism—what is the cieraf the societies which deem
themselves socialist and what might socialism kel the United States in the future—
we need an approach that extends beyond econotgigrdeism, simplistic holism, and
all particularisms of the past.

The early development of Marxism eventually ledht® solidification of historical
materialism and the labor theory of value as whtd®sed" theories. They were
elaborated as far as they might be. Minor altenadioslight redefinition would no longer
lead to improvements. At this point the task waapply these theories to ever widening
concrete problems and to the development of sutriseof ever more diverse realms of
social life. At first this was rather successfulcB areas of investigation as anthropology,
aesthetics, law, politics and the problems of thgesthe relations between men and
women and the dynamics of nationalism were all poyilg elucidated by the new
theory. But in time the study of these diversemsagot out of control. The new insights
unearthed in this investigation began to escapu trder the umbrella of the sponsoring
theory. New realms seemed to be beyond the reagistofical materialism and the labor
theory of value. After a time, therefore, analydgstroyed the prior synthesis. The
monist, materialist theory could no longer encorsghe insights to which

its applications had given birth. The ensuing srigs led to such attempts at
reconstruction as we have discussed in the praioses and many others as well.
Althusser gives autonomy to diverse structuresshues economics as main focus by
suggesting that it has a determining position. ifitls attempts to redefine the classical
concepts so the words and formalism may be retaivéth only the meaning changed.
Habermas seems to give up the original plan ewtiBy positing two separate realms he
forgoes the prior materialist priorities. The n&it looked to retain plurality in context
of some sort of new and enlarged unity.

We will follow the last course as well. Rather tHaoking for a new synthesis which
replaces economics by a new "master science," aleasynthesiwithoutthe old kind
of pinnacle. Our aim is to simultaneously combinalgsis and synthesis to create
complementarity within totality. We orient oursetvather differently than is common
for most socialist approaches and as a result emans in focus and conceptualization
will be necessary right from the outset. Thus,a@gedop even suggestions of a new
orientation, we must start at a new beginninghatroot, with a new understanding of
human nature, people, and what we mean by histeeif.i

The Importance of Human Nature



Humans have biological, genetic characteristicssghimpact extends beyond
determination of physical appearance to psychodd@iod cognitive attributes. Recently
many Marxists are seeing the obvious reality oitian nature” and likewise "rereading
Marx" to uncover his use of the concept as welllMiheRader's discussion is
representative, as is his view of the late Marx tha by no means abandoned the view
that there is a relatively constant human natuséithfettered by the inhuman condition
of existence. He still thought of man as alienatechpitalist society, and he still used the
terms 'human nature' and 'species beiffOf course, contrary views on Marx's own
opinion and supporting textual evidence for them algo be found. Of more importance
than the argument over what Marx truly believedyéeer, is the relative merit of the
opposed conceptualizations themselves.

Within biological science the idea of innate gemeharacteristics affecting not only such
physical attributes as our having arms and not sying of our developing mature
reproductive organs only at a certain stage oflpaidivelopment—and also perceptual,
conceptual, linguistic, and even emotional atteisyis not uncommon. Note, however,
we do not mean the kind of biological determiniguanents of Edward O. Wilson and
other sociobiologists® Rather biological studies assert that genetic endowment
provides a rich and also restrictive foundatiopon which our personality, skills,
knowledge, etc. develop socially. For example, N@&tromsky quotes two
neurophysiologists in a way supporting our geng@adl his linguistic) conception:

By this we mean to emphasize that the developingoos system is not a tabula rasa,
free to reflect whatever individual experiencedatie. Rather, the development of the
nervous system is a process sharply constrainedgeyetic program. At certain points,
the genetic program permits a range of possibleet@ns, and individual experience
acts only to specify the outcome within this rarie.

The use of the word "only" is relevant for the regalrysiologist's point, of course, yet it

is precisely the choosing from a range of possdbokeomes that leads to all human
diversity. In our idea of human nature there isefge both constraint and potential—
the two in fact being intimately related and basibbtuman progress. Humans are able to
elaborate intricate shared conceptual schemesetma/tor patterns because their genetic
endowment disposes them toward these accomplissrasrgome among the "many
potential outcomes within the range" their nataé®w. At the same time, outcomes
outside this range are simply unreachable. Chomskgiv is one from which we have
learned a great deal:

Consider again the question whether cognitive fonstare both diverse and determined
in considerable detail by a rich innate endowmEéithe answer is positive, for some
organism, that organism is fortunate indeed. Ittb&m live in a rich and complex world
of understanding shared with others similarly eneldvextending far



beyond limited and varying experience. Were itfoothis endowment, individuals
would grow into mental amoeboids, unlike one angteéach merely reflecting the
limited and impoverished environment in which hesloe develops, lacking entirely the
finely articulated, diverse and refined cognitivgans that make possible the rich and
creative mental life that is characteristic ofiatlividuals not seriously impaired by
individual or social pathology—though once againmugst bear in mind that the very
same intrinsic factors that permit these achievésn@iso impose severe limits on the
states that can be attained; to put it differertigf there is an inseparable connection
between the scope and limits of human knowletige.

In our view, beyond simple features like the nesdstistenance and the power and
proclivity to reproduce, people also innately havare distinctly human characteristics: a
highly developed sociality, a capacity for empathyeed for freedom, love and
community—and unique capacities for conceptualiraind communication which

allow us literally to change ourselves while albamging our environment. This last
attribute, it should be added, distinguishes usonbt as acutely social beings, but also as
beings of "praxis." The fact that the particulaslbgical basis of these traits has yet to be
understood makes us cautious, but it in no waylpdes our developing a general theory
built around the "human nature hypothesis" yetaoohpletely dependent upon it. From
here on we will be assertive about only a fewdrken to be a part of human nature,
though a compelling case could be made for usisigldonger list.

We aresocialin that to meet our needs we require social icteya and to employ our
capacities we require collective involvement. Ew@ore important, previous
accomplishments always form the basis for eachimawan advance. Thus, unlike other
organic creatures, far from continually startingnfrscratch, humans are historical. We
build upon our understanding and experience of pastan achievements in a way that
makes us the social subjects, as well as the saigjetts of history.

On the other hand, we are also beinggrakisin that we con

sciously act to change our historically bequea#m@dronments and in doing so change
ourselves as well. That is, even though our gemedike-up has changed little in

historical times, our human personality, skill, amhsciousness can change over periods
as short as a day. These attributes are a cuneiféixible imprint of our life histories

and also largely determine our future options. édpict of past praxis and foundation for
future praxis, our activity always affects our lmgmnTherefore, though personality and
consciousness are often persistent, they are taedlly fixed. In short, as beings of
praxis, changes in our activities engender chamgiee historical fingerprints that
compose our social natures, and this constitutesasis for human progress both for
individuals and for the species as a whole.

Human Development



It seems to us quite reasonable to hypothesizepttigile have an intense "built-in-need
for positive self-image and for social recognitloif. The creation of an identity, of
purposefulness, and of a path of action is depeang®on this. We act. To be satisfied
with ourselves we have to be able to see our axaarintelligent and good ones—the
more so as they become more controversial andvavabre of our time, energy, and
identity. For this reason, behavior can affect peadity and consciousness as much as
the reverse. That is, we often mold our consciosste rationalize prior behavior. As but
one example, to retain a place in our circle of

"The contrast between our own view and that of wariorthodox schools—for
example, the Althusserians or revivers of Secotermational theories—should be
clear. For us the individual is a subject who act$im or herself and on society and
social relations simultaneously. Moreover, the walial has a species and even a
personal biological nature meshed inextricably waithistorical being that is a prodt
of social interaction and in turn acts—within certgiven conditions—as a cause of
further interactions and changes. For the orthaabools, however, individuals are
only ciphers for external causes—we imagine oueseto be cause but that is an
illusion. Furthermore, our beings are entirely—eatdt for all historically relevent
discussion—a function of imposition from withoubl@tti says of Plekhanov's view
(one which is always refreshingly clear, if oftéecawrong): "The argument could not

friends, we might act as they do in response tal#tention of U.S. citizens by Iranian
students. This could be relatively thoughtless, qunsaction designed to retain access to
friendship and community. Yet shortly later, togeeve our dignity we may have to
justify our act on its own terms. Our consciousrmaay take a reactive racist turn.

It is critical to see how in this way traits mayedp not only through individual error or
coercive imposition, but by intelligent accommodatto the limits of our social
environment. In certain settings, to obtain esséfdiod, shelter, and clothing we may
have to act in ways detrimental to meeting othelalg human (though immediately less
pressing) needs. This can engender personalitg rad consciousness unsuited to ever
fulfilling the latter needs. Moreover, these ali@thcharacteristics, "self-developed"” in
restrictive settings, may survive long after thesttings disappear. The street urchin, ex-
convict, or child from an upper class home may makeessary adaptations to their
immediate environments which will nonetheless retstineir fullest development in a
more general setting.

In acting upon the world, therefore, we also depealor consciousness and personalities.
Initially, changes are rooted in particular humanposes, of course, but in time they can
come to have "roots" of their own. We become whatwce were not, and it is not
necessarily to our advantage. Still more seriauanialienated environment there is no
escape from the conditions generating detrimemmiagciousness and personality. In
context of particular combinations of ongoing ingtonal relations it may be that



individuals can achieve fulfillment of one typaly by accepting or even self-inducing
oppression of another kind. For example, to gaialtieve must often sacrifice integrity.
To have

be clearer: man who in his owonsciousnessnagines himself to be the causenis
reality the effect and nothing but the effect....FreedonPiekhanov, repeating Eng
and through Engels, Hegel, is the 'recognitionexfassity.' Freedom, in other words,
is the consciousness of being determined.” (Luabe@i, From Rousseau to Lenin
Monthly Review, 1974, pp. 68-69). Whatever one riaiyk of Colletti's inclusion of
Engels in the indictment, his critical assessméat grevalent view of human non-
agency is a useful counterpoint to our own formarat

children, we may have to sacrifice our own care@csidentity. To maintain friendships
and social recognition, we may have to conformiéovg we know are false. And so on.

Four Moments In All Human Practice

Any human activity can be seen, in relation towtle society, in a number of ways. To
describe the different realities revealed by déférangles of view, so to speak, we use

the term "moment." A ball thrown fifty feet acrasdield by a person fiveand-a-half

feet tall travels in a single line—a curve. But dffected by different physical forces—
the earth's gravity pulling it down, friction withe air slowing it, and the muscles which
sent it across the field in the first place. In gilog sometimes these are loosely described
as different moments of force which together crétageball's trajectory. We think human
activity must be viewed in terms of at least feacial moments

1-To one extent or another all human activity neagly involves creation and use of
material objects and this production and consumpdiefines the@conomic momeratf
human activity.

2-As humans produce other humans, human actisty @nbodies what we (following
many feminists) call &in-

"The difference between our view—changes of perstgraid derived needs on top of
an essentially fixed biological human nature—arat tf orthodox Marxists—there is
an infinitely malleable human nature; nothing iefi even over human lifetimes—
must not be minimized. Its essence might best ldenstood by meditating upon the
following brief formula quoted from G.A. Cohen'sryenuch heralded defense of the
orthodox historical materialist orientatiddarl Marx's Theory of History: A Defense
Princeton University Press, 1978, p. 103: "Soctetytinually alters human nature,
and it may become part of a man's nature to waebdorant.” For this is only an
exaggerated and depressing variant on the mang kihdehumanizing notions that



emerge once one adopts a logic denying the existeingny essentially fixed
biological human nature. It is remarkable and wadhtemplating that on this point—
the denial of human nature—orthodox Marxists amdvibrst of Skinnerian
behaviorists share the same fallacious reasoniggitdethe complete absence of
scientific evidence to support their claims.

shap momenprincipally involved with the reproduction and sdization of people
themselves.

3-As social beings our activity is meaningful omlyinteraction with others (or with an
environment in which the history of others is entet) leading people to elaborate a
collective social and historical identity. This aspof activity encompasses what we
might call thecommunity momemf human behavior.

4-1t is also the case that human activity mustigaized with reference to extension
over time. We are influenced and act in terms difiloaur past and our projected future
and our activity has a relatpdlitical moment-the regulation of what is socially
acceptable (or outlawed) and thus to be encourémgulinished)—aimed at regularizing
outcomes to obtain social stability.

So in general, though particular human activitiesaiten more consciously oriented
toward one of the "spheres" of social life thaneosh every activity can nonetheless be
viewed from each of four angles to reveal in tusneiconomic, kinship, community and
political attributes. In the factory, for exampéetivity is usually thought of in terms of
its economic features, yet workers' personalitresadtered, cultural norms are affected
on the line, and rules are continually elaboravégyed, or broken. In the family, by the
same token, activity is usually conceptualizecemmis of kinship relations yet goods are
consumed and dinners produced, cultural and reiggimrms obeyed or altered, and
political attitudes inculcated. Similar exampleswiltiple effects could be pointed out
within community and political activity, but thesesntial point is clear: the price of
abstracting from the "secondary" moments of adéigsithat are classified to be of "one
particular sphere" is too high to endure in all the most peripheral instances. Each type
activity incorporates all the others—none is isalbde.

So while we often usefully label factory producti@monomic activity," and electoral
involvement "political activity," it is importanbtremember that each process actually
displays all four moments. We can certainly fingrismcipal purpose or defining feature
for any activity and then classify the activity aodingly into one particular sphere for
particular analytic purposes. But in the end wetralwgays retrace our steps and interpret
all activity as fourfold



if we are not to fall into a one-sided, narrow, amuacurate understanding of the full
dynamics of social life.

Four Basic Spheres of Social Involvement

People have material needs and productive capmadiiall societies they will always
and inevitably engage these and this requires amttvyeconomic relationships. This
much we know even before investigation. To knowyéwer, the form these
relationships will take—for example whether theyl Wwe feudal, capitalist or socialist—
requires specific examination. People must alsoodre the species, procreating,
nurturing, and socializing. With diverse sexualdgeand capacities, people must enter
social relationships to fulfill these ends—kinshgtationships—but

"Although the approach we are formulating is quiteetent from the hallmark of most
orthodox Marxism with its priority for a class anebde of production focus, it is
interestingly in tune with the logic of a particutaiticism Marx applied to Proudhon
in thePoverty of Philosophyin theCollected WorksVol. 6, International Publishers,
pp. 16¢-7:

"M. Proudhon considers economic relations as soyreanial phases, engendering
another, resulting one from another like the aasith from the thesis, and realizing in
their logical sequence the impersonal reason ofdmityn The only drawback to this
method is that when he comes to examine a singl@bthese phases, M. Proudhon
cannot explain it without having recourse to a#l tither relations of society; which
relations, however, he has not yet contrived teeadgr by means of his dialectical
movement. When, after that, M. Proudhon, by mea&psi@ reason, proceeds to give
birth to these other phases, he treats them heyfwere new born babes. He forgets
that they are the same age as the first.... Tlerdift limbs of society are converted
into SO many separate societies, following one uperother. How, indeed, could the
single logical formula of movement, of sequencdjrog, explain the structure of
society, in which all relations co-exist simultansly and support one another?"

For this is the critique we have made of econonasih other reductionist approaches
and which we have attempted to transcend by aroapprwe call "totalist.”

whether these will be matriarchal or patriarchaklear or communal, is again a matter
for concrete investigation. As social beings who aad will empathize, who require
self-respect and a social identity, people neciégsarter into communities with shared
customs, languages, and cultural solutions to problof situating themselves in history.
Whether the lines of demarcation between commuwtié be ethnic or racial, religious
or national, and what the character of the comnatinn across these lines will be is
again a matter for investigation in each society @ach epoch. Finally, all societies have
some form of political decision-making institutionecessitated by the conscious and



social nature of human beings. But again, the exast these will take—dictatorial,
democratic, bureaucratic, or participatory—mustliseovered through direct
investigation.

Every society has economic, kinship, political, @edmunity spheres of social
involvement. But why do we divide human activitydasociety along these particular
lines? The critical thing about economic, kinslgplitical, and community activity is that
eachcalls forth complex forms of involvement leadimgtiirn to the development of
elaborate institutional networks having profoungbiications for how we think, what we
feel, and what we are capable of doing in any gaa@riety. Moreover these particular
spheres of social life have generated time and égan important "we/they" distinctions
between people (class, sex/age, race/ nationahic#teligious, and authority divisions)
which are in turn very critical to social reprodoatand social change. Thus, the
argument for focusing on the above four spherézaisthese foci will be most useful in
helping us understand how and why people act gsdbién particular societies, and how
and why there might be qualitative changes.

To avoid mechanical pitfalls, it is critical to te& that each of the four institutional
networks is, when fully extended, made up of theespieces. As in the example of
family and factory abovell of society's institutions ultimately appear in leaetwork.
Yet each network also has its own central and defitkey" institution(s), the
production/consumption, kinship, state, and comtywmits—each of which is in turn
more or less replicated in the more peripheraltirtgins throughout its sphere. Thus,
viewed as a part of the economic network, in ignemic functions the family in

part replicates the factory, viewed as a communatitution the state replicates many
cultural norms and interfaces, viewed as a kinstsptution the factory embodies
familial characteristics, and so on. In essenceyeakok at society from the perspective
of a particular moment of activity, we can sedtalinstitutions as a network. Depending
on our perspective, each time they are clusteregnara different key institution. From
the feminist's viewpoint all society's institutiotisister around the family and are
extensions of kinship requirements. From the ortlixddarxist orientation the factory
and class relation are the hub. For the anardigsstate is featured, and for the
nationalist, the community. But in fact since majwstitutional networks are coextensive
these separate analytic approaches can yield iamgdstitonly incomplete truths about
society. They will fail to discern, among othemiys, important limits upon what kinds
of social relations are historically possible, deda we must now investigate.

Society's Center and Boundary

At the risk of overwhelming the reader with spati@taphors, we will also make use of
the terms "center" and "boundary" to describe ametstand social relationships. By the
human center we mean the people who live withirsthetety including their needs,
powers, personalities, skills and consciousnesghBynstitutional boundary we mean a



society's framework of interconnected social rekewing to organize social activity and
also the natural and human-made material objecistwexist within the society.

The line we draw between these two aspects is iathbg our act of conceptualization
and not intrinsically present in reality. Nonetlsslethe demarcation can prove useful in
analyzing key aspects of social life. It is impattéo note, however, that given our
definition, a society's human center dependbathinnate human characteristics—our
species nature—and also on the historical processexcial development of people's
personalities, consciousness, skills and derivedisieThe center in the United States for
example, consists of our innate attributes but afswocial products—individualism,
sexism, etc.—we embody in our personalities andsie®imilarly, the institutional
boundary depends

upon the natural laws of interaction of materiditeas as well as on the social laws
deriving from the historical formation of these isbanstitutions. The economic system
in the United States is partially dependent onnéai material relationships affecting
production possibilities, etc., and also on sosigtomes and relations governing the
development and operation of specific institutibks our market system. Furthermore,
the market boundary and worker/consumer center defihe and affect each other. In
general then, we expect both center and boundagrlayoa subject (active/initiating) and
also an object (passive/affected) role in histdbmevelopment.

Institutions are defined by conglomerations of abmles which delimit the available
options for behavior if one is to benefit from sdantercourse. For example, to benefit
from the existence of a market one must fill thgitlenate social role of a "buyer” or a
"seller." It should be clear from what we have ssbdut the relation between activity and
human development that the particular role offesiimga given society—first by defining
available activity options, and then second, b ttiefining consciousness and
personality possibilities—Ilargely determine how pleacan live their lives, what they
can achieve, and what limits they must enduregatlfor as long as the role structures
remain in force. Examination of such role offeringgs examination of boundary
relations in economic, kinship, community, and fcdil institutions is therefore a
straightforward route to an understanding of then& implications of any particular
social formation.

Societal Stability

What defines a social formation is its continuitytloe "enduringness” of its main
features. When such continuity exists it is a pobad a complex mesh between
boundary institutional offerings and center humepeetations and also between the
respective institutional/consciousness "pairs'iagisn different spheres, for example
those arising in the economic, kinship, communitgl political activities of daily life.



For a society to be stable people must generappgexand accept (not necessarily
happily) what they get and have to do. On balaweamnust choose activities that are
compatible with society's

role offerings: there must be a "fit" between tluenlan center and the institutional
boundary. Imagine the contrary: society's rolesimecgadvanced formal knowledge but
its citizens are all illiterate; social roles presiequality among all citizens but the
citizens themselves believe some sectors of thalptpn superior and others inferior;
production requires obedience without questiorpgeiple's personalities are highly
rebellious. It is easy to see how any of thesestns would be unstable. A change
would necessarily occur either in people's charaaein the characteristics of their
environment.

But why would people choose behavior that geneiatesated personality traits and
detrimental consciousnesses? Even if this is reddor the human center to "mesh" with
an inherited oppressive institutional boundary,oegainly can't be suggesting that
people intentionally "sacrifice themselves" in theerests of social stability.

No, instead there are incentives. Some are blgtao#rcive, as is the case with many
laws, but the most important are intrinsic to teeywhigh cost of refusing to participate in
society's institutions. The idea is simple. Refusdlehave in accord with society's
accepted roles excludes the individual miscreamhfsocial interaction and from
whatever benefits it may afford. Born into an ingtonal setting inherited from our
predecessors, if we are to enjoy the fruits ofetggihowever objectively meager they
may be) we must fulfill society's role expectatioBst by behaving in this way we
produce character structures that yield a humatecémat conforms to society's
boundary, even should those institutions be oppesBamilies, schools, places of work,
markets, churches and social clubs all involves@le must step into if we are to belong,
and in adopting these we create ourselves as "ouidts.” This is the fundamental
dynamic that "reproduces” societal stability asséonical outcome.

Core Characteristics

To further investigate this dynamic and the issu® interrelations between the four
institutional networks we mentioned earlier, itgeful to employ still another analytic
concept, "core characteristic." A core characterista societal attribute, set of

attributes, relation, or set of relations which hagefining impact upon the lives large
numbers of people are able to lead. It is a feaiuseet of features whidb basicto the
determination of people's interpersonal relatidifespptions, and their demarcation into
social groups. For example, in a particular sodietertain social features were intrinsic
to all relations between men and women and detewsanbasic inequality between them



then these would likely define a core charactexi§they would determine much of what
people are and can be, what needs they perceiveaanilfill, what limits are placed on

their development by social relations and by tb@in consciousness. Core features of

this sort would come to penetrate both a sociegrger and its boundary.

Determining the core characteristics of a socieign empirical process. They cannot be
known a priori. However, we do know in advance thate will be core characteristics
and that they will be present in both center anahidary.” And we can further deduce
that to maintain a condition of relative stabiligny two core characteristics in a given
society must be at least mutually compatible. Kangple, suppose women were
subordinate to men in the family relations of aipatar society but the hierarchy in
economic units placed women above men in incomepametr. Obviously the society
would be simultaneously pushing people in oppatifiections. Moreover, having both a
kinship and an economic moment, every instituti@ula be a seat of this contradiction.
The limits and possibilities imposed by one corarahteristic would be contrary to those
of the other. There would be instability and a @esuch that some kind of conformity
would finally result. Obviously roles and peopleigectations and also institutions of
different kinds in a given society may be frequgtlit of synchronization with one
another. The dynamic we describe is more powedtha disjuncture is greater in
magnitude.

"This theoretical insight, like the one that theraicenter and boundary in any society,
is not really a priori in the Kantian sense; isisiply preinvestigative of any

particular society. The results derive instead from our kmalge of the human
condition and the general requisites of socialdifel social interaction. Here we shall
occasionally use the word "a priori" in just thiayy meaning, in essence, known prior
to any concrete investigation of the society ingjioe. We do this not to confuse the
issue, but because this distinction between whstégally known "a priori" and what
instead requires specific inquiry is often confused

Accommodation and Co-Reproduction

Now we can usefully address the question of thetioels between the institutions and
consciousness associated with the four spheréfe @ictivity. In most historical settings
economic relations beget class divisions, kinsklgtions beget gender divisions, and
community relations beget race, ethnic, nationdl r@tigious divisions. There is no
intention to suggest that class is acultural, comityuwlevoid of sexual content, etc. We
are talking at an abstract level about the prins@ats of certain demarcations, not about
their complete genesis or determination. In ang catien people are divided along these
lines, diverse historical forms of classism, ragisexism, and authoritarianism generally
become core characteristics of the society, anthtr@ved groups become potential
collective agents of historical change.



In a stable social formation, economic requiremeatst severely contradict those
deriving from political, community, or kinship fosnand similarly for all other
permutations. "Can't contradict” is of course tyorgg to be precise. Rather, minor
contradictions continually resolvable by an on-gdix of the social relations are
always present, but stability should be understtodbly to include this low-level of
continual evolutionary alteration. More importathigre can also be significant objective
contradictions between or within spheres which tdamhediately impact on people's
lives and consciousness in ways prompting resaistigvhen they do, however, the
dynamic factors described in these paragraphs aom@lay, and this rather powerful
result applies to the institutional arrangementsdoh sphere and also to the
consciousness people develop from acting withirdhes dictated by those institutions.
You can't have one world view resulting from yoaoeomic activity, and another
generated by your kinship activity, where the twadl pn seriously conflicting directions.
Rather, there must at least be minimal accommaulaiéthout such accommodation the
institutions and consciousness—of one sphere oottier—or both—must change. But
there is no apriori reason to argue that the acoodation in such changes will always
proceed in one direction. For example, there issagon to assume that the economic
sphere is the fundamental "driving force" such thagrything accommodates to the
economic moment which therefore can be presumddnanate in all conflicts.

But it is quite possible that the different momeats more interactive than simple
accommodation. We have already seen that eacle dbtin moments is a potential aspect
of all activity. In this general case each typénstitutional network is involved in
accomplishing functions central to the other nekson addition to its own. So the
factory also socializes when its technology and d#finitions deskill workers and
compel competitive and instrumental relations amibiegn and the state also produces
when it creates highways, missiles, schools, etotléer way of viewing society that
sensitizes us to situations where features ofdberietworks are co-defining and co-
reproductive is to see one single institutionalveek with four different moments and, in
a sense, four different foci. Depending on theadituin we will feel free to employ either
the one network with four moments conceptualizatiothe four networks each with a
principal moment as well as three secondary moneiseptualization. This
complementarity of approach is designed to indoeaeniost complete and all-sided
analysis as well as tools suited to different needs

But what is the difference between "simple accomatiod” and "co-reproduction?"
With accommodation, as we have discussed, it isélyienecessary that the social
hierarchies which evolve in community activity, fostance, are not contradicted by
economic relations, and vice versa. If communiey filaces whites above blacks
institutionally and in consciousness, then econael&tions must honor this asymmetry.
But it is possible that beyond "honoring” this hiehy, economic relations help
reproduce or aggravate the asymmetry. In this ¢asejery definition of




"Couching a theory in more than one formalism hearety of uses. One formulation
may spur innovation more effectively, or have maseful psychological or
philosophical content than another, even as theatwdogically indistinguishable |
their predictive and explanatory content. It mayehsier to find error criticizing one
formulation than another—the error may be isol@gdne "axiom™ in one formalism,
and embedded in many in another; or, on the contoswre may be easier to use and
therefore reveal new capacities of the theory. Thidti-expressability of theory
actually pervades our analysis and is quite comtaanany other disciplines as well.

economic roles and the content of their requisitesld be a function of the racial core
characteristic as well as the class core charatiterAnd in this situation we speak of co-
reproduction and co-definition. Or imagine a socighere economic roles embody
kinship divisions—workers fulfil roles mediated raily by class criteria, but also by
family ones—for example, in the hospital where wartygick up" and "support” as well
as type and clean up. Here it is not simply kimdbiclass requisites that are defining the
division of labor but also patriarchal on&$.

Such a tight fit among the different hierarchieaas inevitable in all societies but is a
real possibility and is one reason we should bg gareful about neatly classifying
institutions into four spheres. For this demargatian blind us to the more complex
determination wherein a set of core characteristiesge to a single social totality, this
totality then being at the root of the definitiohadl institutional and consciousness
relations, rather than only the various parts of tbtality being at root in the different
institutions in turn. Thus, as a hedge againstdtessight, we should try as much as
possible to employ the twofold approach to lookitgociety outlined above.

One of the implications of our understanding emeiigehe following logical sequence,
which in turn provides the context in which the ¢ogitheoretical analyses should be
interpreted. 1) The nuclear family, bourgeois stptvate firm, and nation are each key
institutions in the social network as we view itimn in terms of the social relations of
kinship, politics, economics, and community. 2jphy actual society, as these
institutions and their associated activities inéergtrate, they must also at least
accommodate and may even co-define and co-repro8ocg) none of the four can be
fully understood in isolation from the rest, or in abdion from a particular social
formation with its own history. Thus, 4) there d@nocomprehensivgeneral theory of
abstracted economic, kinship, political, or comnyrelations, nor even of the central
institutions of these types of social involvemesu.5) it follows, at least in our view, that
at most what we can abstractly develop are thealatisights generally relevant to an
activity or institution in the abstract, and alssed of conceptual tools to help in more
specific analyses aimed to generate theory of hhtstorical social relationships. This
will therefore be one of our main aims as we prddedater chapters.



We understand that, in trying to develop terms #flatv us to describe a reality that is
more complex than most orthodox analysts admithawe come up with concepts and
metaphors that are certainly unfamiliar and propalblwieldy. These metaphors do have
a certain internal logic though, and by way of stamyit is useful to describe how they
fit together.

Imagine four spheres—four transparent globes ifwdb—representing a society's
arrangements for dealing with the economic, pdalifikinship, and cultural moments of
activity. The surface of each globe is a map oftadlinstitutions the society has evolved.
On each of these globes one institution become®thus from which others are seen to
eminate as one might see the ocean dominatingoa giiothe earth. The surface maps,
however, are not the whole story of the spheres-elypdine boundaries. Inside each
globe are complex webs connecting the surfacdutisinal arrangements to the center,
which in our scheme represent the human beingselivebs hold the sphere together;
without them, each must alter or explode; withopt@per fit between human center and
institutional boundary a society must change.

But no one of these globes defines the societyadigtall four are necessary, and the
points on one map are located—uwith different naar@sarrangements—on each of the
others. They must be combined, superimposed im&avirgng fashion, to give a true
picture of the whole society. And here again if soeiety is stable, there will be a fit; in a
sense, the oceans on the kinship map will overlagize and shape the oceans on the
political map though water temperatures will bdetégnt and mix. What historical
process created this relative conformity, onlytartstudy of the spheres will reveal.

Finally, we must have features to use in summaygittile nature of the spheres, and in
comparing them to see whether they fit togethehn labthe boundary and at the human
center. These are the core characteristics, anadaga way to core samples of the
earth's crust, only drilled in our globes not a feiles "down, " but all the way through.

Social History: Evolution and Revolution

Human activity is free—it is an outgrowth of thenscious application of human power
to meet human needs. And it is also

not free—it is constrained by the historically begthed institutional boundary and
human center we cannot individually will away. Hermmiman beings are both the subject
and object of historical processes. We apply ouvgre and mold ourselves and our
environments as subjects, and are in turn moldefidiy as objects. When this ongoing
process is sufficiently constrained by the contmirthe status-quo to reproduce the
defining features of those contours over and averhave evolution. Details of life alter
while core characteristics are reproduced essbntinthanged. But when the interplay
between people and their social environments yigldsange in at least one core
characteristic, we call this social revolution. Hueiety is no longer essentially the same.



A new social formation exists, and life's options different. Thus, the Russian
revolution, Chinese revolution, American revolutamd Cuban revolution were all
revolutions in these terms too. But so were thestral revolution, the American Civil
War, and the transition from Victorian to post-\éigan (patriarchal) kinship relations.

Societal reproduction rests on the tendency foplgetm behave in accord with the roles
defined by society's institutions to receive thaddiés of social interaction and from the
rationalizing forces of human consciousness formmathgainst this background there are
also, of course, conscious and sometimes coertfveseby groups of people who are
the relative beneficiaries of existing social stawes to preserve those existing
relationships. Revolutionary social change resttherfact that humans are not infinitely
"malleable” and that the conformity between ceatet boundary in all societies to date
has been to some degree oppressive. All previatistss have rested on the denial of
some subset of human needs and capabilities waiteafby fulfilling others. The "mesh”
between center and boundary has never been wilthctidn: society has always placed a
round peg in a square hole, so to speak, but the@eer entirely loses its resiliency.
There is always at least unconscious individuatitedn, even among those who accept
their place. And against this background thereatan develop conscious efforts by
groups of people who are most aware of their dagiom by existing institutions to
transform them in revolutionary ways. In sum there both relatively automatic
unconscious forces and also conscious human etfogy in pursuit of both social
stability and social change.

To translate these general tendencies into conaretlyses of actual historical
experiences is an empirical task. But there areesointher things we can conclude about
revolution that are applicable to most social faiores. A revolution occurs 1) when
there is a contradiction which either cannot bappears unable to be overcome without
alteration of at least one of society's core charetics, and 2) when this contradiction is
overcome by human agents who succeed in effeaisigsjch a transformation. In other
words, there are two issues: there must be a degpadiction and it must be translated
into effective human activity. The type of contretchn which can generate such an
outcome is not completely specifiable in advancg we know it must involve society's
core characteristics as well as social groups dadlieing historical agents.

There is no particular need to discuss here tHerdiit kinds of contradictions as well as
the different forms they might take in differentsaies since we will continually address
the issue in later chapters. But who can we exjpdot the agents of social revolution
who will transform social institutions and normsfi¢g core characteristics determine
life possibilities, and since contradictions foaliseound core characteristics are central
to social change, we expect precisely those grdefised by core characteristics to be
critical actors in social change. Thus a crucigks to identify people according to the
different places they occupy with respect to sgtsetore characteristics. Contradictions
which cause arousal of needs society can't meeleing expectations inconsistent
with role offerings, delegitimation of institutiohstructures, or other similar disjunctures



can cause these social groups to undertake ralebictivity which can in turn fuel the
awakening historical process. Thus, for examplé) vaspect to the economy the
definition of classes should be undertaken in lgfthis kind of process and of the need
to delimit the actors who could become cruciatteand similarly for locating critical
groups defined by political, kinship, and commuratfivity. The purpose in mind, that
is, when we develop concepts which demarcate oeggtaiups within society, is that of
locating and understanding potential agents obhsl struggle and change.

The main distinction between our approach anddhatore orthodox Marxists about
revolutionary agents should be fairly clear.

In the orthodoxy, economic relations are most hasionomic contradictions most
critical to social struggle and change, and theeeézonomic classes are the most
important collective agents of revolution. In oigw, beyond economics, kinship,
community, and politics are also central to socke@nge. So not only class but also kin,
race, national, religious, ethnic, and politicalisions can yield groups with critical
revolutionary roles. For example, the division ebple into party and non-party
members, men and women, or blacks and whites @utécome critical just as the
division of economic actors into capitalists andkess can.

However, beyond broadening the focus with respetdntifying important collective
actors, we also differ from the orthodoxy in oudarstanding of class relations
themselves. And though this will be elaborated utmgreater detail later, an
introductory discussion must appear here as a @siertain assertions to be made in
chapter three.

Where orthodox Marxists focus their attention omevehip in determining class
relations, we address all differences in economi@sons sufficient to generate
differences in world views, values, motivationsd akills as well as incomes which pit
groups against one another in ways relevant tonpiate for social change and possible
economic transformation. This leads us to addrggsehces in the quality and type of
work, as well as in the character and quantityeafiuneration. In particular we identify a
"new class" of "coordinators": individuals who has@nsiderable control over their work
and often the work of others, who have substagt@iater incomes than workers and
also substantially more status due to greater ajieil and general social knowledge,
and whose work is largely conceptual rather thatetionary. Members of this new
coordinator class include managers, engineerssacidl planners, philosophers,
ministers, and "intellectuals” of diverse typesdencapitalism this class is between and
in certain ways opposed to both capital and labdr as we shall see, in societies which
call themselves socialist, this class often attaid®minant economic position.

The Problem of Social Transformation



For one reason or another a society that was prelyjictable enters a period of
instability and revolutionary upheaval. Before

there was a social formation with considerable eonity between boundary and the
center, and between the relationships in diffepeimary spheres of social activity.
During the period of transformation this meshingotiety's core aspects unravels and
contradictions become paramount. Struggle betwaansg agents ensues—some groups
seek to reenact the stability that had previousigned, others seek to overturn prior
norms and establish new core characteristics itegbf new social relationships in one
or more major institutional networks. But whathgte is more than one new direction to
travel? What if the period of flux can have morartlone outcome, can lead to changes
ushering in more than one new organization foretg@i Then, the period of struggle can
become quite complex. Rather than a simple dichptoetween forces of reaction and
forces of change, there can be forces seekiffgrent typeof change. In this case,
confusion may arise. People desiring one typetefaion may act in ways conducive to
another. In our second volume we will investigateialist possibilities for advanced
capitalist societies. But we will also addresshbéatage of social transformations in

some countries which underwent amtapitalist revolutions while having relatively

underdeveloped, nemndustrialized economies: the Soviet Union, Charaj Cuba. In

each of these countries the initial conditions wdifierent. And for all of them there
were considerable differences from the kinds ofdititons we may anticipate in a
country like the United States when we embark uperconstruction of a new social
formation. In the "first world" as compared to thieird world" there are very different
levels of industrialization, different political hiages and political institutions, and
different kinship and community forms. It is qugessible that while certain options are
foreclosed by under-industrialization or a genesalilack of literacy and technical skills
among the populace of one society, they are prégeanother, different on@nd vice
versa  In these volumes we will try to develop an underding of the processes in the
three countries mentioned above, of the movemsmtgesses and

"In particular, it is interesting to notice one dbsadvantage that may hold for the
non-industrialized countries as compared to, faneple, the United States, should
each "decide" to embark on a path toward a trueksm. For if such a society wibe
characterized by self-management, social solidaaitg diversity of cultural and
social forms—and therefore,

failures, of the forces favoring socialist outcoraesl of those favoring something else
entirely and of their respective accomplishments. Bhile we will specifically address
the situations of these three countries in thein oight, we will also seek lessons that



bear upon the likely future situation of indust@et societies to help develop a
reasonable model of socialism as it may be enaetedr own future.

A Totalist Approach to Social Theory

In the totalist perspective there are four prireigbheres of human activity and
institutional relations—the political, economic,nemunity, and kinship spheres. In a
given society these all exist together in a sirsgleial formation and are therefore
intricately interrelated. Furthermore, the four s@s have the same elementary
components and roots: individual people with tipairticular diverse needs and potentials
and also institutions and their social role streesu This sharing of elements and the
same social space and time means that the chastictbratures of each sphere must
minimally accommodate to one another's dictatesnaawg reproduce one another's basic
features. They are actually manifestations of #raestotality of entwined phenomena.

This fourfold character of social divisions maylwelerstood as a product of the fourfold
character of human needs we all share due to @arespnature. We have economic
needs related to the provision of sustenance amhenaf survival, kin needs associated
with reproduction and sexual/emotional requiremerdsnmunity needs arising from
desires to understand our situations and evolvalsdentities; and political needs
deriving from our social and

by an architecture, technology, and distributiomesfources suited to equity, human
scale, dispersal of control, etc.—it is possibk the transformation from agricultural
"underdevelopment" to this new organization wilt naly prove relatively simpler
than industrialization on a Western or Soviet mpdehay even, as Mao Tsetung was
perhaps intimating, prove simpler than would tla@s$formation fron
industrialized/massified forms to a real sociaisérnative. The Marxist catch-22
however, may be that the creation and productiche@hew socialist technologies
will require the industrial know-how and capacit@ghe industrial infrastructures
even if this creation may be their last act.

praxis natures and their implications for estalotighregularity and clarity of norms of
activity. But, in fact, as the expression of ang @f these needs is always entwined with
the presence and expression of the others, stvéoiar different types of activity are
also always carried out in context of one another.

But doesn't the fact that each type of activitgnswined with, co-defining of, and
sharing aspects of all other types mean that wil@nalyze society from the angle of
any one type and yet arrive at an understandiradl édur? Imagine someone beginning
with the community orientation. Society is seema@®mpendium of communities each
defined by the interrelations of its own group witirious other groups, and by the role
structures of the community institutions it hasleed. The definition of community



would be enlarged to include the collective elaboreof solutions tall kinds of
interpersonal and collective social problems sastns between men and women,
minorities, classes, and political elements collbadiscerned as different
manifestations of community relations. But would #nalyst recognizal sidesof the
less cultural and more economic, sexual, or paliticoments of society's different
activities? Likewise, the anarchist using only pod®isions, or the orthodox Marxist
focusing on only class divisions, or the feminisipdasizing only kinship divisions must
answer the same question.

It is possible that there istimelessontological reason why a fourfold approach to
understanding society cannot be dispensed with Byesomeone who is especially adept
at a rich single sphere approach. Whether thiziesdr not, however, we believe there
are definitely strong ontological and epistemolagieasons to prevent any singlefold
approach from being penetrating enough to peradisdes of all social relations.
Basically, the fact that we all grow up and learnhink in societies that are multiply
fragmented in ways affecting not only our matesaigial, and psychological interests,
but also our very ways of looking at, understandargl framing theoretical questions
and concepts means that we each embody diversshrasur thinking, and these biases
will only be aggravated should we employ a theohyolw runs the risk of being similarly
myopic. This is one critical reason why we haveaiarhthe need to elaborate a theory
with a fourfold orientation. There is also an indita relation between the structure of our
concepts and the

ultimate intellectual framework they compose ondhe hand, and our activities,
movement structures, and dispositions toward ooéhanon the other. Single focus
theories employed by citizens of societies thaetaurfold frameworks of core
characteristics won't yield solidarity nor presemvetual autonomy for diverse groups.
Yet these complementary aims must be accomplislithihvthe same revolutionary
process if we are to attain socialism. The kintbtdlist theory we have argued for is,
however, consistent with this sort of strategigecb

Ecology and Method: A Case Study

To see some of the benefits of the approach wpraposing consider different
possibilities for developing an ecological analyaisl program relevant to modern
society. Among leftists, the orthodox Marxist vajpproach the problem from the
orientation of class division and capitalist motiwa. The culprit is twofold—on the one
hand the capitalist's drive to employ all meanssjiibs for enlarging profit and on the
other the capitalist's relative obtuseness toudltie most crass economic calculations.
For the former compulsion pressures the capitalisbnsider strip mining, dumping
wastes, and risky and polluting ventures, andalter ensures that no inhibitions about
human well-being will stem the tide of such dedimgcprofit-seekng. What will be
absent from the analysis, however, is attentiaegoes of the qualitative side of
ecological balance and, as a result, upon attajpawger the orthodox Marxist is likely to



pursue "expansion of the forces of production"qonadly ecologically devestating ways.
A feminist approaching matters of ecology will likelevelop an analysis stressing the
"male mentality” which sees nature as somethirgettmastered” with no attention to
the consequences. Similarly, community analyse$infiagus attention on the way
nature is treated as only a "thing," thereby ali@gat of its importance in the biological
and cultural scheme of life. Finally, an anarcigdikely to stress the authoritarian
moment of ecological destruction and its relatiohierarchical forms and mindsets.

Each approach has insights and power lacking inafthe others. But due to
narrowness, each approach alone is susceptabtalydb errors of ommission but even
to the commission of faults on a par with thosenbeaihallenged—uwitness the results of

orthodox Marxist hegemony in the Eastern countfeshaps most important, in seeking
to develop strategies for ecological movementd) esientation alone will prove
insufficient. The problem is that programs worked with a particular viewpoint will be
insensitive to other non-focused roots of ecoldgidanes and also to the multiplicity of
factors essential to keeping a powerful movemdettfe in a fourfold core
characterized society. The alternative we suggeia totalist approach which would ask
how do class, political, kinship, and communityateinships help to determine
ecological contours and how must movements foroggchl change encompass the
lessons of analysis from all four angles simultarség? Obviously this is not the place to
do such an analysis. But it should be evident tipfeewho have been active in
ecological struggles that failures to adequateljyeustand simultaneously class, political,
sexual, and community factors relating to ecoldgiestruction and to the formation of
social movements have frequently been even moae ahpediment to success than the
admittedly substantial defensive efforts of majoliygers and the state.

What are the implications of this totalist approfmhfurther theoretical work and for
major questions facing socialists? Without previepthe lessons of each chapter to
come, perhaps a few points should be made hereeong overall implications that will
emerge rully only in context of the whole study are undertaking. First, the idea of
categorizing societies economically (or along athepsingle axis) will be seriously
undermined. It will become clear that one canngtasaociety has this or that kind of
economic network and claim to thereby have undedstnd classified it. Instead, we
will see that every society has four intertwinetiwaeks of institutions and spheres of
social life which must each be described. Likewikeugh these spheres will affect one
another's historical alterations, they need noagéxchange simultaneously. While basic
alterations of any given sphere will usually leadbasic change in other spheres or be
reversed by the lack of alteration of other spharesther instances major alterations in
one set of dynamics may cause only minor changesvikre. In either case, a simple
stage theory of history is rendered obsolete. Mogortant, the idea of laws of motion
of a particular sphere, while certainly valid angpbrtant, cannot be mistaken for the
idea of laws of motion for a whole society. In adumh, due to social connectivity,



laws of motion for an abstracted sphere, for examgapitalist economic relations, will
have to be given less weight. Logical analysesohemic tendencies abstracting from
politics, community, or kinship can yield importansights, to be sure. But they will also
yield results which may need to be reevaluated vdtleer relations are taken into
account and likewise fail to reveal relations twa important only due to the interface of
economics with these other social spheres.

Program of Analysis and Evaluation

The main aim oMarxism and Socialist Theorg to elaborate a theory suitable for
analyzing the societies that call themselves sstialit are not, and for formulating a
desirable socialist vision for implementation ie tinited States. In this chapter we have
presented the main outlines of such a theory.

With regard to analysis this theory presents ardiganction. In any society we should
begin by investigating the features of center amahlolary in each of the four primary
spheres of life activity: economics, politics, Kiifs and community. We should try to
understand the nature of the four interrelatedtutginal networks, their role offerings,
and the associated personalities, consciousnells, akd perceived needs people have.
We should identify the core characteristics an@weine their effects upon quality of
life. We should determine the kind of connectioasA®en the four spheres: simple
accomodation, co-reproduction, or some varianhe$¢ possibilities. Last, we should
address the society's historical characteristidsatiias been its evolution? What are the
stabilizing forces, what are the contradictionsatdre the social groups that are
potential agents of change or reaction? What ib#h@nce between unconscious and
conscious forces in stabilizing and destabilizing $ociety, and what is the overall
balance of strength between reproductive and révolary tendencies?

But while we have given some arguments for thigg@m, we have said relatively little
to motivate its choice in place of more familiapepaches. Furthermore, we have only
elaborated the most general contours of the th&uhat does this abstract framework
tell us about specific economic institutions or @@al families?

Before we can usefully employ it to understandhistorical experience of anti-capitalist
revolutions or to guide us in elaborating a visodiiow a socialist United States might
be structured, it will have to be substantialljefil out.

In the following four chapters by contrasting orarhework with that of other leftists we
simultaneously make a case that our approach edsh gtiiginal insights the other
theories obscure, and also fill out the totaligirapch so that a more exacting analytic
process can begin. But when we finally addressStheet, Chinese, and Cuban



experiences in Volume Two, and elaborate our owdetsoof socialist institutions and
relations, analysis alone will not be sufficienteWill need to be evaluative as well.

What do we feel about "existing socialism" andralsive models? The problem of
evaluation must be taken up first from the pergpeaf human fulfillment. Most simply,

a society is more desirable the more it promot#glfioent of human needs and
enrichment of human capabilities. However, manydeesnd capabilities are social
products. We must therefore look not only at whethsociety allows people to meet
expressed needs, but at the conditions which govkat needs will "speak out.” We

need to assess not only whether people's arousedtiads are elaborated into positive
social outcomes, but also whether the best poteratia being expressed. In short, a good
society must not only allow and help its citizensemntheir aroused needs, it must also
allow the continual development of needs and of énucapacities that are most
beneficial to its citizenry. But it is not enoudtat there be a momentary process suited to
meeting needs and fulfilling potentials. Ratherryag this process through over and
over must reproduce the desirable conditions on evdance them.

Evaluation requires, therefore, that we addressaheitions which give rise to needs
and capabilities in a society, the conditions wideltermine whether needs are met and
capabilities developed and enlarged, and the dyssawinich govern whether the
situation continually reproduces in ways which @age the desirability of outcomes or,
if, on the contrary, short-run positive accompligmts betoken longer-run oppressive
setbacks.

In our view once we lay a set of concrete "goodstap of this set of general insights
into welfare relations, we are in a position to makaluative judgements. The goods we
seek to assess—do they

emerge, are they enacted, can they prevail—areatike sef management, variety of

social outcomes, and human solidarity. It seemst@nd we have argued this elsewhere,
0 that these three aims encompass most others whitalists find worthy. They arise
from our understanding of human beings as innaetyal, historical, and beings of

praxis.

Thus it is our contention that at a minimum, hum@asst live in a situation of collective
self-management, diverse life options and outcomed,communal solidarity if they are
to meet their innate needs and elaborate theiviohail and collective potentials to the
fullest. There is no existent proof for such areassn, though it should certainly not be
foreign for most socialists, and will be shownwasproceed, to conform nicely with our
analytic insights and political aims. That the ditaneous fulfilment of these three
criteria is possible in a single social formatieraimain premise of this study and will be
argued throughout. That existing societies whiokehdeemed themselves socialist have
institutional forms which don't allow fulfillmentfahese three criteria, and which in fact
militate against their fulfilment, will be anothprimary focus of our attention.



THREE:
POLITICS AND HISTORY

"Incapacity of the masses." What a tool for alllexprs and dominators, past, present,
and future, and especially for the modern aspieingjavers, whatever their insignia.
...This is a point on which reactionaries of alloce are in perfect agreement with the
‘communists.' And this agreement is exceedinglgiBegant.

Voline

What do we mean by "political activity"? What ahe brigins and functions of the state?
What is the role of political activity in the reghaction and/or transformation of social
relations in other social spheres, and vice vev¥da® Rousseau right when he said: "The
moment a people allows itself to be representednb longer free: it no longer exists"?
When Marxists debate the "instrumental” versus'streictural” theory of the state, is
either protagonist correct? Does the political splpday a more critical role than the
economy in determining the character of everydayifi the Soviet Union and Eastern
Europe? Is the bureaucracy a new ruling classljtePé

These are questions we must answer in contexbaojad analysis of political activity
and political institutions. We will begin at the st@bstract level with a discussion of
political activity itself. This done, we addressivas orthodox Marxist theories of the
state showing the differences between these vied®ar own. We attempt to resolve
confusion concerning relations between the econamicpolitical spheres, and briefly
elaborate our own theory of the capitalist staté @ints relations to the other prominant
institutions of capitalist life. We analyse the isbcelations of democratic centralism and
bureaucracy, and the relationship between the auaiat mode of production and the
bureaucratic state in advanced non-capitalist sesieFinally, we will suggest a program
for evaluating the Soviet, Chinese, and Cubanipaliexperiences and for envisioning
socialist political forms suitable for the Uniteth&s.

A Theory of Political Activity

The difficult task of defining "political activityl's eased somewhat when we remember it
is neither necessary nor even desirable to aireXolusiveness. We have already argued
that activity which is predominantly political witequently involve other moments, and
that other activity will frequently exhibit a pattl moment. Therefore, we want a broad
definition that captures the political aspect ofawvthe state does, what opponents of the
state do, what political parties and voters do, e well as the political features of other
spheres.



Certainly the elaborate processes of making anoreinfy laws are "political.” So are the
processes of formulating and winning backing fari@lonorms, societal visions, as well

as more specific social programs and "politicaitfgrms. But the activities of law

breakers, opposition parties, and revolutionanesaéso "political.” The common theme
pervading all these activities is social coordimati-developing social coherence in the
presence of opposed interests and ideas—and ojppasitany particular formula for
doing so.

So how do we embody all this in a single definidPolitical activity is creating or
implementing, obeying or resisting political regidas or programs, and reproducing or
disrupting conditions suitable for this behavioh&\¥e a political regulation defines
permissable behavior to mitigate discord and pm@wgiocial coordination. And a political
program is a more comprehensive plan composedoirdber of political regulations and
might include creation of formal political institahs. Political activity is to be found
wherever social coordination or cohesion wouldotmur without it.

Can we further delineate the components of poliicivity? Like most commentators,
we see a legislative aspect—the determinationgflagions and of the character of
political programs—as well as an executive aspecterned with their implementation.
There could also be a separate judicial, or inegige aspect, though this divorce of
functions is not intrinsically necessary. Thereniswever, another essential though less
recognized component of political activity: detemation of thetypeof coordination the
state is to achieve through its legislative and

executive acts—the establishment of social normmobicy aims. This component may
occur jointly with legislative determinations, @parately in a prior process. It could take
place in the legislative chambers, in the "polioffices of the executive organs
themselves, in party policy meetings, or in specthmissions or "think tanks."

Defined in this way, political activity will gendip embody economic, kinship, and
community moments and politics will penetrate tHele society, but this has already
been discussed. Here we begin by looking at thearktof political institutions any
society must have.

A political network is necessary because a soaseiyt just a conglomeration of people
in one place, but a coordinated union of theinatatis. Furthermore, the fully extended
political network may conceivably overlap the ecming kinship, and community
networks. For example, in different societies tbitigal function may have been
accomplished by a tribal structure which was at@dentral institution of the kinship
network and perhaps of the community and econoetiwarks as well. This would be a
stateless society, though not an apolitical one."state" certainly entails an institution
whosemain functionis political, and this would be absent in thibatisociety. With Hal
Draper we might say that this society has a "praitpal formation" serving the

political function or, more in tune with our ownrfoulation, we could simply say that



there is a political network but its key institutics the same as the key institution of
another spheré.In either interpretation there is a political netwand a key institution
or set of institutions which determine coordinatitagislation, execution, and perhaps
interpretation. There is a political moment to gy, a political realm of life, and a
network of political institutions.

"For a full elaboration of this idea see Paul Jos#ptacks in the EmpireSouth End
Press, 1981.

“There is no assertion here about "tribal sociefiegjeneral nor about the complexity
of any tribal political forms. For example, in tbeS. the Iroquois Confederacy wasl/is
tribal but was also politically complex enough tima direct adaptation of its
essentials by Benjamin Franklin, et al. as a Hasithe U.S. state/governmental
structure. As this "new U.S. apparatus” was pugaitytthe most advanced of its time,
one wonders about the Iroquis who, without berafthe "civilizing effect” of
traditional

Political activity always entails an accumulatidrirdormation about society's diverse
groups and their needs, about society's institataord the constraints they impose on
decisions, about individual consciousness and needsmaterials needed for execution.
That is, political activity has human, social, andterial components each of which enter
and may be reproduced intact or altered in theipaliprocess.

Not there at first, there later, when and how dbesstate emerge as the key political
institution? A prevalent and very plausible ansgagys that evolving differences between
social groups at some point necessitated the eliborof a separate institution capable
of more detached and also more coercive intervettigenerate coordination among
hostile actors. Usually this view is proposed byriikts urging that the roots were class
differences, and that therefore the state ha@dtsrin economic dynamicsBut of

course, why couldn't the groups with contradictotgrests have been men and women?
™ Or perhaps the state emerged as a necessary tot#retribal struggle.” Or, perhaps

the state arose to mediate conflicts between thlagéng different roles in the pretate

political sphere itself? Couldn't tribal eldersreligious leaders have hammered out such
domineeringolitical roles and interests that they had to elaboratsttte to defend
these and also to

industrial economic forms, had been using thistjali form's essential attributes for
centuries. The critique of "mechanical materialismplicit in these facts is worth
noting.

"Engels is the prime example of this. Eng&lse Origin of Private Propertyhe
Family, and the Statelnternational Publishers, p. 31. "Because thie steose from tt
need to hold class antagonisms in check, but bedaasose at the same time in the
midst of the conflict of these classes, it is, asla, the state of the most powerful,



economically dominant class, which, through the iomadof the state, becomes also
the political dominant class, and thus acquires maans of holding down and
exploiting the oppressed class."

” Gayle Rubin suggests this at the close of her e&$hg Traffic in Women," in Rayna
Reiter,Toward an Anthropology of Womeavonthly Review Press, 1978.

™ It seems that the Iroquois may provide a histoiiitstiance of such a process:
combining tribes within cultural commonality asefehse and rationalizing
male/female relations engender ever more sophistiqaolitical structures eventually
requiring a state.

mediate growing discord between themselves and gtoeps in their tribes? This would
allow a theory of the origins of the state basegwrely political dynamics. All of these
"stories"” represent possible explanations for #meegis of the state. Perhaps one or the
other actually occurred, perhaps a combinationfhmiturrent preoccupation with
resolution of the truth of thigenesiss exaggerated. For even if the state was a ptoduc
not only of political dynamics—and after all, it svaecessarily partially a product of the
development of the proto-political network—but atfeeconomic, kin, or tribal
dynamics, this has only limited significance. Whateinsights such knowledge might
provide, it would not imply anything definitive abioa permanent causal relationship
running in predominantly one direction between ohthese other social spheres and the
political realm.

The State as an Organic Part of Society
Consider the following quotation from Hegel:

The limbs and organs of an organic body are noelyngrart of it: it is only in this unity
that they are what they are, and they are unquedily affected by that unity, as they
also in turn affect it. These limbs and organs bezmere parts only when they pass
under the hand of the anatomist, whose occupdii®it,remembered, is not with the
living body but with the corpsé.

To view the state outside society as a whole #ag the role of anatomist. This need not
display a concern solely for the corpse if the gstak aware of the abstraction and its
associated dangers. Study of the dissected hedrilnges to knowledge of the heart in
the body but only if it is undertaken in light aher studies and informed by broader
knowledge than that obtained by isolated viewirgng&ich more so with a social
organism where each "limb" does not only its owm jout contributes more or less
directly to the work of all the others. The stagolitical, but also engages in economic
activity like building roads and regulating pric@$ie existence of each aspect is co-
extensive with the existence of others. It makeserse to speak a priori of a permanent
hierarchy between different spheres of activityodgh at a particular moment the state
might play a more central role in



societal changes, or the economy might at anotloenent; viewed over a span of time it
becomes clear that all four central realms aréatfito social evolution.

Engels said, "The state is a product of society@rtain stage of development, it is the
admission that this society has become entanglad insoluble contradiction with itself,
that it is cleft into irreconcilable antagonismsigthit is powerless to dispell®In our
interpretation: the society has evolved to the paimere the task of coordinating

conflicts between disparate groups and institutionatradictions can no longer be
effectively carried out by a set of institutionsage main aim lies elsewhere, for example
by tribes or families. Instead, a more politicdthgused institution, the state, is necessary.
But even though Engels proceeds to insist thaatii@gonisms are class antagonisms, his
statement which we endorse above does not imptythbastate is solely a creation of
class struggle, or that it exists simply as a dlask mediator, enforcer, or anything else
of the sort?

So with the development of sufficient social antagms the state evolves as the key
institution of the political sphere. There can lsecomprehensive theory of the state
across social formations for two reasons: staies &nom different kinds of social
conflicts, and their features depend significantiythe "social totality. " Though there is
a specific "political dynamic" associated with ealiffierent type of state—monarchy,
electoral democracy, dictatorship, and participatt@mocracy—this is always textured
by the character of other social spheres. "Juteasapitalist form of production does not
exist for the sake of exploitation but for the saksocial production and yet represents
the exploitation of the worker, so too the statedspresent for the sake of political
oppression but for the sake of regulating the $aatality, and yet is an organ of political
oppression.” As Mihaly Vajda continues, the statgemders "a form of oppression quite
distinct from class [kin and community] oppressidsut is nonetheless entwined with
these. To be fully understood any particular statst therefore be studied in its
interaction with other social spheres which it bioiftuences and is influenced by. Yet
for certain less comprehensive purposes diffeygred of states, or even the "state-in-
general” may be usefully studied in the abstract.

A valid general conclusion, for example, is thatt péany state's activity is always
recreating the conditions of itevn political dominance. "The state bureaucracy which
wants to maintain the existing form of politicalvper because it is itswn power, will
suppress every movement that protests againgpamisr."® One mode for
accomplishing this is coercive: the state initigieralties and backs prohibitions with
judgement and coercive retribution. But this is thet only technique. State activity
creates a climate of obedience, and its own legitynThis is accomplished by various
means including subterfuge, mystification, and npmilazing knowledge, but also by
"serving the people" at least well enough to "tdleeedge off" major shortcomings
which could otherwise generate serious opposiilibie. state as a vehicle of social



welfare is the outcome of this last function: ifpies an active, positive role, though
highly circumscribed to be sure.

With respect to the economy, for example, the stétenediate conflicts within and
between classes, ameliorate the effects of econdysitinctions, and clean up after
economic processes insofar as their products grarirsocially disruptive. Of course by
the logic of accommodation we know that even ifgtage’s hierarchy were separate from
the economy's (which is not very likely), it wouldt significantly contradict it if the
society were even minimally stable. The social redime determinations of the state will
therefore, by different dynamics in different epsemd social formations, continually
resolve economic contradictions to favor the "rgl@conomic classes”; just as, for that
matter, the economic activity of these classeshelp reproduce the state in ways suited
to the maintenance of the social positiontefeading elements. Specifically, under
capitalism state subsidies to corporations, sfaeding to enhance accumulation,
political strike breaking, and arresting and hoagddf dissidents are all examples of
such programs that reproduce the state hierarctactnOn the other hand, the state
sometimes responds to working class anger by respgto demands for unemployment
insurance, restricted workday, minimum wage, edoldgegulations, and work rules
reforms. The same general pattern emerges witlecesp societal divisions stemming
from kinship and community activity. For exampleg tstate may institute different kinds
of marriage laws, or may pass important rape, aiyoreform, or equal rights

laws in response to women's struggles. The stayeem@ude minorities from political
franchise, restrict their right to property andefiem of movement, or respond to their
militance with partial legal reforms and even affative action programs. Likewise as
the state hierarchy will at least accord with tless divisions within society, so it will
accord with sexual and community divisions plaaimgn and members of dominant
community groups at the top.

However, within political activity itself, and imé fulfillment of its own functions, the
state elaborates not only a division between tlcoseeiving and those executing
political activity, but also divisions between péoflling different roles inside state
institutions. These can yield social groups whasimeeds and perspectives and act
together in struggles within the state and strugbktween the state and the rest of
society. It can lead to social groups which mayniygortant to recognize if we are to
understand and try to change a particular sodietlyexample, there can be diverse
bureaucratic alignments within the state appariédei—the defense department, the
judiciary, HEW, the energy bureau—and there magdigical party allegiances,
military allegiances, and the like. The important¢hese demarcations is borne out by
historical analyses of recent events in such casés Chile, Peru, South Korea,
Portugal, and China. The problem isn't that otimadyssts don't address party, faction, and
military allegiances, and divisions within the stapparatuses and bureaus—practical
necessity enforces such analyses—but that mostidiaidon't provide us with a
framework for doing this clearly and precisely. Ratthan taking the initiative in this



kind of political analysistheseMarxists must be driven to it like cows reluctamteave
their greener economic pastures.

"A quotation from Leon Trotsky's later theoreticaink makes our point graphically.
Fetishizing a (misunderstood) analysis of "decliiiaconomic relations, he is even
drawn to blur the importance of a distinction beswélitler's state, and those of
bourgeois democracies: "Naturally there existdfardince between the political
regimes in bourgeois society just as there isfardifice in comfort between various
cars in a railway train. But when the whole trampliunging into an abyss [and for
Trotsky and or orthodox or fatalist Marxists, itmalst always is] the distinction
between decaying democracy and murderous fascism

Political activity also tends to involve a very iofpant separation of conceptual and
executionary functions, the former involving desitive latter implementation. Both the

social normative and the legislative moments of politaetivity are largely conceptual.

The executive branch is generally involved in bathceptual and executionary activity.
Then of course, the population at large simply et political directives.

The parallel to our earlier discussion of the exist of a coordinator class in capitalism
and to its particularly important role in conceptaetivity in advanced non-capitalist
societies is quite intentional. The distinction aefhexists in the political sphere between
conceivers and executors and in the economic syiiedneeen coordinators and workers
is quite gnalogous, a fact whose implications wiestudy further in this and the next
chapter.

The last point in this section is analytic andtstgéc at once. In a society where the key
economic and political institutions were one, itubseem thagithera political theory
or an economic theory, a politically centered siggtor an economically centered
strategy could serve as a revolutionary vehicld.iBie two key institutions weren't
identical and if one were causally subordinate, ldiatithe approach centering on the
dominant institutions be valid, while the other isimg on the subordinate institutions

would be il conceived ?

disappears in the face of the collapse of theentpitalist systemTrotsky and
Fatalistic Marxism Geoff Hodgson, Spokesman Books, London, 19754p.

"As we have said, in a particular society the cépivéitical and economic institutions
could be the same. But under capitalism they areRerhaps the reason for this is
the appearance of the market and capital/labotisalas regulatory institutions
diminishes (without eliminating) the importancetioé mental/manual,
conceptual/executionary division in the economgreby calling into being a special
separate institution specifically geared to thission of tasks and thereby better able



to coordinate the rest of social life and evendgbenomy, as needed. Thus we have
another genesis hypothesis concerning the sepsediée this time rooted not solely in
the existence of antagonisms, but also in theriaidd the institutions of the economic
sphere to be able to politically mediate thesegoisms. In any case, the idea can be
pushed from uncovering the beginning of the autongstate under capitalism
predicting the

This reasoning is false. Were the two key institosi one, it would nonetheless be false
that the political and the economic had become thra the political moment and the
economic moment, the political sphere and the emamnephere, political divisions and
class divisions were one. The dynamics of soc@la@uction and change would be
encompassed not by one or the other, but still bplyoth Similarly were one sphere
causally more influential and dominant in a currgmtial formation, that would not
preclude transformation to a new formation in whicé subordinate sphere achieved
dominance. In this case, excessive emphasis gorévéously dominant sphere alone
could easily confuse all calculations about how\alution was going to change the
character of society. In short no matter which d¢torks hold empirically societies have
at least four spheres critical to the nature oif thecial formation. Attention to all four is
well advised in any attempt at understanding afidencing social change. Any partial
approach entails risk of serious error by deletMareover, a partial approach consigns
either the "most important” economic or politicatwork, to a weakened analysis. For
no sphere can be fully understood except in cortdkttte entire social formation where it
appears.

The Political Sphere and Social Change

We have already discussed the general ideas tbial shange can be either evolutionary
or revolutionary and that social formations invoimgicate ties between different
institutional networks each emblematic of a différephere of social activity.
Considering the political sphere and the state, mght social changes come about?

character of its possible demise as well. For thertbrow of the capital /labor relatic
and the elimination of the market as regulator dqave the way for the economic
network and the political network to "rotate" angwthat once again their key
institutions would overlap, precisely as the kegremmic institutions came to depend
ever more completely upon the conceptual/executjodiatinction rather than the
capital/labor one and the market.

The regular operation of political institutions @wiead to small difficulties or
opportunities for improvement in social relatiowsrious laws might be amended, the
CIA could be reformed, or a new department of epergated. Most of the time such



changes will not involve any substantial disruptodrconformity between political center
and boundary, nor between the political and otpbeses of society. The changes will be
evolutionary, recreating the defining charactessstf society.

Occasionally however, sequences of such changéd engender severe contradictions.
Politically defined groups might be subjected tavmele requirements, throwing their
allegiance to the whole political system into dout, the growth of a bureaucracy
suited at each step to tasks elaborated by thimstititional relations, could slowly
create anewsector with such divergent interests that theytraugport revolutionary

changes. Often times the development of militapyaaptuses leading to "left" or right

wing political revolutions have such a characted aome would characterize Bolshevik
"socialist bureaucratic processes" in this way al: Wwhe new political form creates a
bureaucratic elite which then bends all of socieitystitutions to its own purposés.

Another more frequent cause of change in the palisphere, is the need for that sphere
to be in conformity with economic, kinship, and gomity developments. This would
most often be a matter of evolving with core chemastics intact. But evolutionary
changes in another sphere, say the economy, claadagice the economy and polity out
of synchronization. Indeed, this is precisely wimainy people think is happening in
modern advanced capitalist societies, and partiguitathe United States:

They argue (and we agree) that there is a contradiwithin the capitalist state between
its legitimation role and its role in assisting romic accumulation. Insofar as the state
aims to improve and foster conditions of capitadistumulation it may lose its ability to
win the respect of the broader populace and tefber reproduce the conditions of its
own existence. On the other hand, insofar as #ite shgages in actions which legitimate
it as a democratic vehicle serving people's needgy be unable to assist in the
reproduction of capitalist relations, and indeed mm¢éerfere with their reproduction. We
view this contradiction as ormetweerelectoral democracy and monopoly capitalist
economic relations?

Whether it is intractable and will therefore regué revolution in one sphere or the other
is an unsettled question. However, there are tbod®oth the right and left who believe
this to be the case. Among the former we find cefTailateralists like Samuel
Huntington and Zbigniew Brzezinski calling for ardinution of political democracy;
among the latter we find people like Tom Hayd®and certain economists like Sam
Bowles and Herb Ginti¥' calling for a specific form of economic revolutidesigned
precisely to allow the maintenance of electoral deracy. That is, they call for
alterations to bring the economy into accord withitigal relationsas they arerather
than trying with Brzezinski to move political ralans to accord with the economy as it
is. A final possibility is that both spheres altermecommendation in accord with a full
socialist program and one we will investigate afterfirst address the problem of
"socialist political institutions" as they have é&fore been understood both in Marxist
theory and Leninist practice.



Problems With The Orthodox Marxist Theory Of The State

In the most prevalent version of Marxist analysig, state is a part of the
"superstructure.* It derives in one way or another from the requizats of the
"economic base." It is the economy's reflectiopalitical institutions® It is not itself a
realm of primary power, not a cause of special epgions which may supersede class
oppressions, not the seat of social divisions wiiely be as critical to social change as
class divisions.

Society ultimately changes as a result of conttamhs in its economic base. This motion
is brought to social visibility and practice by aomic classes. In general, social
institutions of the superstructure come to conftymiith the needs of the class which
dominates the economy, the ruling class. Or, mogeigely, they come to conformity
with the requirements of the dominant class reteion capitalism, for example, with the
capital/labor relation). In any case, the statauisone of the superstructural institutions,
and to understand the state it is most importanhtterstand the economic pressures
brought to bear upon it, and the economic requirgsnié must fulfill. There is no special
need for analysis of the operations of state fdiramselves and no need to

examine social groups that might emerge from trexaipn of these forms. Certainly,
above all, there is no need to think about sudhreytas "political power" outside—that
is, not derived from—economic power, or politicppboession not reducible to the
dynamics of class oppressidiHenchmen of Batista and Somoza and the social
elements in favor of and opposed to these dictaij@sscan be understood in class terms
alone. The role of the military in Chile in the T86and 1970s can be explained
completely through the tool of class analysis. Fynéhe evolution of the policies of the
communist parties throughout Europe, and of themomst bureaucracies throughout
the Soviet Bloc can be understood as class prozetle politics of all these phenomena
are to be understood as a reflection of econongjgirements and class struggle alone.

But this is simply myopia. When class relationsworse, the forces and relations of
production are deemed the basis of all occurrertben,the state and even the
bureaucracy in socialist societies—the specificpbiitical aspect of party, military,
government, and bureaucratic activity—become bigmphenomenon. To accept such a
notion in the West where we have a state whoseentle on social life is so pervasive
and whose impact upon consciousness and cultyseofaund, is ridiculous. To accept it
with respect to the Soviet Union and Eastern Ewancieties is so foolish as to
warrant an investigation to uncover the roots eftihndness afflicting the analyst. We
will look first at abstract theories of the stategeneral, and then at theories of the
capitalist-state-in-particular.

A Brief "Typology" of Orthodox Theories of the State-In-General



With a base/superstructure theory, no matter hdweae, there are few candidates for
main theme in any proposed theory of the statthdrsimplestnstrumentalersion the
state is always a tool used by the dominant econcfass. This class, enjoying the
power to dispose of society's surplus largely agshes, creates and dominates the state
as but one of many vehicles to (a) oversee thenaglation project, and (b) preserve
control of this project as a right of the dominelatss.

A slightly more complexpluralist view allows that the state is an arena in whitlofal
society's classes vie for power and influence tverdetermination of laws and the
coordination of various social services and prgjeiowever, as soon as we add the
inevitable caveat that by virtue of its economigvpothe ruling economic class can't
help but win virtually all ideological and politicatruggles, this second theory reduces
largely to the first.

A third approach sees the influence of the econexeyted institutionally, through the
state'sstructureof rule and organization. The state carries tharim of the economic
relations in a manner that compels state outcomesflect economic requirements. An
individual in government is in an institution mott fit the economy's image. He or she
is thus constrained to choose political programmsistent with the economy's
reproduction.

A final approach focusing on a mechanism by whichegnors might be controlled from
the economic sphere sees actors in the governraerg hble to function only insofar as
the economy is viable and economic support avalalihese governors are thus literally
held accountable by the economically dominant diasa without. If the governors don't
govern as the ruling class wishes, their funds ballcut and they will shortly be replaced
by more compliant successors.

Problems of Orthodox Theories of the State-In-Genexl

We are happy to grant that each of the above hggethdoes accurately describe one
facet of all state behavior, but nonetheless alfs@hism between political and economic
relations is introduced in all these theories whemee really exists in society.
Furthermore, a presumption of the dominant directibcausality is introduced where an
open-minded view of mutual interaction betweendbenomic and the political spheres
is needed. For the orthodox Marxist—not for all Msts, to be sure—the political

sphere is blatantly or subtly coerced from withioyithe economy. The relations between
the two are exterior. The causality, in the enduslamentally from economy to polity.

In fact, "political relations, although entwinedrmanifold ways with economic relations,
are not at all identical with the



latter... cannot be derived from them and do nohftheir superstructure’® Although

the networks of economic and political relations emextensivezachis capable of
secreting social agenciesachis capable of engendering liberatory or oppressive
outcomes, and finally there is no apriori way teceérn that all these relations reduce to
the dominance of either sphere over the other.

In this view the whole orthodox approach assumesxéeriority and influential hierarchy
which can, at best, be true only in certain tined settings. If you repeat often enough
and believe deeply enough that apple trees doarftflgt but only provide shade, your
march through even the finest orchard will be dndldietetically fruitless. The orthodox
Marxist theory of the state directs the analygparticular governments away from the
political institutions themselves, and away frony @olitical divisions they might
engender and any oppressions inherent in theirdymamics of reproduction. Instead all
that is seen is the line of influence from the exuw to the polity, and even this will be
obscured by the fact that the communication wilkben a priori as a torrent of sound in
one direction and a mere whisper in the other.

Without entering the colosseum for a full debatthwirthodox Marxists, it is still useful
to contrast our specific analyses of dapitalist statewith theirs.

Orthodox Theories of the Capitalist
State and Their Failings

As we have argued, there can be no theory of thi¢adiat state in general, only of
particular states in particular societies. Econendices not determine the state. Knowing
a society is capitalist does not allow us to sdinderely what type of state it has.
Nevertheless, knowing a society is capitalist calksv some statements concerning the
most likely character of its political arena. Itighis spirit that we now address certain
major Marxist theories of the "capitalist state. "

The Instrumentalist ThearfPaul Sweezy at one time in his writing preserted
elaboration of the first type of orthodox approditcussed above to the specifically
capitalist state. He argued that the capitaligesta"an instrument in the hands of the
ruling class for enforcing and guaranteeing thbibta of the class structure

itself." *® We can conceive two versions of how this genastriimentalist theory can be
elaborated to understand the specifically capitatete.

In the first, usually Leninist version of instruntalism, the state is a tool of the capitalist
class, not only in the sense of being under it¢robbut also in the sense of having a
form and organization suited especially to the esfdbe capitalists. Called into being
due to the division of society along class linbs, state always comes to accord with the
will of the dominant clas<® Progressively serving this bourgeois will, itstingions and



social relations themselves are molded to accdrd.direction of influence is from the
dictates of the ruling class to the structure efstate itself.

The critical factor is that the capitalists by merally dominating state activity forge a
tool reflecting capitalist hegemony. In any casés capitalistic to the core. To create a
new society, given this analysis, it is necessaay such a state be destroyed to be
replaced by one which is in accord with leaderdlyi@nother class, and which will in the
end also institutionally reflect the will of thather class** No matter that this view
doesn't help us to understand the differences leeti&=rman, French, Brazilian,
English, U.S., Japanese and Bolivian state actavity institutions, it does find their
crucial similarity, their embodiment of capitalisdrms.

In the second, usually social democratic instruesitview, the presence of the ruling
capitalist class in the positions of highest pcditipower is the@nly critical feature. The
state itself in its own organization and by iteetioes not define any particular subset of
possibilities; instead it is neutral. Although dovaied by capitalists under capitalism, the
state could easily be dominated by representatif’asother class and would bend to
their dictates as easily as it worked against tweshes in the past. To change society in
this view it is not necessary to destroy the céipttatate, only to seize > To say that it
seems from history that reformers who enter theeguwent invariably accommodate to
the norms that preceded them is discounted by rgghat these reformers must have
represented the old dominant classes or, if nety their promotion to power must have
been a fluke, insufficiently backed up by a gaiea@onomic power accruing to the new
class they represent.

The two instrumentalist views correctly perceivattimsofar as the capitalist state serves
class interests, it is almost without fail thosehe ruling capitalists. For capitalists do
move in and out of the government, and do formtutsdns like the Business
Roundtable, the Trilateral Commission, and the Cdum Foreign Relations to serve
social normative purposes. But in both versiongnibgumentalist view fails to address
in comparable terms why the capitalist state aswes the interests of men, whites, and
of its own functionaries. The second view missdgeag the importance of the specific
forms state institutions take, relegating the qoadb irrelevance. The state is simply
neutral, a good tool for governance, whoever miighggovernor. This is wrong and
misleading for strategy in ways we will further @stigate later in this chapter. For states
do embody particular norms in their structural tieless and roles. The first view, on the
other hand, overlooks that the state is often aesoé considerable class stuggle—how
could this be if it was simultaneously dominatedobyg class and also bent directly to
serve its will? It also overlooks that the statdradses issues whose class content is
obscure but whose implications for other demaraatiaf society's citizens are clear, and
that indeed struggle ensues around these isswesllagor example, in the United States
the issues of ERA or gay rights. So in sum, in ha#lws class struggle within the state is
downplayed, the structure of the state is eithersimplified or willed away as
inconsequential and, though not explicitly dentbeé, existence of non-class issues and of



a state role in community, kinship, and authoriggroduction are all largely ignored.

And of course, in line with our earlier critique thie orthodox approach to understanding
political activity, the state is seen as periphe¥al attention is paid to the stateitzelf a
center of a network of social relations respondibiepartial determination of society's
contours, for oppresssions, and for social demiartatelevant to how groups of people
act in daily life and in political struggle. Potiil authority relations themselves are not
seen as central in the processes of the reproduatid change of daily life.

“Indeed, one can search in vein in volumes on teerthof the state even for brief
treatments of these issues, as a look at the welWk volumes by Miliband or
Poulantzas, for example, will show.

The Pluralist TheoryAmending the second instrumentalist view to actdomclass
struggle is accomplished by taking a pluralist apph.?® The state remains a neutral
governing apparatus. Who governs is a functiorladscstruggle, largely in the economic
realm but also in the political realm as well. Htate is thus one of many seats of on-
going class struggle. Those victorious, for theetigovern for that time. Or, recognizing
the different types of state activity and differstdte institutions this view asserts that
class struggle occurs on all issues and at alldeVéhether there are parties for all
classes struggling for dominance in the varioudipal institutions, or just two parties
each fractured into class elements, the classg@#&ug pervasive. Essentially the logic of
the second instrumentalist view is extended, battighall. Indeed, insofar as
instrumentalism of the second kind allows for tlesgbility that working class parties
can seize control of a neutral state to adminsterety and turn it in a new direction,
they must accept the possibility of a pluralistiper It is just that they view this as an
exceptional period marked by crisis. On the otlerdy insofar as the pluralists retain the
orthodox Marxist understanding that between thétakgts and the workers the former
are in position to dominate in almost all struggles to their economic assets and
control over media then they too must see the jtirstruggle almost inevitably leading
to an "instrumental” control of the state by thpitaist class, even if it is continually
ineffectually contested. The views are thereforefaoapart and the criticisms of
instrumentalism apply to pluralism with only slightdification.The Structuralist
Theory:In the structuralist view the participation of dapsts at the highest levels of
state activity is an effect and not a cad8&he first instrumentalist approach is simply
turned on its head. Where before it was the presehcapitalists in the state which
caused state institutions to eventually embodytalgti norms, now it is the fact that the
state embodies capitalist norms which makes cagigado likely to habituate its
corridors. Thus the state is said to come intodpenecisely to preserve the class
structure of the society in question, to furtheswanulation, to reproduce the conditions
of social growth, etc. As such, like a hammer srfed for the purpose of nailing, so the
capitalist state is formed to insure the bourgeaiter. Its very structure is conducive to
this end. Forced to other purposes it would bef@asve. Its



internal logic is the logic of the reproductionsafciety's material relations. Naturally, in
most times and instances, it is the capitalishgutilass who occupies the dominant
positions within the state. Yet this need not alsvag so. A labor party can rule,
intellectuals with no property may rule, and so Bine state structure itself will insure the
outcome of their activity. The material relatiorissociety are at work. The residue of
historical motion is not subject to redefinitionjlwnilly, by personal intervention.

Now the structure of the state is carefully regdridet class struggle is again overlooked
as are the other dimensions of social activity. weeto believe the state is also structured
to reproduce patriarchy and racism in the sameitnaystructured to reproduce class
relations? Again the state is derivative rathenthaeat of social divisions itself, though
now it is the laws of motion of material econonetations that govern its form.

An improvement comes with the "condensation” thewripoulantzas, a kind of cross
between instrumentalism of type one and strucwmaf® Here the state evolves as a
structure which serves only capitalist reproducéwmes as a result not of economic laws
of motion, but rather of the history of class sgleg The state is a "condensation” of
these struggles. Presumably this simply meansathgie of pluralist class struggle which
almost always ends in ruling class victory leadsarainexorably to a greater and greater
incorporation of bourgeois norms and charactegstidhe very institutions of the
capitalist state itself. The fight may continuet the rules are less and less in favor of the
most frequent loser. A tug of war starts with oite £njoying somewhat greater strength
due to the outside influence of the capital/lal@bation. Each time the capitalists
successfully pull the workers their way, handy krente added to the rope on the
capitalists' side while the workers' end is dablvéd grease. The struggle continues but
its terms are altered due to the "condensatiofiiwihe state itself of residues of the
struggle's prior results. Applied to the evolutadrthe capitalist state, this certainly rises
above and incorporates the assets of each of ltlee thteories mentioned. But it does
little to overcome their failure to recognize thepiortance of the specifically political
character of the state nor of social struggle father spheres condensed in the state
either.

An additional feature Claus Offe introduces istalgize the structural features of the
state as "constraining" rather than causing outsoifigey rule out anti-capitalist options,
but leave plenty of room for choice among the dieasptions remaining® It is over

these residual options only that different socralugs fight. There are outcomes
consistent with capitalism's reproduction thatram¥e conducive to workers' well being
and others that are less conducive, (some thdtedrer for women and some that are
worse) and outcomes that favor one fraction otcti@talist class over another, while not
harming the interests of the whole capitalist cktssll. So even within the constraint of
excluding non-capitalist options, there remainspl®f room for serious debate and
contestation for power.



A last structural notion we might call the "pursergys” theory?” In this view, whether
neutral or not, the capitalist state must functiethin society as a whole. The capitalists
hold the economy hostage. If the state, by whatiéselynamics, coalesces a program the
capitalists do not favor, economic purse stringslva pulled tight. The resulting squeeze
will cleanse the government of offenders, unlessooirse they mend their ways

promptly to prevent such a turn-over. In eitherecdlse capitalists get their way. This is

of course a power that needn't be exercised rdgutabe effective. In the wings, it can
regulate as much by fear of its possible applicaéis by continual use.

An Alternative Theory of the Capitalist State

The most critical leap necessary to creating atheery is to understand that the state is
only the central institution in an entire netwofkpolitical social relationships and that
this network in turn is co-extensive with at letstee other "similarly" important
networks. The exact nature of this co-extensivatigaiship can run anywhere from

parallel accommodation to completely entwinedreproduction. Thus the focus of

critical attention changes. Of course the stategaly yields political outcomes in tune
with economic, kinship, and community requisitelisTis to be expected in all even
moderately stable social formulations. In capitalispecifically, as well as in all other
societies, the task is to show the nature of thexrielation between different spheres that
brings this about.

Likewise, the state could intervene in these osipdreres to positively affect their
reproduction.

Our totalist approach can help open our eyes tgyhemetrical accommodation of the
structures and dynamics of other realms to thoskeoétate and vice versa without
tempting us to presume that the state has onlppostive role and derivative existence
or that the political realm is necessarily alwagmehow predominant. Therefore, in
trying to understand how economic outcomes arenexhdor example, an analyst pays
special attention not only to the economic institus but to the state as well. Likewise,
in seeking to understand elaboration of politicaiges, it is necessary to go beyond
assessing political institutions in and of themes\One must also consider extra-
political dynamics taking into account the presswemanating from other spheres but
impacting within political decision-making.

At the same time, the political sphere is of utmogiortance for its own dynamics as
well. A powerful theory of the modern capitalishtet must address not only the interface
between political decision-making and institutiafi®ther spheres, but also a theory of
the inner structure of the political institutiotemselves. For while this inner structure
must be compatible with relations elaborated elsze/in society, it is in no way
reducible to a manifestation of those other refetiddust as economic analyses must
describe economic relations and show how they aarecthe division of people along
lines of class, and just as kinship analyses mestribe socialization processes and



explain their implications for how people regardniselves and one another, so political
analyses must assess the social relations witkistdte and how these define society's
different social actors.

It is necessary to develop a theory of the pawicudstitutions of the state, their role
structures, their implications for consciousnesmfition, and the various kinds of vested
interests these institutions impose upon sociaraciVe have certainly not evolved such
a theory, but we can point out some of the issneswould have address. We need to be
able to assess the manner in which particular kiid¢ate organization affect both state
employees and citizens at large regarding the dpuatnt of personality and
reproduction or dissolution of social stability. \Weed to be able to understand the ways
in which different parts of a particular state—tlefense apparatus, legal apparatus,
etc.—both

mesh into a single whole, and also sometimes @bnfith one another causing intra-
state contradictions. We need to know how the @paer mentalities associated with
different kinds of state structures accommodateven co-reproduce mentalities
characteristic of status-quo relations in otheresps of society. Finally, it is also critical
to understand how dynamics within the state anal ladgween the state and society's
other core spheres of social life both reproduatistquo core characteristics and also
cause contradictions which can potentially leacetwlutionary alterations of those
characteristics.

Just as the institutions of the state are not simnifestations of the requirements of
other spheres of society within the polity, and psthey themselves have implications
which in turn influence other spheres, so the evatuand potentially revolutionary
alterations of the state do not necessarily alveaige due to forces from other spheres in
society but may instead have their roots withitestastitutions themselves. Obviously,
as we have pointed out numerous times, to evoyenaral theory of all states is
impossible and even the task of developing a thebspecific types of state is
problematic unless one is very sensitive to theoirigmce of the social formation within
which the particular state is to be embedded. ¥ettheless, in context of the focus of
this volume, having made these abstract commeioist &atures we expect powerful
political theories to embody, we must attempt séunther analyses of particular forms
that many socialist propose as viable models foiadist movements. Before this,
however we'd like to make a last strategic point.

Totalist theory undermines the notion that overcangapitalists and nationalizing
property can automatically engender a superior fofsociety. For by its reproductive
interactions with the economy, the political spheaa itself reinstitute old or changed
but still class structured economic relations unlesoo is altered. Likewise, a totalist
analysis shows that an authoritarian strategicagubr will not only tend to reinforce
characteristics of the old authoritarian statedsiv, by the state's interactions, of other
major institutions as well. Finally, it also follewhat strategic approaches using the old



state while not adequately contesting its strucéune premises may well lead to a
different society from the democratic and egalitarone socialists seeXk.

Leninist Political Forms

Within capitalist societies the Communist Partdiscordant. An institution of political
opposition, it is presumably a contradictory eletradrthe political sphere and also
presumably a challenge to the dominant charadtesist the economic, kinship, and

community spheres. The party emerges naturallytgs product of the Marxist Leninist

injunction that there can be no revolutionary gractvithout revolutionary theory and
that this theory must in turn be established aablaiated outside the working class's
usual daily life institutions. But, at the samedithe orthodox revolutionary theory is
nearly oblivious to the social relations of comnstiparties themselves and to the
implications of these social relations both for paety internally and for the party's
relations to dynamics in other spheres. The theoysensitive, that is, to the social,
human and political outcomes that are generatétidparty's own internal social
relationships. Instead, emphasis has been plac#teonews of party leaders, the
political lines the party subscribes to, its theangl "science"—in short on what the party
says rather than what the party is and does. Téaiis ef analysis has been a travesty of
the spirit of Marxist social theory at the samedtias it has been a bulwark of Marxism as
a religion. It is tantamount to discussing the ofsthe state or a particular bourgeois
party or trade union as a focal point of organizang strategy without ever seriously
addressing the structural implications of suchmmitment.*

Social relations are never neutral. The sociatioria of democratic centralism require an
inner-party hierarchy premised on centralized kreolge and experience as well as strict
discipline. Moreover, the social relations of tteguard interaction between party and
all other citizens reproduces the internal hierpr@ha broader level. Now the party is at
the pinnacle with advanced workers, other workansl, the rest of the population
following. Both the party and societal hierarchées highly influential in determining
party and non-party members' personalities, consaiess, and behavior patterns as well
as in limiting how the party will be able to influee history and social change. We begin
with a revealing quotation in which Richard Wrightounts his

own experience with this phenomenon:

I had merely been called in to give my approvad tdecision previously made. It angered
me. | found myself arguing against the majoritymepn and then | made still another
amazing discovery. | saw that even those who agnéthdme would not support me. At
that meeting | learned that when a man was inforaieéde wish of the party he
submitted, even though he knew with all the strergthis brain that the wish was not a
wise one, was one that would ultimately harm theyfsainterests. | had heard



Communists discuss discipline in the abstractwhen | saw it in concrete form it tore
my feelings

The logic behind employing democratic centralisrstiaightforward. To engage in
struggle for revolutionary change requires claaediof command; there must be military
efficiency. The best possible planning and thetéghpossible coordination of all sectors
of activity are necessary. Those with the greatssght and experience must employ
their assets on behalf of the movement as a whalkthe movement must be organized
to "exploit” the kind of wisdom possessed by itsstradvanced elements as effectively
and completely as possible. Beneath the top op#ngy we find many layers of
membership. There is a descending hierarchy céyefoihstructed to facilitate the
communication of new political lines and of asstaiktasks, and to allow correction of
errors, replacement of ill-suited actors, etc. Oacdkcision is passed upon, obedience is
mandatory. Progression up the hierarchy is bagieaflinction of growing capability as
judged by those above. The organization is a fihaied mechanism, able to function
flexibly and quickly according to the best avaiabhalyses. The unequal development
of members and of people within society at largefrfom acting as a hindrance,
becomes the party's chief asset. In any casedstthie theory.

But reality is something else entirely. Sometinfesmost knowledgeable and
experienced people are placed in the central caeengind politbureau of newly formed
communist parties. Certainly as time passes whatbe# initial insights these
individuals accumulate more knowledge of the orgatndon and its history, and more
experience in administering the organization aralidg with its many intricacies.
Therefore in the areas of

knowledge which determine who is to be central g between leaders and other party
members tends to widen. But is this necessarilpblpm? If the initial leaders become
more and more suited to intelligent strategic asialgnd political intervention, why
shouldn't they retain their positions? How elsel@¢@ueat heights of revolutionary

insight be reached other than by building upomtiost advanced starting point? In other
words, aren't these characteristics precisehafisetof democratic centralism—
exponentially cultivated wisdom disseminated wittximum efficiency, first throughout
the politically most conscious, and then the erdoelety. But what if the monopoly the
leaders hold inevitably tends to be a monopoly evechanical theory and inadequate
strategy? And what if potentially corrective imagion and insight tend to be inexorably
crippled if not extirpated.

Indeed, this is in fact the result of the monopatian described above. For as the leaders
must pass upon all the activities of the party ighdffiliate organizations they inevitably
become impressed with their own importance. Whylditliey be in the center were they
not superior to those they order about? Isn'trfgito struggle to ensure the hegemony of
their own views over less wellormed ones that may occasionally rise from sothero

source simply shirking responsibility? "Confronteih a new philosophical proposition



a member of the elite will not get excited overalsgance or originality; he would be
guilty of a lapse from duty and would be denying éintire historical role if he did not
first ask: Does this proposition fit in with thecapted tenets of scientific socialism?
Does it have any antecedents which might servepascedent for it in the corpus of safe,
legitimized doctrinal theses? Is it useful from ghandpoint of the interests of the ruling
elite? What will party opinion say about it (meagiof course, the frank private opinion
of high-ranking party functionaries)? If | toleratewill | be called down by my superiors
for being too lenient, or reported by my subord#sat®! There is therefore a likelihood
that the leaders' ideas and theories will becomhedaisolated, and individualist by the
very way the leaders naturally impose them: teaghather than learning, molding
movement and reality alike to the contours of tidgas (and those of their superior8).
And yet, as if this weren't enough, there are firteasons for these sectarian phenomena
to prevail.

Consider the situation for an average party menibir. goes on in the trenches, selling
newspapers, organizing meetings of local workezsasionally participating in a strike
and always functioning within the strategic limitsmulated above, knowing these may
change momentarily. The role is literally subseamti@and mimics relations in the society
at large. The cadre "consumes" political directirlitical gains appear to result not
from human effort but from realms "above and beybifitiere is no emphasis upon the
actual quality of self-activity. The cadre's salfage is judged in terms of maximizing
gains and meeting imposed norms, and there istheagiteria of molding one's own
immediate environment and history to attain persaun@llment. To rise in status, of
course, one must do one's job well. But "well"risgminently well in the eyes of the
immediate superior, his or her superiors, and s@oven this dynamic and mentality,
the surest route to higher status is to be reljafieient, and uncriticaf®® It will not do

to complain about impositions from above. It widitrdo to make suggestions requiring
extra deliberation by one's superiors when ninesiwut of ten nothing will come of
such deliberation in any case, and the tenth timradbttom line with regard to one's
personal status is resentment even if policy is\ghd. For the viewpoint of leaders and
ordinary cadre are levels apart. Leaders are kelylto see the wisdom of subordinates'
suggestions until they become the ruler's own sstgges, or orders. This is true both
because of the leader's different position ancouthnd because of their self-justifying
need to be the only initiators of new politicalds After all, to each hierarchy there can
only be one pinnacle. Perhaps, if you have a tastésk, you might try to slightly
anticipate changes coming from above and completherntew line's wisdom when it
arrives, being careful to rephrase one's own ideti® same language as the leaders
themselves choose to use. In any case, in theisteuaf democratic centralism fealty is
both personally reassuring and likely to win fagod advancement. Initiative will most
often produce disfavor, less prestige and statdsuanomfortable cognitive dissonance
for the ordinary cadre who must continue to functio the main, according to superiors'
directives.



With these dynamics it's not likely that the ramki become ever more imaginative and
richer in their thinking, much less more

sensitive to one another's needs and capacitiéiseR&hey will increasingly carry out
orders blindly, and if they take initiative at atlwill be "on the sly" and only when
required by the conditions of their situations. BServience to those above, severe
discipline towards those below, and only in thediplace competence—this is the
prevailing order of selection criterig* An affinity for precision, drill, and tight
formation, as opposed to "cosiness," sensitivitg ereativity are the likely products.
The parallel with patriarchal outcomes should bidew. Similarly a world view that
assumes there is always only one "correct linddetapplied across the board will rarely
result in an appreciation for diverse opinions trelvalue of experimentation. Here, the
parallel to qualities that accompany racist ane@tiise oppressively skewed community
relations is to be noted.

The pamphleFacing Reality written in 1958, says "The vanguard politicaltpar
substituted political theory and an internal poétilife for the human responses and
sensitivities of its members to ordinary peopldds now become very difficult for them
to go back into the stream of the communify.Communist hierarchy generates a
dehumanization—a "political life" in the narrowgstssible sense—rather than a full and
sensitive approach to human relations. This alssesa divorce from the mainstream of
social life. However, this latter divorce is natngily a function of the presence of a
hierarchy, but of its beingdifferenthierarchy than the ones "regular citizens" are
entrapped in. For actually, the social relationderhocratic centralism are not
fundamentally different (though usually even maxgeme) than the social relations of
capitalist factories or of patriarchal familiesdéed this is what makes the above analysis
so telling. For even a democratic centralist pagysitive to the difficulties outlined here
will be unable to adequately counter them. Fomtieenbership of a vanguard party are
people from capitalist society, so their disposiigtart out well inclined in the same
direction as the social relations of democratidmeism push?’ In this context, even a

"The logical extension of this community dynamithiat the elite actually becomes
culturally separate and a community unto itseli sense, acting then as a colonizer
toward the rest of society. See Alvin Gouldneraligism : A Study of Internal
Colonialism,"Telosno. 34, Winter 1977-78.

democratic centralist party cognizant of the protdeutlined above, is almost doomed
to failure in attempts to solve them. What is regdiinstead are social relations that
directly counter rather than enhance these auéniani traits.



Beyond demeanor, what divorces the party from tireparty is the way its members
view the non-party masses. The idea of a Vangusasdnple. The party is to the
advanced workers, who are to the rest of the werkeo are to the rest of the
population as the leadership of the party is topdugy itself. It is just the hierarchy
extended. And the discipline operates in the sanmeetbn as well. It is the party that
disciplines the class and movement, rather thanetherse. And according to the logic of
democratic centralism this is as it should be.ifFthre party leadership must dominate the
party membership for the good of the party, duigstgreater capabilities, then certainly
this same relation should be created, to the exiesgible, between the party as a whole
and the rest of society. After all, the difference&nowledge and experience between
party and non-party members are even more profoliné!party is the repository of
socialist consciousness. On the road to socialtsmst be at the helm. This is the root
of the party's justification, status, and powere8Y' says Lenin, "the dictatorship of one
party we stand upon it and cannot depart fromdtosind, since this is the party which in
the course of decades has won for itself the posdf vanguard of the whole factory and
industrial proletariat.*® To even think of distinguishing the dictatorshiythee party

from that of the proletariat is "most incrediblydamopelessly muddled thinking® As in

all cases where status and power depend upon sagsegsion, of course that possession
will be well guarded. In this instance, its imparta must also be constantly reiterated.
So the party's knowledge and experience is caiegfice.” It is controlled by a small
circle of leaders and their "intellectual" aidés.language is contorted until it is
inaccessible to everyone else, or almost, for tdeary cadre must retain sufficient
touch with a number of main categories and catcltdgvto facilitate communication
between them and the leaders. Moreover, the siogtégories which percolate through
the party, "forces of production,” "relations obgduction," and especially "proletariat,”
"bourgeois," "petit-bourgeois,” "adventurist,” "spaneist,” and "objective agent of

imperialism," force reality into very convenientntours. For once the labels are affixed,
real events lose all their human texture and degifeéatures. No matter though. They are
now easily striped of critical insight and effictgndiscussed in the stairway world of the
democratic centralist party. The mystical charaoféhese party discussions only serves
to aggravate the elitest vanguard relations betwleeparty and everyone else. That is,
the party's monopoly of "scientific" terminologystinguishes party members from
outsiders in much the same way as religious terlmgyoand rites distinguished ruling
theocracies from their subjects in earlier timessd@ssion of the language of power is
one part of the basis for differential status andilege.

Vanguardism also serves as a basis for differesit#lis because the single party has a
total monopoly of political power. This outcometire post-capitalist society should
come as no surprise since the Leninist goal wasrmewenerate a movement
increasingly capable of taking the initiative amtirnistering itself, but to develop a
tightly disciplined movement capable of seizing podvom a presumably tightly
disciplined and powerful capitalist class. Theifisdtion has always been "first things
first." "Win" first, and there will be time enoudbr diffusion of power and cultivating



breadth of initiative after that. But what is mattepian than the idea that an organization
with oppressive social relations quintessentiajyroductive of capitalist society's main
authoritarian contours could lead to liberatorycontes!

In sum: 1) the party aggravates the authoritaeadéncies that the political (economic,
kinship, and community) institutions of capitaligmeulcate. 2) The vanguard notion and
mentality effectively rule out autonomous third Ydoand women's movements. 3) The
division of conceptual and executionary activityhin the party, the justification for this,
and its percolation into personality, social relafi, and values all preclude an effective
attack upon similar relations in socialist econgrikinship, and community spheres. And
for purposes of this chapter most important, 4)déenocratic centralist and vanguard
party form does not lead in the direction of sastgbolitical institutions at all, but instead
toward a centralized bureaucratic, one-party sfidte.usual leftist treatment of
bureaucracy in socialism assumes that problems ¢amea tendency of thetate
bureaucracyto

overwhelm theparty'scapacity to counter the bureaucracy's evil effatts suggest that
nothing could be more misleading. The party itsethe center of the problem.
Bureaucracy is a product not of politics per sé,dfa particular kind of political process
emanating from the democratic centralist vanguatedegic orientation of the Leninist

party.
Bureaucracy as a State Structure

At least when the democratic centralist vanguartlpa truly concerned with

overthrowing (certain of) the oppressions of cdsita, this oppositional role forces some
level of resiliency into its rigid lines of authtyriand some level of creativity into its daily
responses to changing circumstances. Furthermdits im opposition the party can only
rule over its own membership (who decide to stiackut) and the front organizations over
which it retains control. But as the party liteyablecomes the new state, as a bureaucracy
becomes entrenched and the new society stabittzese minimal assets and restraints
begin to fade only to be replaced by a stench pfaptete uniformity and regulation. In
power, the party is the state and can and doe®waleall citizens®

According to Max Weber, the bureaucracy is an fastin characterized by a hierarchy

of officers each of whom has a watlefined job, in turn clearly demarcated from thiesj

others have. All posts (save perhaps the upperracsgppointed, all positions are held
as professions and careers and there is very gdisitipline once decisions are arrived at.
"An official who receives a directive which he caess wrong can and is supposed to
object to it. If his superior insists on its exaont it is his duty and even his honor to
carry it out as if it corresponded to his innermmmtvictions and to demonstrate in this
fashion that his sense of duty stands above hiopal preferences?*



The common reply to criticism of bureaucracy ig ith&s not the apparatus which is at
fault, but the members of the apparatus whose lahiavfaulty. The bad decision,
personally motivated dismissal, and simple inegétare all deemed individual's
mistakes. But as Marx says in a not-often-quotest@ge referring to Hegel's use of iust
this idea of "personal abuses" in the latter'syas®a of the state:

He could hardly be unaware that the hierarchical

organization is itself thprincipal abuseand that the few personal sins of the official are
as nothing when compared to their necessary hlacaicsins. The hierarchy punishes

the official when he sins against the hierarchgamnmits a sin which is superfluous from
the hierarchy's point of view, but it will comehcs defense as soon as the hierarchy sins
through him; moreover, it is hard to convince tierdrchy of the sinfulness of its
members... But what protection is there againsthierarchy?" The lesser evil is
g:zertainly eliminated by the greater in the sensgitl impact is minimal by comparison.

Defense of the bureaucracy through recourse tortperfection of its agents completely
misses the point. Beyond the fact that the ageatisimperfection is a result of the "self
effects” of his or her activity within the bureaacy, even if these effects could be
superseded and the agents' behavior made "pertieettiureaucracy would be an
undesirable socialist political form. Bureaucraogs not inculcate a disposition and
capacity for self-management. It is an institutidoam which disallows rather than
promotes the conditions necessary for effectiveraahagement. It is not on the left end
of the authority/ participatory scale. It is farthe right. There can be no "instrumentalist”
analysis of the "so-called" proletarian dictatopsitor a bureaucracy is not neutral, and it
cannot be used from without like an instrument \wtias no impact on the ends being
sought.

As Rudolf Bahro says: "The apparatus does not thimkpeats what its founders
programmed into it and what circumstances haveesieguired of it in the way of
superficial adaptive reactions. The idea and siyaté a social transformation cannot
even be meaningfully discussed, let alone cartieoligh, with people who have chiefly
to consider what their superiors and colleagueksaif about them *®

The bureaucracy generates social designationsefiple who work within or in response
to its dictates. The bureaucrat develops a buratiagersonality, a bureaucratic way of
viewing the world, and a set of bureaucratic igeséncluding reproducing the
bureaucracy and rising within it. And the citizantgde also develops traits associated
with this impersonal structure: fealty



before the state, generalized acquiescence toréythamd an expectation that authorities
will make all decisions. The legitimacy of a bure@cy may be historically constituted
in a host of ways including God's sanction, eliedries of genetic capabilities, or
electoral sanction. But most important for discosif the state in advanced non-
capitalist societies is the cult of the expétt.

The bureaucracy's power, in this version, is ationof its knowledge and skill.
Supposedly it is its "science" that justifies tlmaver it commands. But, remarkably
enough, the "science" of the bureaucrat is a I@elgnce, if a science at all. The
knowledge of the bureaucrat is the knowledge of kmmanipulate the bureaucratic
levers, how to curry favor, how to "call-in" debbgw to elicit support, and therefore,
ultimately, how to get things done. Rather thanspssing scientific knowledge, the
bureaucrat determines what is to be considered letiy® and science, and the real
intellectuals—who might be said to have "sciendg¢hair command—must then sell
themselves to this definition or consign themseteebe role of isolated social critics.
Under such circumstances it should come as noisarttrat the intellectuals in the
employ of the bureaucracy will be the most oppastimand spineless and the least
likely to challenge expected approacheEhis is, of course, hardly a prescription for a
truly socialist political network. As Agnes Hellgaid, "when the only legitimacy is that
of the 'one true science' [determined by the buneay], the place of a fistful of
intellectuals will be occupied by Ghengis Khan$> "

In conclusion, it is at least amusing and perhap® gnstructive, to think of the
bureaucratic apparatus as a system of socialoesdtips in a way similar to how Marx
must have approached the economy itself. Therditiezent agents functioning
according to different norms. It is more unifornilgred than the economy, but what if
we nonetheless think in terms of a kind of exch@nfee order-follower obviously
executes tasks

"If the cultural apparatus of the Communist Parigggractically nil, the reason is not
that they lack good intellectuals, but that the motlexistence of these parties
paralyzes their collective effort of thought. Actiand thought are not separable fr
the organization. One thinks as one is structuber acts as one is organized. This is
why the thought of th Communist Parties has come to be progressivslfieas" Jeal
Paul SartreBetween Existentialism and MarxismMorrow, 1976, p. 131-132.

but in return for what? Perhaps it is for the fatlat comes from above, and for the
increase in status this favor brings. Why? So asttin position in the hierarchy and so
as to be able to bestow status on those belowtumréor their rendering of execution.

Thus E-S E": one's own execution of a task is exchanged &ust in turn exchanged

for execution by others. There is also a paralletess of exchanging status, for the
execution of a task—for what? Perhaps for the grestatus that accrues to one who has
overseen the accomplishment of required ends? thesschematic would be S-E:S



status is bestowed for task execution which in hrngs increased status. If we let S and
E take on complex overtones representing obedi@ndestatus and also the many things
that flow with them—cultural advantages, materia gocial benefits, etc., then the map
does bear a reasonable resemblance to the bureauesdity. Whether this shorthand is
useful for further elaboration into new insightess problematic, but perhaps it is worth
a try. One should keep in mind, however, that ttegxXiin schematic for the capitalist
economy, M-C-M and C-M-C s itself flawed in disguising the existence afsdes and
strata of importance other than the capitalistslabdrers, and also that where in the
Marxist formalism each agent follows one path @r dther, in the bureaucratic
framework, most agents necessarily follow bothutftowith varying success and vigor
and in varying balance as one goes up the hierarchy

Summary and Theoretical Program

Our picture of the orthodox socialist politicaliis and process may be summarized
quite succinctly. The democratic centralist pastyhie main agent of the revolutionary
struggle. During that struggle the party's leadeosiopolize not only important
experience but also popular recognition for thehaton's success. The social relations
of their situation foster a self-perpetuating fasfrelitist consciousness and practice. The
economy is nationalized and comes under centrdfaoithe allegiance of many of
society's middle elements is won by the image raftianalized economy they would
administer, just as the allegiance of workers is Wy the vision of an increase in their
own power and well being. But according to the yagither of these groups is prepared
or

organized enough to administer political or ecorwatfairs. The party must take
command. An elite heads the new bureaucracy. Bositire allocated on the basis of
experience and "scientific knowledge." Yet in fie main knowledge relevant to
personal advance is knowledge of the intricacigh®bureaucracies—the true scientists
are more or less excluded. And the workers as well:

Bolshevism enabled the intellectuals to rid thewesbf the ideological ballast which
they had been obliged to carry as representativibgeavorking class. For in treating the
proletarian state as the sine qua non of sociahenBolsheviks made an end of socialism
as a political, economic, and social problem, sifyiplg it to a mere matter of organizing
state and economy. The Bolshevik intellectualsnditiask in what sort of institutional
order the associated producers would find maximahtigal and economic freedom, but
only: How can state and economy be organized gcetleay decision-making position

will be monopolized by the party's trained cadegs] in such a way that those power
positions cannot be limited in scope by other kioflegitimations (be it tradition,

capital ownership, or political representatioff)?

For the bureaucracy and the empowered politiced & make sense as society's
leadership their ideological support had to bengjtieened. If science was the



legitimation decision-makers couldn't be subjeatlextion. Determination by scientific
criteria was supposedly objective, not a subjedivaal process, and only experts should
undertake this. There would be only one party rhsaisociety as pluralism would show
that social decisions are actually matters of pabkopinion and values, and power and
interest, rather than mechanical analytic problefrdetermining the single best course
of action for all. Similarly, class organizatiorenniot be allowed except for the planners
or coordinators (to be described next chapter)af@in this would lead to social
contestation and the undermining of the princigleree right scientific way upon which
the bureaucracy is based. Thus "the communistgsaditer coming to power, quickly
dissolved or transformed every organization in \Whoaly workers participated, from
workers' councils, factory committees, and tradiens) to

workers' singing societies, theatrical groups, spatts clubs.*” In place of these, only
corporative organizations are allowed in which esgntatives from all levels of
economic and political hierarchies are simultangopiesent. Given the differentials in
social esteem, privilege, power, and skills, fjiste clear whose interests these groups
will advance, and that of course is the aim.

But there are profound contradictions at work witthiis scenario. For the self-
reproducing political elite is not the sole claim#msocietal authority. In the economic
realm, the coordinator class of planners, managither intellectual workers has a
claim as well. For this class sees the revolut®a ameans of its own legitimation and
reorganization of society. But since this classtheen very weak at the outset, at least in
all Bolshevist revolutionary processes to datey tegin to challenge for dominance
only after the political elite is well entrenchéthe resulting conflicts between "red" and
"expert" can be quite tumultuous as in the Chir@@skural Revolution. And in the long
run the political elite must become more open toyesind exit from the large pool of
coordinators and party members, while the economst imecome more directly the
province of the coordinator class. For as we va#,ghe daily functioning of the planned
economy does progressively strengthen the coomticiiss —its exclusion from the
pinnacles of economic power by a narrow politideédecomes an impossibility. In a
transition to a centralized society following ariamapitalist revolution in the
industrialized West, there would likely never be anch exclusion in the first place, the
coordinator class being strong enough to

"Even in the earliest stages of Bolshevik victomy piocess is under way in the trend
toward undermining worker organization and enhaptne role of local managers.
Thus as E. H. Carr says, "Those who paid mosgElipise to worker's control [the
Bolsheviks] and purported to expand it were in fegaged in a skillful attempt to
make it orderly and innocuous by turning it inttagge scale, organized, public
institution.” Or as Lenin put it, "large scale mahindustry which is the central
productive source and foundation of socialism dalisabsolute and strict unity
will... How can strict unity of will be ensured? Byousands subordinating their will



to the will of one"—a clear prescription for managent perogatives and an impetus
toward the increasing growth of the "coordinat@ssl" (E. H. Carmp. cit.)

prevent it from the outset, a point we will discusgreater detail next chapter.

In moving to examine historical experiences ingbétical sphere in the Soviet Union,
China, and Cuba, we must obviously seek to uncomecrete instances of the abstract
processes discussed above. What were the actutadgdalements, how were the parties
or revolution organized and fragmented, what praitstruggles occurred—what was the
impact of democratic centralism and bureaucracgaiitical struggle? Moreover, how
did political trends interact with and influencends in other spheres of social life?
These are among the questions we will be seekiagswer in the historical parts of the
companion volume to this work. The concepts we antiploy and methodology we will
use will be those presented in this chapter. Thelde a focus on political practice,
consciousness, institutional relations, and p@alitiole structures, and they pay special
attention to the accommodating or coreproducingticas between politics and other
spheres of social life, and especially to the dalyyaamics of democratic centralism,
vanguard organizational forms, and state bureayckle will find that far from being
subordinate to the requirements of economic reiahips, politics has for the most part
been the central sphere of social activity andrde&tetion in the so-called socialist
revolutions that have occurred to date, at leasteir initial stages of development.

With regard to presenting a new vision, we will gpghe same conceptual apparatus and
analytic understandings as used in our histortcalies but will additionally impose
certain positive norms on our search: we are sggsafitical institutions that can
enhance collective self-management, social sotidaand diversity of daily life
situations and trends. How should citizens be drgaito express their individual and
collective preferences for social coordination? Y4tould be the role and structure of
political parties and movements within a truly dematic socialism? What will be the
relation between politics and the other spheratady life? Hopefully the theoretical
work in this chapter and the analytic and eval@atiscussions of Soviet, Chinese, and
Cuban political relations to come in volume twolwilovide sufficient insight to make
our answers to these and other similar politicastions useful in the decade ahead.

FOUR:
ECONOMICS AND HISTORY

In the individual expression of my own life | wouléve brought about the immediate
expression of your life, and so in my individuatiaity | would have directly confirmed
and realized my authentic nature, my human, comimatare. Our productions would
be as many mirrors from which our natures wouldsliorth. This relation would be



mutual: what applies to me would also apply to ydy.labor would be the free
expression and hence the enjoyment of life.

Karl Marx

In this chapter we will discuss theoretical issc@scerning economics, social change,
and socialism. We begin by presenting a brief sungrobour main economic concepts.
Next there are detailed analyses of the two mestgbent models for socialist economic
forms, central planning and markets. Each of tladlseative forms is shown to be
contrary to the norms of socialism as we understaanh. Finally, we conclude with a
discussion of the concept "the coordinator moderodluction and consumption” as the
tool which we find most useful for classifying andderstanding those economies which
have to date called themselves socialist but warehn fact oriented toward the interests
of their ruling coordinator classes. Unlike manlgeatchapters of this volume, here we
will not include discussions @feneralorthodox Marxist or other leftist economic
categories per se. This is because we have daneldewhere in great detail and feel it is
not essential to our immediate concerns to repeadiscussion here Rather the critical
point here is to assespecifictheories of socialist allocation and economic arzgtion,
and this we will do in considerable detail.

"Orthodox Marxist economics it an economic theory of praxis, the labor theory of
value fails to be a social relations theory of ealand the orthodox Marxist theory ¢
whole is permeated by "economism" in two senseg:elaggerates the lone centre
of economic relations in determining the rest afigllife, and 2) it minimizes the

effects of noneconomic realms back upon the very definition eimaracter of the
economy itself. Se&northodox Marxismchapter two, op. cit. for further discussion.

SOME THEORETICAL PREMISES

We want an economic theory that can help us acldeletailed understanding of

economic activity, including its nereconomic moments, and the interrelations between

the economy and other social spheres. Furthermareutlook calls for an economic
theory suited to discovering how human charactesistre reproduced or modified in the
same processes that create or appropriate theiahg®ods necessary for life; how new
needs can result from attempts to fulfill existmeeds; and how different patterns of
economic relationships—congealed in different systef economic institutions—vary
not only in their capacities to meet people's pggetkeconomic needs, but also in the
kinds of future needs and potentials they genefdtese injunctions, betoken a theory
considerably different from orthodox Marxist econcsn



First, we wish to present—in somewhat abbreviateohf—the main concepts of our own
"economics of praxis" as it is these conceptuabratwhich provide the basic tools of
our analysis of socialist economic models.

1. Economic Activity

Common usage says processes during which matepiais are operated on or material
outputs created are "economic," and we will usestirae defining criterion. We will
therefore draw a conceptual "boundary " betweeiniies aimed principally at

producing or consuming material objects, and aawiprimarily concerned with other
matters. Likewise we will often think of economipesses as self contained not only in
space, being separate from other activities oqugiat the same time, but also in time,
having a clear beginning and end. We do this eltengh we recognize that all economic
activities are more multi-faceted and historicglgrvasive than this conceptualization
implies. For example, factory work in a steel pleattainly has cultural, kinship, and
political features, just as kinship, cultural, gualditical processes have material attributes.
Moreover, the production of steel today is inseplrérom the evolution of the
technology, social forms, and work force involvadsteel production just as it is
inseparable from the production of all the inphist enter steel

production and all the uses to which the steelts Ip other words, the conceptual border
lines we draw are not "naturally” present, butrasntal divisions of a larger social
network and of an integrated and on-going sociat@ss. We draw the boundaries to
facilitate particular economic analyses, yet oftghen taken too inflexibly, these
boundaries have led to economism and fetishissill, with this warning, and our
senses alerted, we too will employ at least thishmaf the usual terminology.

However, while we have set off the economic sphgreeference to the priority of
material inputs and outputs as foci for attentind eaoncern, we do not at all mean to
ignore non-material objects or relationsQuite the contrary, we focus on the
multiplicity of materialand non-material entities that enter and leave ecoaomi
processes. Individual workers' personalities, skkhowledge, and values all enter and
leave these processes. The factory produces nptard, but pollution, tired assembly
workers, and women who have been pinched by forentermittently during the day.
Work in capitalist factories produces

"Although our approach is very different from hisicio Colletti's warning ifFrom
Rosseau to LenjiMonthly Review Press, 1973, p. 7, is relevaritw# isolate, that is
abstract, either the ideological alone or the nmtalone, the result as we can see is a
dualistic separation between production as prodnaifthingson the one hand and
production as production human relation®n the other. Or else a division of
productior anddistribution (the latter understood here above all as theiloligion of
human labor power in the various branches and eofgroduction). Or else a



division betweermproductionandsociety Or, finally, the separation of a relation
(assumed to be) puretgaterialor natural on the one hand, and a relation (assume
be) exclusively human or better still exclusivepjritual on the other. "

“"In production, men [and women] not only act onunatbut also on one another. Tt
produce only by c-operation in a certain way and by mutually exclieggheir
activities. In order to produce, they enter intfirdee relations with one another and
only within these relations does their action oturea does production, take place."
Marx and EngelsSelected Work&Vage Labor and Capitap. 81.

skills for a few workers but deskilling for moshdit produces relations among workers
that vary from cooperation and friendship amongesmall groups, to class, racial, and
sexual antagonisms between larger sectors. Sigithe inputs and outputs of
consumption processes include human characteratitsocial relations as well as
Skippy peanut butter and finished lunches, Ajax @edn counters. In short, economic
activity involves diverse material, human, and abfgatures and to be useful for guiding
efforts at change, economic theory must not exchudeof these from analysis.

In describing economic activity and institutions wil refer to "production” and
"consumption” activity and "intra-unit" and "intanrit" institutions.

We call consumption that economic activity whictls laa its focused elements, inputs;
and production that which has as its focused elésnentputs. Yet we must keep
conscious that whether labeled production or copsiemall economic processes
necessarily have both materaadd human inputs and outputs and therefore both a
production and a consumption "moment."

Certain economic institutions are primarily con@ztnwith the actual production or
consumption of goods. Others are more implicateétiendetermination of what will be
produced and consumed, and how elements are mbeed dhe former we call "intra-

unit" institutions of the economy, and the latt@tér- unit” institutions. The former

include workplaces and families; the latter maded central planning institutions.
Again, of course, care is in order since the charaaf intra-unit forms affects allocation,
and the character of inter-unit forms in returreaf production and consumption.

2. The Processor

In our view all economic activity involves a selecatprocess. Certain inputs are chosen
and processed in a particular way and, as a resutgin outputs emerge. Yet, of course,
for each process inputs and outputs could have tiéfenent. We call the determinants
in the selection process delimiting which inputteenwhich operations are enacted, and
therefore which outputs emerge, the "processotse’s& usually include diverse
individuals, groups, institutional relations, ottuval constraints acting in a complex



combination. Of the immense set of possible agtiwjitmore and more activities are
eliminated while others are gradually coerced atoeptance by a combination of
institutional, human, and "natural” processorsafyn one activity, defined by its
complete set of human, social, and material inpotsoutputs, takes place.

3. Use-Value and Exchange-Value

Virtually all economic theories distinguish econenaalue into two aspects—"use-value"
and "exchange value>"A good has use-value if it is desired (or shunrealjualitative
attribute—and also has exchange-value if it hagiwiarthe sense of being exchangable
for particular amounts of other items—a quantiefieature. This far we agree with the
usual approach, but in understanding what detesnise-and-exchange-values we
diverge considerably.

For example, although almost all economic theorstegnize that the technical relations
of production—which determine how much of everyrtsust be used, both directly and
indirectly, to produce each good—are part of wheednines relative exchange values
of final goods, they either exclude the socialtietes between actors in the economy, or
permit only one economic social relation to influemelative prices. It is our emphasis
on the importance of all social relations betwesmnemic agents that influence their
relative bargaining strengths and not just a sintgles relation that distinguishes our
explanation of exchange values from more tradifiapgroaches.

"One interesting way of characterizing and companieagclassical, orthodox Marxist,
neo-Ricardian and unorthodox Marxist "value theasyds follows. All four schools
recognize that technical relations play a roleetednining relative prices.
Neoclassical theory gives the impression that tlaesehe sole derminants of
relative prices because it implicitly assumes thatrelations between all actors in the
economy are of complete equality. For instands,gdommonly noted that in
neoclassical price theory it doesn't matter whethgital employs labor or vice versa,
one gets the same outcome. Both orthodox Marxistman-Ricardian price theory
extend the assumption of equal social relatioraltactors in the economy with the
single exception of the relation between capitalstd workers. In this case these is
explicit recognition of an unequal relationshipr Reo-Ricardians the degree of
inequality is settled primarily in the political lsgre and must be provided as one o

But an even greater problem is that use-valuessually understood to be economically
important only as preconditions of exchange-valgemething won't fetch anything in
return if no one wants it. Yet actually use-valaesin part a function of exchange-value,
not merely a determinant of ftUse-values, or what we desire, come about asuét s
our interactions with our environments as well as tb our genetically inherited
characteristics. As we discussed earlier, any ahamgur activities can also modify our
personalities, skills, and consciousness, therblpging our derived needs and what has



use-value for us. What is and what is not a useevtlierefore depends upon historical
and also economic events. For example, if the poémeeting survival needs via
economic activity isolates us or compels compaetijttbis will affect our personalities
and also the social needs expressed in othergfaoty lives.

What distinguishes our approach is that we empbadbki direct and indirect effects
economic activity and social relations can havéhenformation and development of use-
values. For example, later in this chapter we golito considerable lengths in examining
the kinds of use-values that participants in ameowny with markets or central planning
will be most likely to develop and this will be ¢eal to our critique of these economic
forms as being insufficient to socialist requirertsen

4. The Social Surplus

Another way our approach is unusual concerns dé&tergia society's social surplus and
understanding the ways that surplus is distribatedng different economic actors.
Among a variety of problems in traditional approaghmost profound is that they all
reduce the calculation of surplus to a quantitathr&asure along a single scale. * This is a
serious mistake. In the first place, since

"givens" in order to deduce the relative price &nee. For orthodox Marxists the
degree of inequality in their price theory is set@amaximum by the formal device of
assuming labor power will be paid its value (a stbace wage, by definition). But
beyond this single unequal social relationshipp#iers are presumed to be
characterized by equality. Unorthodox Marxism alidr the influence of numerous
kinds of unequal social relations between capitdl labor in general, monopoly
capitalist versus competitive capitalists, Blagkméle, and white workers, skilled
versus unskilled workers, and coordinators vergesw@ors. Se&northodox Marxism
(op. cit.) for further discussion.

" exchange-values are dependent upon a host of seleiionships and not simply one or
two easily determinable ones, it is difficult togaggate even the "material worths" of
widely different items. More important, howeverth® fact that economies produce
human and social relationships as well as matebgcts, and use or or consume such
entities and natural resources as well. In othedgmot only don't economies ever
exactly reproduce themselves from period to petiogly also never grow (or shrink)
along all their different dimensions of activitytae same rate. Since for many purposes
the different components of economic activity aigaal themselves, and since any
effort to subsume them all into a single categerg gross abstraction in any case, to talk
about an economy's surplus in a way that is ugefulnderstanding what the economy
does and for evaluating alternative economies, rieicessary to recognize this
multiplicity of factors in detail. Reducing everytly to one or another number is
insufficient and misleading. What is the surpluskifls, of knowledge, of new



personality types, of new social relations—thigd sbinformation is lost forever by
simplistic aggregating, at least insofar as the@ggfion pretends to be a complete
accounting. We therefore try to confine ourseleesuch concepts as the "material
surplus,” the "skills or knowledge surplus,” or theman energy surplus,” using both
guantitative and qualitative measures.

5. Exploitation" and "Redistribution”

Another difficult economic problem is to address tharacter of the distribution of
economic products among a society's

"This error stems from weaknesses in the Labor Fhebyalue which we have
addressed in detail in chapter twdlforthodox MarxismSouth End Press, 1978.
One way to understand the error is to see that ishatreality an oppressive
distortion—and in any case only partially achievatie+eduction of human labor's
many qualitative facets to little account in sod@alculations is misunderstood to be a
natural, inevitable, and even more or less readeriabcounting procedure" imposed
by inflexible economic requirements. There is aldewrror, therefore. First, these
laws do not really exist in the form they are thioig—the reduction is also far from
complete, one subject of the chapter mentionedexb@nd second, in any case, the
laws are quite mutable and represent as abhorg@mt@omenon as exploitation itself.
If Marx himself erred in

population. Here, often with specificially evaluatiends in mind, Marxists generally
employ the concept "exploitation,” which they apfythe relationship between the
capitalist and the worker because the worker'srlpbwer, when consumed, has the
peculiar attribute of creating commodities whicin exchange for more

his assessment of the power of economic forcesdwce labor and even in the degree
of their "disposition” to do so, he did not mistdke phenomenon as something
neutral to be merely accepted at face value. Iddteaecognized the horrible
imposition this was: "Labor, thus measured by tidwes not seem, indeed, to be the
labor of different persons, but on the contrarydtigerent working individuals seem
to be mere organs this labor " (Contribution to the Critique of Political Economy
p. 30.) In short, "men [and women)] are effacedHhgyrtlabor...the pendulum of tl
clock has become as accurate a measure of theveedativity of two workers as it is
of the speed of two locomotives...we should notteay one man's hour is worth
another man's hour, but rather than one man danrtgpur is worth just as much as
another man during an hour. Time is everything, marothing; he is at most time's
carcass.The Poverty of Philosophp. 54.

What is theoretically and politically debilitatingpwever, is that many Marxists have



taken Marx's discussions and read into them antltsdtime' is a cause itself, that it
achieves its priority on its own rather than assult of the interaction of people
within the constraints of certamutablesocial relations. It is this contemporary
fetishistic error which has caused Marx's own exagiipn of the role of time as a
result of his partially incorrect understandinglué social relationsof capitalist
exchange to escape serious criticism. The Labooryhaf Value, by being understo
as a given and a law of economic being, rather @sadarx intended as a
manifestation of human actions in certain settihgs, lived a longer life then it
deserved or than Marx himself would likely haveidss What is at work here, on
multiple levels, is a process Marx himself desatibaly too well: "There is a definite
social relation between men [and women], that agsumtheir ges the fantastic for
of a relation between things. In order, thereftodind an analogy we must have
recourse to the mist enveloped regions of theicelgyworld. In that world the
productions of the human brain appear as indeperliegs endowed ith life, and
entering into relation both with one another arellibman race. So it is in the worlc
commodities with the products of men [and womemesjds. This | call the Fetishism
which attaches itself to the products of labors@sn as they are produced as
commodities, and which is therefore inseparablmftioe production of commoditie:
Capital, Volume 1p. 72.

value (socially necessary labor hours) than wasired to maintain the worker in the

first place, thus serving as the only source ofiproOur problem with this approach is
that the issue is cauched and concluded on thengsisun that the use of labor hours as a
measure helps explicate all important sides of axgh relations. But in our view it does
not. Different laboring activities are differenttranly by virtue of duration, but also by
virtue of differentkindsof involvement and differerdffectson personality, skills, etc.
Equity therefore, is not necessarily evidenced»wshange of commodities embodying
equivalent hours of labor, nor is inequality neegibg evidenced by exchange on the

basis of nonlabor-hour equivalents. For example, agents witimébargaining power

engaging in a completely fair, non-exploitative lexege might well "barter" products
embodying quite different numbers of hours of "atiginecessary labor" due to a mutual
recognition that of the two kinds of work involvede was more dangerous and
debilitatig\g, and the other more rewarding in thedpiction of desirable human skills and
feelings.

Nonetheless, despite this criticism, we do agreb thie desire to have a concept which
refers to an exchange wherein one party comes awsgme sense "more benefitted”
than the other—an unequal, unjust, unfair exchamge that would not occur were both
parties somehow equally able to demand fulfillmafrtheir desires in the transaction.
We believe such "exploitation" occurs wheneverdahsran exchange between parties of
different bargaining powers (here we are talking@pally about capitalism though the
analysis is true for many other economic forms af)wwe will confine our use of the
term to direct relationships of exchange embodwimgyoing structural inequalities in
bargaining power, though of course it will oftendgplicable to a whole class of



exchanges as, for example, in the formula: the @xg# of labor power for wages—the
worker on one side and the capitalist on the otheralways exploitative under
capitalism.

Beyond "exploitation,” however, we would like to oy another concept to address
another dynamic that is critical to the unequalritigtion of any economy's economic
output. Thus "redistribution” refers to a situatisherein there is an accrual of material
or other advantage for one or more groups at tperese of one or more other groups,
not as a result of direct confrontation

resulting in unequal relative exchange rates, baabse of amdirect systemic process
based on a sequence of such direct inequalitiegekeatothers. General Motors may
exploit a small ball bearing supplier in a spec#ichange and as a result there may also
be a general redistribution between unorganizedkevsrfor small firms on the one hand,
and monopoly capitalists on the other. There cbeldedistribution between sectors of
the working class (who don't directly exchange)rew& AW workers, for example,
enjoyed no more power vis-a-vis General Motors tivarkers enjoyed vis-a-vis ball
bearing manufacturers who sell to GM, but UAW waskesceived a consistently higher
standard of living due in part to GM's exploitatimintheir ball bearing suppliers. Or, in a
planned economy, there may be a redistributivdiogiship benefitting an elite which
does not otherwise directly exploit the produckrshort, this new concept,
"redistribution,” allows us to focus on objectivelgequal relations even where there is
no immediate interface between the parties theraseAnd "exploitation” can be
retained to refer to direct relations between uaéparties.

6. Labor, Labor Power, and the Division of Labor

With respect to our understanding of the concegiied and labor power we follow a
fairly familiar Marxist approach, with a few sligatlaptations. By "labor" we mean the
actual work people do, the human activity experideztonomic production. By "labor
power" we refer to the capacity to do work thatralinans possess. Labor, the actuality,
and labor power, the potential, should not be ceedu For example, in selling labor we
agree to do whatever is necessary to accompliske poesagreed task or agree to
guarantee the outcome of a particular productiocgss. The skilled carpenter says I'll
build that back porch for x-dollars. But noticettt@do this, to sell labor per se, the
seller must already have access to and controlwkatever inputs besides his/her
laboring capacities are necessary for accomplistiegask. The carpenter must have
tools, access to materials, etc. In any economyenvtine workforce does not control the
"means of production” members of the workforce camxchange labor, but must
instead exchange only their labor power. In sellaigpr power, then, we merely agree to
place our capacities within a production processémne time. How



much work we then do or the actual labor that tesuémains to be determined. This
distinction proves critical to understanding theaiion of working people in all societies
and will be central to our later analys&s.

Though retaining the concept "division of labor"ighhother economists also give a
central position in their economic theories, we it somewhat differently. By

division of labor we refer to the fact that in mesbnomies different people engage in
different kinds of work requiring and generatinffelient human attributes and receiving
different incomes. Defining the precise demarcatiohsocial labor are social processes
we shall address in greater detail later. But afrequently noticed division is worthy of
special mention here. It attracts our attentiortigedy because we see and study both the
materialand human/social inputs and outputs of economic dgtivi

Many societies have included a class of individual® do no social labor but are
nonetheless guaranteed considerable power oveigpesal of society's material
surplus. Most analyses take note of this fact dindsaons of socialism exclude any
"leisure class" whether it be a priestly, slave-mgnfeudal, or capitalist class. But many
societies have also been characterized by a fimmsidn between people whose work is
primarily to "conceive" and organize how and to wads labor is to be carried out, and
people whose task is largely to execute the conedipations others have put forward.
Those whose tasks are predominantly conceptuat@mdlinating are not outside social
labor as are members of a leisure class, but isteaerform a particular actioff.
Whether this particular division of labor betwe@woiinators and executors is a
desirable one, the extent to which it is or isinevitable, and whether the division can
yield a class demarcation are all important quastiwe will address in considerable
detail as we proceed. But even at this point,dusth be clear that concepts suited to such
concerns are needed for a full understanding aatliation of socialist possibilities. The
concept "division of labor" can help us to underdtéhe structural dynamics behind
emergence of different economic outcomes for diffieigroups.

Furthermore, analyses of "divisions of labor" dsmgowerful tools for discerning extra
class demarcations in the workplace. For example,noay search out and discover a
sexual division of labor

or a racial division of labor both within workplacand job definitions and between
sectors in an economy. Thus women may be relegatedgrturant and detail work within
a plant, and whole sectors of work like teachingunsing may become women's work.
Or minorities may be relegated to more rote andydeous tasks in addition to enduring
differential pay and other deprivatiors.

7. Class Relations

Perhaps the most significant difference betweerapproach to understanding socialist
economic arrangements and those of most other stealgrive from disagreement over



the definition and importance of "economic classEer us, there are two reasons to
define a group as an economic class. Either ibisrgially a ruling class—a group which
can attain economic dominance and use societyr®eto institutions to enhance its
interests at the expense of those of other cla€sdss activities can influence the ease or
difficulty with which other potential ruling classattain or retain their positions of
economic power. In the orthodox Marxist framewarkijle attention to potentials for
change is a central criterion in the definitiorclsses, the analysis has long since settled
on issues of ownership and relations to the mehabozation of society's product. Of
course this is partially successful. Such classe=sapitalists, workers, petty bourgeoisie,
peasants and others are easily discerned with tbelseand many of the relations among
them well understood. However, at the same tinexetis a general failure to recognize
the importance of non-material relations and, essalt, most Marxists overlook the
existence of classes whose character is a funstare of their qualitative work situation
than of significant differences in their legal mean attaining income.

Yet there are a number of analysts from many aatesris who do make reference to the
existence of a "new class" situated somehow betyasr and capital and defined by
gualitative features. Thorstein Veblin, John Kehn@tlbraith, Berle and Means, Erik
Olin Wright, Simone Weyl, Alvin Gouldner, and a stterable number of East
European socialists have all suggested the presérsteh a group and gone to some
lengths to describe certain of its characteristivd economic interests. But despite the
many contributions of these scholars, our own wewves more from the work of
Barbara and John Ehrenreich. For us, as for them,

within many economies there is a division of laith individuals doing conceptual
planning on one side, and people engaged in morgqat or rote work on the other.
Under certain circumstances this distinction betwaanceptualization and execution
may become a class differentiation. Thus, rathen geeing only capitalists and workers
contesting in our own society, we see capitalsidass of coordinators, an intermediate
group sharing much in common with both coordinatord with workers, and workers
themselves:*”

This recognition proves immediately important besgait allows us to better understand
class conflicts within capitalism. But more impartafrom the perspective of this
volume, the differentiation propels recognitiontttias new class may have interests of
its own which can be elaborated into a programcohemic change and even economic
revolution.

The coordinator class exists because of a relgtstgrp division between conceptual
and executionary functions. Presumably it wouldiatthaximum material advantages by
way of its possession of dominant economic powéniwia society where it would be the
ruling economic class. In a loose sense this ¢tlassvhat Gouldner terms "cultural
capital," though this is not to suggest that gasnehow more enlightened, wise, or
ethically motivated than other class¥dts objectives, on the contrary, are to increése i



share in the social product, to reproduce the idngslying at the base of its material and
institutional advantages and to gain as much cbasrpossible over its work, and the
work of others. This class exists as a result efdéskilling and subordination of the rest

of society's working populatior® It has a paternal and regulatory position givis

other workers yet is subordinate to capitalifté/nder capitalism it can gain by the
elaboration of welfare state and planning proje€tBut in the end, a deep and
permanent advance for this class entails naticat#hiz—so it need no longer sell its
labor power to capitalists—and a generalized lewition of the conceptual-executionary
division of labor. We'll have more to say aboutstheossibilities in greater theoretical
and historical detail as we proceed.

"Recently, John Anderson's Presidential campaignimiasge measure a political
expression of the interests of the coordinatorsctasl its allies in the United States.

It is worthwhile to note here, however, a possiliteoretical interest” of this class. For if
the coordinators are to elaborate an economicrsystevhich they will prevail, it is
desirable that the theory guiding this endeavoe ik class's preeminence from view
(and also distract attention from its extra-ecormas well as economic advantages). For
how else can other classes be enjoined to lend@ihahe coordinators' struggle? What
might serve this purpose better than a theory wti@ties the possibility that this group
even exists as a class? Thus arises the possthiitycoordinators and many supportive
intermediate elements often chose a theoreticaradice to Marxism "because they have
found something in its orthodox teaching that slitteem in their effort to build an
apologetic ideology of state socialism, and thigrecisely the assumption that class
antagonism can emerge only from conflicts aroundership."® Or as Alvin Gouldner
extends the same logic: "Marxism's stress on tleeafotheory and of 'scientific

socialism' must inevitably invest theorists, irtetuals—in a word the new class—with
great authority. For it is they and they alone whaduce socialism's theory. But how can
the proletariat submit itself to the tutelage adhy without also submitting to the
invisible pedagogy of intellectuals—the new claBk#xism's task is to find a way of
vaunting theory but concealing the new class framcivit derives, concealing its
paradoxical authority in a movement of proletariand socialists. The invention of the
vanguard party was central in that manuevErActually we will

"Considering the situation in the United States—thiag is certainly not "imminently
revolutionary"—one finds the development of a skpgiowing sector of Marxist
intelligentsia with academic positions, writinganademic journals of the mainstream
and the left, and accruing at least a semblantegdfmacy for themselves and for
certain left ideology. Obviously, this has certaiarits: to put it bluntly, it beats
having all left theory excised from any public despof any kind. It opens the
possibility of socialist academics proposing anegyand programs for politic
implementation in their cities, states, and evdionally. One can easily imagine, for



example, centers of academic radicals competing Maeral and conservative centers
like Harvard's Center for International Affairseteconomics Department at Chicago
University, or other "status quo” think tanks. Aetsame time, however, the existence
of socialist academics also has potential pitfdlleese individuals, whatever their
personal dispositions and intentions at the oulsete no choice but

argue that the invention of the vanguard party m@sso much clever as it was essential,
since the coordintor class was so weak in the cmsnivhere Leninist approaches have
been successfully enacted that a political vangbacdito take their place. Thus as Rudolf
Bahro claims, "all in all, the soviet state, witletparty at its core,

circulate amongst middle element and coordinatssctolleagues. Moreover, they
must deal with these people in context of appoints)greserving their positions and
income, gaining some status via publication, andrsdven further, they generally
operate in an arena that has many "comforts" afat fsom the daily life situations of
most citizens. Indeed, it is often an arena whscalinost exclusively white, male, and
professional. Of course, we are not talking abefiists working at small univsities

or struggling with overloads at community collegése phenomenon we are
addressing is the growth of a rather small sedtaredl known, highly published,
university faculty of Marxist persuasion. What wervy about is the appropriation of
left theory by these folks, through no malicioutemt, to be sure, in ways that
necessarily will largely exclude the lessons ofiféem and nationalism, the insights
and needs of working people, and self consciousaros with aims and means,
settling instead predominantly upon theory for tyoown sake. This is hot meant as
a criticism of individuals but of a process by whieft theory and Marxism are
appropriated from the practice of some elementsbobks written by others. This is
not a process that is suited to the fullest posglblution of Marxism, nor to its best
dissemination, nor to the revolutionization of eitintellectuals, students, activists, or
those totally outside the dynamic. But it is a mexwith class, caste, gender, and
authority roots in both consciousness and sociatiomships and therefore one
deserving analysis and susceptible to correctibe. Spectre of departments or
universities with high numbers of resident Marxigt$ no courses on the political
economy of racism or sexism, the history or sogyedlamics of anti-capitalist
revolutions, the impact of patriarchy on histohg tole of racism in social change, or
even the character of "socialist societies" andothtentials for and means of winning
true socialism in the United States—not to menpoygrams of activity on these
campuses, in their communities, etc.—is truly degireg. That the resources and
experiences which go to create a "socialist int&ligl" should then be relatively
squandered to less stdnstial ends than we might justifiably desire, seaious loss.
the coallescing of numerous Marxists, for examiple, single large university is to
serve the whole left and promote real educatidhabretical, and programmatic
advances—rather than only statistical gains onreeand PhD charts—the various
types of phenomena addressed in this note will kabe seriously addressed in a



general and public fashion.

was not the substitute for a working class too weakxercise power, but rather a special
substitute for an exploiting class’®what we have termed the coordinator class. lots n
a question of challenging the honesty or motivethefsocialist revolutionaries in these
movements but merely one of discerning the bropdhtical and class forces that were
operative. But interestingly, the fact that the rclvoator class and middle strata who
might align with it are much stronger in advancegitalist countries has led to
considerable resistance to vanguard Leninist gfiegeFor in the past, in its "temporary"
role the political surrogate acquired so much eoangower as to become an on-going
threat to the coordinators' more general interd@sts.political party elite sought to
entrench itself resorting to censorship, coergmumges, and even generalized
imprisonment and murder against coordinators, meidttlata, and dissident workers
alike. In contrast, the coordinator class is irde¥d in creating a climate of pluralist
democracy, at least for itself, and this objectssenpeded by any kind of dictatorship,
purges, imprisonment, etc. Thus we find the emeargeh the modern phenomenon of
Eurocommunism wherein the coordinator class andeis supporting it seek their
economic ascendency without any sacrifice in tiaél bourgeois democrac’. As
Gouldner formulates it:

Eurocommunism is an effort at a mini-max solutionthtat contradiction [opposing
censorship but wanting central planning]. Thabisthe one hand, Eurocommunism
remains committed to the extension of the statess/©ver the economy, thereby
removing career blockages for the new class anth®other, it renounces the
'dictatorship of the proletariat' and commits it$ela pluralistic democracy thus limiting
the threat of censorship. For the radicalized seaaftthe new class, Eurocommunism is
an optimum compromise and is the price that thex ltemanded increasingly in
Western Europe for their support of the Communisty??

We shall have more to say about all of these nsaittecoming sections. At this point it
suffices to understand that we have broadenedritegia of class demarcation to include
the qualitative impact of different kinds of work workers, and that we are quite open
to hypotheses of a new kind of class capable ofetering

economic transformations furthering its own inté&se¥/e must therefore be open to the
hypothesis that countries calling themselves "distlare neither socialist nor capitalist
but politically bureaucratic and economically doated by a growing coordinator class.

8. Class Consciousness

Economic classes give rise to the existence ossat@nsciousness.” But it is not simply
what is in the head of any randomly chosen membarctass. Rather for most of history



class consciousness has been a kind of abstraciomething we can deduce but which
is held only approximately and diversely among nedividuals. Class consciousness is a
variety of awarenesses about the world which ddriva the different work people do
and interests they have as a result of their ptattee economy. For any class, class
consciousness has aspects conducive to the repimdo€the economic structure (these
are generally strongest during times of relativeetyude) but for the oppressed classes it
also has aspects that threaten the old classsteustrongest during times of
revolutionary change).

The creation of class consciousness is a compt®eps. In part, it arises from

workplace involvement in which people develop thelvss and their consciousness of
the workplace and of the economy generally. In plats consciousness derives from the
working of the economy's intra- and inter-unit fa;rand from consumption activity. But
there are also indirect dynamics which contribotelass consciousness. Class members
interact outside work, in cultural and communitgtitutions where ideas are created out
of their common experience, needs, and circumssaeE. P. Thompson asserts, class
consciousnesses "arise because men and womerermdeite productive relations,
identify their antagonistic interests, and comsttaggle, to think and to value in class

ways: thus the process of class formation is age®of sef making, although under

conditions which are given." And as with the dynesrof all group formation and human
activity, there is a "crucial ambivalence of ounfan presence in our own history, part-
subjects, part-objects, the voluntary agents ofoout involuntary determinations’®

During an evolutionary period reforms in the ecogaganerate alterations in the class's
self-perception and in its perception of society agole, but this never alters basic
suppositions and values. Or conversely, changa<iass's forms of interaction, modes

of self-organization, and forms of extreconomic involvement alter its conceptions and

in turn its economic relationships. In this typestdady fluctuation of consciousness and
social relations the basic mesh between what thebees of a class perceive, want,
understand, and are capable of, and what econostitutional roles require is
preserved.

Revolutionary alterations involve more drastic ajsof consciousness. When a
society's economic relations are revolutionizeddbresciousness of all actors within their
sway will eventually change as well. One phasdisfprofound change occurs after the
revolution as citizens become accustomed to netittiens. Although this
transformation is likely more profound and mordidifit and disorienting then gradual
socialization of the citizenry to class roles ie thld stable society, the dynamic is
similar. People develop themselves in accord wigirtchanging institutional
environment. The main difference is that with aiglst revolution of the type we
envision, this process will not be one of conforgnia institutions outside their control
but also one of molding those institutions. Howetee alteration of class consciousness
accompanying economic revolutions has another plbgth precedes the creation of



new institutions. This phase begins within the sdiety andagainst its institutional
requirementslt does not result from the process by whichitman center and
institutional boundary usually come to confrom, loutact subverts this process. In the
first phase, therefore, class struggle is the eéfeature transforming consciousness.

Class struggle, in turn, results from the fact #g@anomic modes of production and
consumption pit members of different classes agaims another. The very definition of
classes most often reflects the fact that econoohés divide social labor in such ways
that some benefit at the expense of others. Theretasses continually find themselves
in an adversary relationship. It is most oftenlass struggle—at work, in consumption,
and also via specially formed organizations—thaigbe evolve their class consciousness
from reproductive to revolutionary premises.

In a particular society class analysis means detémmthe class structure, the nature of
antagonisms between classes, the form these strizke, the status of class
consciousness, and the relations of this conscesssand struggle to the state of the
economy. Since societal reproduction is partialfyraction of economic reproduction,

and since social change is partially a functioe@inomic change, classes are likely to be
significant actors in historical evolution and reu@mn. Epistemologically this means that
to understand any society we must interrogateimfa class perspective. Strategically it
means that if we want to change a society we ndditeas the problem of organizing
class struggle, and coordinating it with other ggyles.

What the importance of the economy and classesmutamply, however, is that we can
focus on classes alone and expect to achieve eittadytic or practical success. For there
are other groups, demarcated by the social dynamhiother spheres of social activity,
which are also important to social reproduction eswlution. Moreover, analysis of the
economy itself will be insufficient and misleadirigf is restricted to a study of classes
and purely "economic” dynamics. For the existerfqgaotitical, kinship, and community
moments within the economic sphere imply that "ecoism” must be constantly
guarded against.

9. Economic Dynamics

In the regular operation of any economy producéind consumption lead to changes in
stocks of materials and in the situation of theeiiry. There may be more things and
less resources over time. Some people may havs d&iteloped, others may be
deskilled or slowly infected with industrial diseas The relations between groups may
also change slightly but only in a manner constsiéth reproduction of the old core
characteristics. Even the continual applicatiohuwhan insight to economic growth—
innovations, improvements of technology and orgation, variation of style and taste—
is evolutionary. The changes fit the contours oatas proceeded. The system varies
and yet it also remains the same. In this procesiety's economic classes go about their



appointed chores: the members change in a varietays, yet the fundamental
orientation of the class to the

economy remains constant. The dominant classesuaertb exercise control and to
appropriate as much of the social surplus as thewlale; the subordinate classes
continue to produce most of the surplus and toigemr even "prosper” as best they can.

How do contradictions emerge which are signifieamugh to compel human
intervention in the redefinition of the economicisd relations themselves?

In the first place, people may become revolutiormrgarrying out the dictates of the
economy itself. That is, as evolutionary alterasiascumulate, behavior which once
reproduced the economy's contours may become tilgup some societies, economic
classes may come to act in revolutionary ways bgglprecisely what their economic
roles propel them to do. For example in a particcégoitalist society pursuit of higher
real wages and shorter work hours may help cabsseakdown in reproductive
dynamics, thereby disrupting society so thoroughdt only revolutionary alterations can
restore stability. When this occurs, human attebdta product of human genetic nature
and the historical circumstances—develop consistenth economic dictates yet
nonetheless come into contradiction with the repetidn of these same dictates. The
economy works and yet it doesn't work. It is indiyncontradictory in a "technical way."
Its very operation leads to its own dissolutionisTik the sort of dynamic focused upon
by orthodox Marxism?* And this happens, but it is not as materially dateed as their
accounts imply. For to the extent that such comttad; dynamics plague an economic
arrangement, in the last instance it is becauge the contradiction between that
arrangement's role implications and the freestiplesdevelopment of human capacities.
Otherwise, the contradiction could be resolved &witg the economic actors act in more
self-consistent ways. In the above example, wergetho basic contradiction between the
accumulation of capital and human nature, the forcoald be achieved by having
workers consume only what they require never sgekiare, and never struggling... they
would need only be socialized to such docifffy.

Another kind of economic contradiction, howeverdlves the emergence of human
desires that are not propelled by the economy ttithatical to its reproduction. The
contradiction is now between these extra-economéires and the economy. Though in

the previous case such a contradiction also emetigect it waslienatedhuman traits
produced by the econortlyat did the damage. In this case the inabilitthefeconomy to

continue producing alienated human traits, ancethergence of neralienated

alternatives cause the difficulty. For example,itiezeasing fulfilment of material needs
may allow more qualitative desires for self-manageminterpersonal solidarity, and



selt esteem to be expresssed and this could propsl sflagygle to a revolutionary level.

Or working people's self-activity, either insideautside the workplace or market could
generate similar disruptive needs and capacitielglt of all these possibilities an
analysis of a particular society must uncover thgtll of hegemony which produces a
conformity between class behavior and economicsralee long- and short-term trends
which create economic contradictions threatenimgliegemony, and the possibilities for
creation of a counter-hegemony (revolutionary neddsires, and consciousness)
through the natural progression of economic agtieitthrough the self-activity of
oppressed classes. This is a tall order, but aat@ntunderstanding the potential for
changes within a society's economy. The mechaamaioaches focusing only on
"material relations" and contradictions with no égeheir manifestation in class
consciousness and with no eye to the implicatidretass activity itself over and above
technical contradictions in economies, is insudinti

But even the above plan of analysis, extensiveéiasis incomplete. It forgets that the
economy is embedded in the rest of society andwecsa.

10. The Failure of the "Base/Superstructure”
Theoretization and the Need for "Social Economics"

The logic of conceptualizing society in two patte economic base and social
superstructure, is economisticThe dual premise that makes this conceptualization
attractive is that on the one hand there are afdatvs of motion which operate within
the economy

"We use the word "economistic” in two senses. Frstanalysis is economistic which
exaggerates the importance of the economy in detergnall other processes of
society. Second, however, an analysis within araahomic relations themselves is
economistic if it overlooks the

independent of human will and only marginally irfiiced by political, kin, and cultural
happenings, and on the other hand that these katfgrenings are ultimately products of
the economic laws of motion. The distinction betwéabjective" and "subjective"
conditions of social change is also bound up ia theoretical posture. "Objective
conditions for revolution"exist whenever the lawsrmtion of the mode of production
are grinding toward that mode's dissolution. Subjeaonditions will follow in due
course.

Our analysis directly challenges the premises lakthia logic of this entire orthodox
orientation. Events in the political, kinship, as@mmunity spheres don't follow
economic dictates any more automatically than versa. That is, the mixture of
accommodation and autonomy is a priori as likelpsyetrical as not, and can be
determined only empirically for every pair of spé&in every social formation. As we



noted earlier, and are about to observe furthenesmore flexible formulations of
Marxism have accorded particular parts of the stparture greater autonomy,
implicitly recognizing the weakness of part of theal premise we reject. But the other
part of the premise, that the economy is someholated rather than permeated by
political, kin, and community moments, is much lgsgjuently noted by even the most
innovative Marxists. It is only economism whichaails some people to infer that
economic institutions are more important than atmgis. It is only a very narrow kind of
materialism that fetishizes things that are targtblthe touch and promotes faése
belief that institutions are more important to sbchange than are the ideas, needs, and
dispositions of people themselves. But neitheresnomism nor this narrow
materialism has the slightest theoretical or erogifjustification once one takes off the
orthodox Marxist blinders which preclude recogmitaf the importance of factors that
orthodox Marxism does not itself conceptualize @ @ry. And indeed, among many
Marxists these views have been largely discrediiethe growing recognition that other
spheres do play an important role in the way peliygeand organize themselves and in
the ways

impact of other spheres of social involvement amneecnic processes and outcomes—
thus, for example, claiming knowledge of a socgeggonomic relations without
having paid any attention to race or kinship oeoiimportant defining features is
economistic. For a discussion of both these kirfdailings in orthodox Marxist
economic analysis, sémorthodox MarxismSouth End Press, 1978, chapters twc
three.

societies alter.

At a broad theoretical level. E.P. Thompson hasmg taken a theoretical stand which
bears some similarities to our oviil He suggests that "to thrust historical materialism
[we would simply say the study of real economic aadial history] back into the prison
of political economy" mistakes an analysis of oaé,g'the circuit of capital,” for the
whole which may include other attributes and marpartant, other primary circuits, for
example, "circuits of power, or the reproductiond&ology, etc.," which may "belong to
a different logic and to other categories” tharsthof the economy’ By engaging in
this reductionism Thompson believes "we pass onetter—a capitalist mode of
production is not capitalis—from the adjectival characterization of a mode of
production (a concept within Political Economy, etlwithin Marxist anti-Political
economy) to a noun description of a social fornmatiothe totality of its relations.?®
The alternative, of course, is to become sensitiitbe critical importance of non-
economic spheres.

For example, influenced by feminism many Marxisasénadopted the term "patriarchy"
to refer to relations between men and women in mmoslecieties. While some still argue
that patriarchy derives from economic divisiongadior, others recognize the importance



of the kinship spheré? Similarly, there are Marxists who have been infleed by
anarchists to address the autonomous dynamicdig€alanstitutions, and some have
found that the polity may be on a par with the erop. *° This diversity of new analyses
extends as well to the study of the interplay betweationalism and class relations, and
many Marxists now take seriously the weight of wiat relations in historical dynamics.
31 still in our opinion, while all these advances ari¢ical to the development of a new
approach to analyzing social formations, eachilisostund by a particularistic
methodology, and also by lack of a guiding thecedtstance which is clearly different
from the orthodox predecessor. As a result, whéayrieft "scholars" can spin out
elaborate arguments about the priority and integfyation of this cause and that effect,
in practice activists are constrained to use eitfieiorthodox formalism or their own
common sense.

In our theory, however, the economic network atsxbudes other social institutions. For
example, the family is both a productive and congstive institution. The state has an
economic

moment as do religious and ethnic institutions.iirty economic institutions have a
political, kinship, and community aspect. The sbfdamation is not a hierarchy of
networks separate from one another, influencingy @flter from without. Rather these
networks are coextensive. The same people aresdnteach sphere and even though
one aspect may be momentarily more central eacéhidgl is continually engaged in
behavior which has a fourfold character. This mehasclass relations are affected by
kin, community, and political relations as theyuinn affect each other. To say a
particular economy is racist or patriarchal, foaele, is more than a peripheral
comment. It means that the relations within thisneeny can be understood fully only by
an approach sensitive to sexual and racial proseldsaeans that the evolutionary or
revolutionary alteration of the economy may invobemtradictions around racial and
sexual as well as class dynamics. In a patriahélracist society to be a worker or
owner is different for a man or a woman, or a black white. The conceptual tools we
develop for economic analysis must be capableistateadth of vision. Herbert
Blumer's work on race and class relations givedenge of the kind of unorthodox
insight that can result:

The most outstanding observation that is forcedhy empirical evidence is that the
apparatus and operations introduced by industaiétia almost invariably adjust and
conform to the pattern of race relations in theegigociety. We have already touched on
this observation in our earlier discussion; we wishe to develop the point in more
detail. The position is essentially that the ratireds as drawn in a society are followed in
the allocation of racial members inside the indakstructure. If the racial patterning in
the society has assigned the races to differemlgoasitions, defining the appropriate
forms of association between them, outlining thedkiof authority, prestige and power
allowable to each, indicating the kinds of priviéeghich attend their respective social
positions, and establishing clear schemes of detieteelations, this general pattern of



relationship is carried over into the industrialisture. The pattern comes to define the
types of occupation into which racial members nrage the types from which they are

excluded, and those which do not befit them; iedatnes who is given access to training
and acquisition of skills; it structures the lirefgoromotion, establishing ceilings or
‘dead-ends' corresponding to the general socigigosf subordinate racial groups; it
allocates positions of authority corresponding® distribution of authority among the
racial groups in the general society; it sevenshyts new forms of association which are
not consonant with the general racial code; it @ses particular control over the
managerial field, the area of representatives adistry to the outside public, and the field
of entrepreneural activity?

12. The Economic System and its Evaluation

An economy is a society's inter-unit and intra-umgtitutions and its citizenry organized
into classes with diverse needs, consciousnessngerdsts. And though no such
economy exists in isolation from other social spsgnonetheless it is possible to
evaluate certain economic forms, in and of thenesglin terms of the implications they
will most likelyhave in any society where they may be incorpordee can ask, for
example, what kinds of income distribution aris@rcertain types of ownership
relations, or what kinds of personality structuses promoted by specific inter- or intra-
unit forms. Indeed, just this sort of analysis ngakp the bulk of Marxist literature about
capitalism—especially if one includes the questighat tendencies for conflict and
change are embedded in the particular economicsfarmd their operation?

But in this book we seek to evaluate socialist jalgges. First, we must understand their
implications for economic actors. What are thefeef on personality, need fulfillment
and development, and human capacities? Secondusehave some norms against
which to judge them. We seek solidarity, varietypafcomes, and self-management. Do
economic relations promote these or only sometbisg? Obviously, our evaluative
program extends beyond traditional economists aososith efficiencyand orthodox
Marxist concerns with class empowerment. But thisdt because our approach neglects
these more familiar concerns.

Rather, they are subsumed and integrated into a gesreral, and we believe more
powerful and comprehensive evaluative framework.

CENTRAL PLANNING
According to orthodox Marxist analysis capitalissran oppressive economic

arrangement because it is class divided and leaglsanomic insecurity, immiseration,
and alienation. To overcome these problems thaytsays it is necessary to dispossess



the capitalists and make society's means of pramtupublic and to institute a

mechanism to reverse the irrational, unplanneditprariented character of capitalist

exchange. Thus, after nationalizing industry, th&alist revolution must also institute
central planning according to the best possiblessssents of productive capability and
social need™ In this section we would like to tackle this visim its purest form. We

will show that it does not encompass socialist regrmat it does not yield an end to class
division, and that far from furthering the socitalialues self-management, solidarity, and
diversity of outcome, it tends to restrict each.

Assume a revolution effectively dispossesses degigaand centralizes control of an
economy in a set of economic institutions whicH tlan the economy's activities. "
What constitutes this planning? What difficulties avolved, what steps must be taken,
and how might they be accomplished?

The essence of central planning is that some gattempts to generate a plan that can
maximize the "society's social welfare function"-attis, one which can "best fulfill
people's needs given all existent constraints.s pran must then be communicated to
the various production and consumption units ofeb@nomy—what inputs are to be
received, what economic processes enacted, arefdhewhat outputs are to be
produced. Finally, there must be sufficient incesdifor these units to carry out their
roles.

The conditions for a successful plan are five-fdlgthe planners must have full
knowledge of what resources are available and etpaipment is in place, 2) they must
know the ratios in which various inputs must be borad to yield every product, 3) they
must know society's assessment of the relativensart all final goods, 4) they need
sufficient computing facilities, and 5) there mhstsome reasons why people will carry
out their assigned tasks.

To understand central planning's strengths and messies, we must know how these five
tasks are accomplished. But given a workable andrate plan, there are a number of
ways to both distribute final goods to the pubhc assign specific jobs to individuals.
We will start by discussing some of these altewasti Then we will describe procedures
by which the planners can accumulate the informattiey need about production
capabilities and social welfare, and how incentivey be evolved to promote accurate
plan fulfilment. Following this survey we will offeur own criticisms showing, among
other things, the intrinsically authoritarian chaea of the central planning approach to
economic processing.

Distribution of Final Goods
There is considerable confusion, even among setsakbout what constitutes central

planning: How, for example, given determinatioragilan and production of all the
proposed final goods, are these goods actuallyetell to the populace? If it is all



planned, does that mean each individual's consomgicentrally determined or is there
individual choice? Similarly, when the central plarg board finishes determining what
jobs are to be done, for how long, and with whehit®logies, how is it determined who
will do which tasks? How are individuals alloted"fob slots?" Again, is each person
assigned by the plan, or is there personal choice?

In fact, when planners calculate they arrive onlg aomplete list of all the inputs that
each unit will use, and the gross outputs that eadhshould generate. Included among
the list of inputs are the number of hours of défa categories of labor services that
each production center is to use, but this ism@tsame as a list of who will be assigned
to which jobs. Similarly, when the amount of eacbduct needed in production is
subtracted from the gross output of that good ddthe in the plan, the net output of each
good available for consumption is the result, big is not the same as a list of what
amounts of each final good will be distributed &zle consumer in the society. The
distribution of final goods and specific job assiggnts can be handled in a variety of
ways. And even though the practical, political, atitical consequences of how this is
done are immense, material and allocational effwyds

preserved regardless of which of the following roethis used.

1) The plan could allocate an exactly equal portibaach final good to each member of
society in each time period. Then, to make surditta result was such that nothing
better could have been attained without makingattlsomeone worse off, people would
have to be free to make all mutually beneficialaire exchanges. A "white market" in
final goods would have to be sanctioned. The idealatively simple. Though the plan
presumably generates an optimal mix of final godd¥pesn't assign these to individual
members of society. If we simply give equal amouatsveryone then the shuffling of
goods to fit individual tastes must oc@iter this distribution. Thus arises the need for a
market to bring about all mutually beneficial exceas.

2) Another possibility is that the central planntmgard could introduce currency and
retail outlets. For example, every member of sgaieuld be given "x" units of currency
and the final goods could all be sent to retailedstwhere the managers were instructed
to change the prices of different goods to ensuaedach good disappeared on the
thirtieth day of each month, just prior to the nednth's deliveries. Given efficient
managers and certain technical requirements abtaiians between stores, this method
too would attain "efficient” results.

3) It would also be possible for the planning baartiand out different allotments of
currency to each individual, then use the manalgedaket clearing arrangement of the
last scheme. This option gains in interest as s@one begin to consider the problem of
motivating individuals to fulfill their assigneddies. For if this is accomplished
politically, or by social pressure or solidaritiiete is no need for differential allotments.



But if such social incentives are not sufficiehgr material incentives can become very
important to motivate participation. Two approachesof special interest.

The planning board could give out different amouwdtsurrency to employees in
different production units according to how clostig unit came to fulfilling its plan. Or,
the board could give currency to the personnel digants of different units which
would then hire workers. Each personnel departwendd know how many employees
the plan required and would have to use its allaté&currency to hire those workers.
With certain provisions about lending and unifogmof relations for similar workers in
different workplaces, both these approaches wdsllyaeld "efficient” results, of course
assuming that the plan was "wise" in the first plac

Job Assignment

The last method of distribution—giving currency dndng power to production units—

is one way to allocate individuals to specific joAsother way would be for the central
planning board (CPB from now on) to send a letiezdch individual in each category of
work telling him or her where to report. The CPEBissumed to have complete
knowledge of the amount of all different primarypins, including the number of people
capable of performing each different kind of labervice. If the CPB has a mailing
address for each member of each category, they coake the assignments on any basis
they wanted—randomly, alphabetically, etc.

Or, the CPB could leave the specific assignment® @ssociations of the individuals in
each different labor category. The CPB would séedassociations a list of how many of
their members should report to each productionamit let the associations then decide
who would go where. In turn, within any given asabon, this might be done by lottery,
by seniority, by discussion, by voting, etc. Howegwione allows for existence of
different welfare effects from different jobs faffdrent individuals, one would have to
allow that after assignments or mailings peoplddtrade positions before actually
settling into job assignments. This would parahea "white market" of the earlier
distribution schemes.

These methods of distribution and job allocatiantaeoretically efficient even if both
consumption and production have developmental &sfl@e consumers and producers.
However the planners have to have information coricg these developmental effects
and must incorporate it into their determinatiohsaxietal inputs and outputs. The
remaining questions, of course, revolve arouncgtssibility of the planners effectively
meeting the five requirements mentioned earlier.iist now address these matters one
at a time.

Attaining Knowledge of Production Possibilities



The planning board alone can't possibly accumualhigossible knowledge of every
conceivable production technique and approach enpdaice. Rather, this knowledge can
only be held at the level of the separate firmsnseves. Therefore a

way must be found to incorporate these separate mmo the planning process. They
must provide precisely that information which igical, at each step, to the development
of a final plan. There are a number of methods hiclwthis may be accomplished.

Historically, the first approach used was calledarial balances’ The planning
authority determines a set of final demands whiehcammunicated to all the units.
They report on inputs necessary to produce thegitsu The planners add these
requirements to the list of final demands and irgjagain. This sequence continues,
converging to a workable plan. There is not too Iimc@mmunication or difficult
calculation called for, but the approach is quitigeixible. The demands for final goods
are set at the first step, and if they are lowantiwhat could be attained, this is never
discovered. Moreover, if some trade offs in finabdgs would be beneficial, this too will
go unnoticed. But the method will nonetheless bkingwledge of the production units'
technologies to the access of the planners and/ieitl a workable formulation.

Another set of more complex and subtle procedumesives the planning board
suggesting prices, and the producing units theeldping profit-maximizing schemes
given their technologie$> The planners then use accumulated knowledge telofea

new set of prices, the units respond, and so orerGeertain technical assumptions, this
iterative mechanism will also yield a material ptEfrunputs and outputs, and it will
communicate the technological data about the ecgrbat the planners seek. Then, in
context of knowledge of a social welfare functiorather information mentioned
earlier, the planners are in position to calcutdtesr input/outpout schemes that are both
possible and consistent with maximizing fulfillmexitpublic desires.

Another approach reverses the roles above. Noweheer proposes quantities and the
units calculate associated pric&sBut the logic is much as above. Moreover, between
the extremes of the CPB using only prices and uefil/ing with only quantities, or vice
versa, there are methods wherein the CPB usestarsipf prices and quantities and gets
a mixed reply in response. The point is simply thatplanners present some information
and the units then use that to calculate certatiimaprelations in their own

situation. Repeating this a number of times slowdilds up knowledge at the center of
the technical possibilities throughout the econo8tyin fact, contrary to popular
criticisms of central planning, the CPB can leasource availabilities and technical
possibilities throughout the economy. But it is orant to note thato morethan this is
going on. That is, the units amet participating in any decision-making, rather tlaeg
only participating in @ommunication procedsy transferring their knowledge to the



center. Their activity in this exchange is pur@gtinical, the calculation of what they can
or cannot do given certain assumptions, not of wiley would like or not like to do
given those same assumptions.

Finding the Social Welfare Function

The above iterative techniques lead to an optirtzad [ the CPB knows how society
values different final goods. There are three ppiaovays CPBs could try to learn this
social welfare function.

First, it may simply be determined by an individoalagency assumed to have great
insight into the public situation. Thus, a Stalilght mail the planners a social welfare
function based on his own perceptions of what mdgor society. Or the same role could
be played by a group of individuals or even by aMlpolitical party noted for its roots
among the populace.

Second, the planning board could employ market sr@sims to acquire information
about social tastes. For example, in our descnptichow final goods might be

distributed we included the option of allocatingremcy and using distribution centets.
Were this approach used, the planning board cagdhe prices store managers report to
determine the relative desirabilities of differgoibds to the general public. This would
allow just as much "consumer sovereignty" as we iimwestern market models, and yet
it would not compromise the planned character efdatonomy. Were the distribution
technique to involve differential currency allocats—perhaps for incentive purposes—
then this consumer sovereignty would be less "deatiot in the sense that some people
would have more dollar votes than others, but wdsalcho less workable for that fact.

To be sensitive to the fact that job allocationgenaelfare significance, it would be
necessary to have a labor market too. But

earlier we discussed how personnel departmentsl teubllocated sums so as to assess
wages to attract people to available jobs. Thisldrallow just as much "producer
sovereignty" as we find in Western market models.

Finally, the planning board might determine a sogrlfare function by allowing each
citizen to have a certain number of votes or pdimtdistribute amongst all the different
products assessed by the welfare functidmhese votes could be tallied to assess
individual tastes.

Incentives for Carrying out the Plan
One might argue that in a centrally planned econasmgre there is no exploitation of

workers by capitalists, where everyone is awarettteacentral plan is the way to
maximize social well being, and where everyone gaces that their productive efforts



are part of the smooth operation of the economylwls seen as "one big factory," there
would be no need for any incentives other thargétdined self-interest and social
solidarity. We will defer discussion of why everthis might be more or less true in early
stages in such an economy, it will cease to bedfige a relatively brief time, to a later
section of this chapter. But here simply supposé ¢hlightened self-interest and
solidarity are not sufficient incentives to bridgetplan to fruition. Are there any other
means available to motivate compliance with wosdigrements?

There is no reason, at least in theory, that aanplanned economy cannot use the
same kind of material incentives that are presusodiiciently motivating to elicit
participation from capitalism's workers and constsnin a centrally planned economy
with markets in labor and final goods, the exeautorthe economy would have
essentially the same material interests (assungnguwmnption goods are available) in
performing the tasks assigned to them in the pridolucinits that workers do in
capitalism. If personnel departments included stoma of bonus system in the labor
contract, workers in a centrally planned economghiheven have material interests
closely approximating those of workers in a selfiaged market "socialist” enterprise.
As far as the managers of individual productiortauare concerned, the problem of
establishing incentives for them to perform in adowith the criteria of the central
planning board is no different in

theory from the problem of how to get capitalisttagers to behave in accord with the
stockholders' critera. In both cases the possésliof material rewards—bonuses, fringe
benefits, advancement in the managerial hierarchrg-athavailable, as are the same set
of material punishments—pay cuts, elimination afgpésites, demotion, and firing. In
both economies similar problems of determining Wwaemanagers are maximizing their
superiors' criteria exist, but there does not seebe anything inherent in central
planning, at least in theory, to cause these pnablef accountability to be any more
serious.

If there is a problem with central planning, thémoes not lie in its technical
impossibility, as many critics suggest, nor ineklaf mechanisms to centralize
information or to motivate compliance with plan&iebretically, this is all within reach
of a capable planning board. If there is an openaliimpediment it must lie in the still to
be discussed implications of certain social refetiof this model. If there is a welfare
failing, it must lie in areas invisible to traditial theories. The rest of our discussion of
central planning will be devoted to uncovering sarhthese failings.

The Information Failings of Central Planning

What is the nature of the information consolidatéom dispersion patterns that various
techniques of determining the plan entail? Essintiaformation concerning the
production functions of the individual units is bgitransferred to the center, though on a
kind of installment plar®® Issuing prices, for example, and receiving badppsed



guantities, the center slowly develops a picturprotiuction possibilities. But this is

only a material insight. There is no communicatbthe actual human content of these
material possibilities—what they would mean in terofi personality, skill,
consciousness and other effects upon the workfditugs even the planners only develop
a very partial picture of the totality of occurresowithin the economy. It is only that
which is most easily quantified which is communéchtFurthermore, the units
themselves don't even attain a general knowledgjeeaiaterial situation of the
economy as a whole. Rather, they only receive diagh referring to prices or to inputs
and outputs of their plant. The famous down/up @ssds really down-go-questions and
up-come-answers ending in a list of orders fromcereter *°

Although there are differences in detail betweenghce guided, quantity guided, and
mixed techniques, their essence is the same. Aatlgmplanned economy fails to provide

the executors of economic activity with sufficiemtormation to exercise self

management, even if they were permitted to dorsd wath none of the kind of
information required for the development of empathy solidarity between members of
different units. Furthermore, the system does meherovide the central planners with
the kind of information we will require all membeyka socialist economy to receive.
Instead the planning mechanism gives the plannergrepoly on technical
information—too little to promote a full evaluati@f human outcomes, but more than
enough to contribute to a differentiation betwdswst in-the-know and everyone else, a
differentiation that may even take the form of @asel division. Moreover, in the absence
of such information about others, naturally the-4ptamner must act based on an estimate
of their own isolated potential pleasures and parmosically, the social approach of
central planning reproduces the individualist qmessures of capitalism itself.

Authoritarian Role Structures

We have just seen that during the central plani@rgtive procedures individual units
arenot participating in generation of the economic pRather, they only supply data to
the central planners that they might in turn caltabn "efficient” plan and then inform
the units of their role in it. The only managemiefit to the separate units is to "manage”
to fulfill the centrally planned targets using alided inputs. Therefore, the essential
character of inter-unit roles is a hierarchicahteinship between the CPB and the
separate units. The planners issue "marching drdacdsthe units obey as best they can.
In Rudolf Bahro's formulation:

The bureaucratic centralist form of planning, iniethwhat those at the top receive from
below is principally only passive factual infornm@tiand 'questions,’ while what they
hand down are actual imperatives, stamps the mesthdy which tasks are allotted to
individuals. It is a point of principle that people not have to seek tasks for themselves,
recognize and deal with problems, but they areeragbsigned to tasks as dutits.



In essence every unit is subordinate to the planbeard and superior to no other unit,
and the central planning board is the superiowvefyindividual unit and a subordinate
of none. This sort of institutional structure iaditionally labelled a "command

economy" to highlight that "the allocation of resmes is carried out by the extensive use
of orders to produce and deliver good& "

But in our opinion the authoritarian characterha inter-unit roles in a centrally planned

economy will likely also spread to intranit roles. First, an authoritarian relationship

requires that the superior agent have an effeatisans for holding the subordinate agent
accountable for carrying out central directivesisTéntails establishing methods of
surveillance and verification as well as incentit@guide subordinates toward
diminishing discrepancies between orders receineideatual performance. The central
planning board will quickly discern that it is muehsier to hold a manager accountable
for carrying out directives than to try and estsitolcomplicated methods of surveillance
and verification sufficient to hold an entire dematic council accountable Indeed, it

will become clear that an acquiescent workforgarégerrable to an informed and self-
conscious one. In turn, if the central planners choose to deghwsimanager whom

they appoint

"As Trotsky argued "[one man management] may bescbar incorrect from the point
of view of the technique of administration. It wduonsequently be a most crying
error to confuse the question as to the supremiitye@roletariet with the question
boards of workers at the head of factories. Thedbocship of the Proletariat is
expressed in the abolition of private propertythi@ supremacy over the whole soviet
mechanism of the collective will of the workersdarot at all in the form in which
individual economic enterprises are administer&tis is the slogan "all power to t
Soviets" rendered mere rhetoric and the logic efdrchy within economic units as
well as between them and the center elaboratedA\deeIs To Be Undonéjichael
Albert, Porter Sargent Publisher, 1974, p. 96 lierquotation, and the chapter in
general for further discussion.

” According to Konrad and SzelenyiTine Intellectuals on the Road to Power,
Harcourt, Brace Jovanovich, 1979, p. 174: "The Comst Parties, after coming to
power, quickly dissolved or transformed every orgation in which only worker
participated, from workers' councils, fact committees, and trade unions to workers'
singing societies,

rather than a workers' council in each productiom, they must grant the manager
hierarchical authority over all the other individsia the unit.

Furthermore, the manager's authority must be tagiéd rather than appearing the result
of arbitrary fiat. Insofar as a division betweemceptualization and execution marks the
difference between planners and managers on oagasid workers on the other, it is
likely that this legitimation will be possessiona#frtain kinds of knowledge and culture.



Moreover, technologies will have to be consisteitlh whis burgeoning apparatus of
control, and the creators of such technology vidbdave to be permitted to join the
economic "elite." In this way, even if central ptamg begins with a small group
demarcated politically rather than economicallytinme, a complete hierarchy will be
established with many intervening layers of papcits who are superiors to some but
subordinates to others.

In addition to the need for compatibility withinetinstitutional boundary, in this case
between the inter-unit and intra-unit roles in édoenomy, there are strong forces pushing
for compatibility between the human center anditisgtutional boundary. The effects of
authoritarian inter-unit roles generating both pagsand individualism tend to create a
human center more compatible with authoritariaratomnit roles as well. Similarly, the
elaboration of economic roles associated with cptuz activity on the one hand, and
executionary activity on

theatrical groups, and sports clubs. In the s@tiabuntries only corporative
organizations exist, and workers belong to theny eontompany with the
administratie personnel and technical intelligentsia of thategorise or branch. Thi
the general manager and the common laborer are ersrabthe same trade union
local, and it is hardly likely that the worker wilave as much voice in the affairs of
the local as his [or her] boss does."”

"According to Lenin, for example: "It is absolutelysential that all authority in the
factories should be concentrated in the hands obigement—under these
circumstances any direct intervention by the tragiens in the management of
enterprises must be regarded as positively haranfdlimpermissible.” Quoted in the
midst of a full discussion ihat Is To Be Undon&jichael Albert, Porter Sargent
Publishers, 1974, p. 98.

the other, will give rise to different values, spérceptions, skills, and behavioral traits
among different groups of people in the economyi@isly the inculcation of
generalized acceptance of orders and lack of sdldavors the elaboration of
authoritarian role structures within separate uits, therefore, in the nature of central
planning to divorce not only a layer of plannefrother economic actors, but to also
distinguish managers, foremen, and engineers reggerior technical organization from
the workers themselves. For the workers have bitleo power, rhetoric about their
"dictatorship" aside. More, as a division of labor between conceptioofdmation and
execution becomes more pronounced at every ldweljistinction between almost all
intellectual workers and all executionary worker$ikely to sharpen. As the Chinese
philosopher Meng-tse asserted nearly 2500 years'8gme work with the mind and
some with the bodily powers. Those who work wité thind rule others, and those who
work with their powers are ruled by others. Thos®\are ruled carry others, and those
who rule are carried by others™



Naturally, such a hierarchy of status and powehéfunctioning of the economy will be
accompanied by income differentials as well. Inehdiest years of a centrally planned
economic system, if the coordinator class is reddyismall, most material inequity
derives from the accrual of wealth by the politieble who, through the party, determine
the economic plan. This is a directly exploitatie&ationship in that one group is gaining
while others loseia a direct interactionbut it doesn't take the same form as exploitation
under capitalism. Rather, the planners are simiplly B0 manipulate the determination of
the social welfare function, and of job definitipasid pay scales to their own advantage.
They

"In fact, for all his/her alleged leading role, Beviet worker has just as little to say in
the high or low level decisions of his/her entespras the worker in a capitalist plant.
He/she has no voice in deciding whether operatiahde expanded or cut back, wi
will be produced, what kind of equipment will beedsand what technical advances
any) will be enacted, whether there will be pieages or hourly wages, how
performance will be measured and production nomicutated, how worker's wag
will evolve relative to increases in productivibgw the authority structure of the
plant from director to foremen will opera

are able to develop bonus prcedures, vacation pdauasespecially state financed
"extras" again, to their own advantage.

Later, however, as the system becomes more fudlyoehted and the coordinator class as
a whole comes to dominate the economic appardtesirtequal distribution of wealth
becomes essentially a matter of "redistributiorhisTtakes the form of income
differentials between conceptual and executionaopi, bonuses and state favors, and of
job definition, etc. But it also derives from the planners' effortexpand the economy

in ways which always reproduce coordinator/workasg differences and elaborate the
influence and power of the former groupsMuch work remains to be done before a full
theory of these dynamics can be elaborated, bu¢ sodications will be given in a

coming section of this chapter dealing with cladations in so-called socialist societies.

""What empirical facts point to the rule of the wimik class under socialism? Do
workers receive the highest pay? Hardly; the awenaigllectual's earnings are
considerably higher than the average worker's tlaadlifferential between the
maximum an intellectual can earn and the maximumkers wage is as great if not
greater than in the market economies. Are the weréble to take greater advantage

of state subsidized benefits over and above wages? Nogwbhitar people live in

larger and more comfortable dwellings in pleasangghborhoods, and they have a
far better chance than workers do of getting amtay@nt in a building being
constructed with the aid of state subsidies. Eterright to settle in town is a class
privilege: It is easier for intellectuals to getipéssion to settle in the cities with thi



superior services, and so they can live relatietdge to their places of work, while a
good part of the working class—in some countriesnash as half—is obliged to
commute to work from the ill-serviced villages wadehey live. The children of the
intelligentsia go on to university-level studiedan higher proportion; even earlier,
they gain admittance to better schools more e#isdliy do workers' children. Only
intellectuals and their dependents are admitteddspecial hospitals and clinics
which provide outstanding care for ranking state party officials. The cafeterias of
institutions employing mostly intellectuals offeztter and more varied meals than do
the factory canteens..." George Konrad and IvateSyg The Intellectuals on the
Road to Class PoweHarcourt, Brace, Jovanovich, 1979, pp. 171-172 dithors
continue to elaborate numerous other differencesatérial and social situation
between workers and intellectuals and to theredonelltaneously debunk certain
narrow statistical studies which are blind to maop-wage differentials.

The Social Welfare Function's Bias Against Self-Maagement

We outlined three different approaches to findimg $ocial welfare function: political
determination, market determination, and votinge &hthoritarian implications of any of
the versions of political determination are obvioget these have historically been one of
the central means employed. Insofar as a cenahplg approach is enacted in a society
that doesn't have a wide layer of conceptual warkiers to be expected that the task of
coordinating the economy will fall upon a politicdite largely credited for the success of
the revolution. Still, for such a group to contirdetermining "what is good for society

and its members" is antithetical to any conceivalotigon of collective selffmanagement.

It cannot help to improve sociality, nor to spreidls and knowledge necessary to
solidarity and self-management. Where one mightensakargument that a group's
political experience warrants granting it a prominiale in debating economic priorities,
it is impossible to justifiably grant it authority make people's choices for them.

But turning to markets as a vehicle of determirtimgsocial welfare function doesn't
really improve things much. As we'll see next sactmarkets can't handle the problem
of public goods or externalities, and markets ingploshavioral and informational
constraints that are destructive of socialist peatity. And though some of this would be
attenuated in the instance where markets wereampetitive—their prices being
socially determined by planners—the basic problemsid remain.

So we come to voting as an alternative approack.s&nious attempt to elaborate a
central planning model which pays attention toessof democracy will focus on this
alternative so we will consider it in greater detéle will attempt to give voting every
benefit of the doubt and show that it still mustui¢ in a bias against the provision of
self-managed work activities in a centrally planeednomy. Let's assume that everyone
has the same vote, every voter is well informeelghs no gamesmanship, and there is
no bias against goods with relatively great exteand public effects. A problem still
exists because perfect democracy is not the sas@famanagement.



The effects of different economic activities are nsually confined to single individuals
or units in the economy, but neither

are they evenly spread over all members of sodiesyead, the implications of most
economic choices affect a number of individualstbudifferent extents. In this context

selt management is having decision-making input, ippproon that one will be affected

by the outcome of that decision. Therefore-salinagement would not be the same as

individual freedom except in those relatively exeapal cases where the use-value of a
particular activity was confined entirely to a dm@dividual. But more relevant to our
present purpose, self-management is also not the aa perfect democratic majority
rule except in those relatively exceptional caskere the use-value of a particular
activity is spread equally over everyone in sogietyfor goods that angure public

goods. In other words, in most situations self-ng@maent lies somewhere on the
continuum between individual freedom and majornitier So a democratic voting
procedure for determining the social welfare fumtiwhich will then be mechanically
translated by the CPB into a set of production i@ members of all units in the
economy, exhibits a bias against self-managed ideemaking with respect to activities
such as the choice of technology in a particuldtrafithe economy where the effects are
relatively greater for those working in that umiah for people working elsewhere.
Unfortunately, this is the best that a centrallgrnpied economy can do.

The idea can be stated in a positive form as Wellachieve self-management the
economy would have to provide greater decision-ngkuthority than the social
average to those working in a particular productiait over the choice of technology in
their unit. As an individual, | would want this extauthority in the voting process when
we come to questions about my work place, and lldvbe perfectly willing to grant
more authority to others concerning their work ptagot because of differences in
information concerning the outcome, although tbatrhight become a consideration, but
simply because of differential effects that we nbigthknow with certainty. But by

giving everyone equal say in determining the somsglfare function, and by arriving at
an economic plan by a totally mechanical proceasttanslates that social welfare
function into a set of specific production planséach unit in the economy, the workers
in other plants have had as great a say in detergithe choice of technology and
organization of

work in my workplace as | have, and | have had @§ssmuch say about the choice of
technology and organization of work in their wotkges as they have. In other words,
the choice of technology in a given plant has spmete aspects since it affects the
workers in that plant more than people elsewhevenEhe most perfectly democratic
form of central planning exhibits a bias again#ft-seanaged work by treating this

choice as if it were a purely public.



Although some of the bias against differential effeof different jobs can be alleviated
by including the different categories of work alamigh the different consumption goods
in the social welfare function that people may varte this would not solve the problem
outlined in the above paragraph. To the extentdlskilled carpenter has more power to
define the nature, organization, and pace of hisdloek activities than a pool typist,
people could record their preference for self-madagork situations by voting more
points to carpentry than typing activities whenedetining occupational priorities in the
social welfare function. But whether you are a eatpr or pool typist in a particular
productive enterprise, you have no more say ovepthanization of work in your own
unit than a carpenter or pool typist working inrat thousands of miles away.

Individuals naturally orient their preferences togvactivities that will be relatively
plentiful, and away from activities that will beffitult to find. If there is a bias in the
expected future supply of particular kinds of rolesople can be expected to influence
their own development in a similarly biased direwtilf one type of sport will be easy to
participate in, all the equipment being readilyitalde, while another will be almost
impossible to enjoy, no playing fields of suitabksign being accessible, people are
more likely to develop skills and taste for theffitype rather than the second. But we
have just argued that a centrally planned econaasyan inherent bias against the
provision of self-managed labor activities. Whenagenbine these insights we find that
not only will there not be full producer sovereigim any initial period, but there will be
a cumulative divergence in future time periods whgincreasingly disguised as people
"rationally” adjust their personal characteristizgliminish their needs for self-managed
work activities and increase their tolerance ftwoladirected by others. While it's our
view that such accommodation will never be absolii@ in no way

diminishes the historical implications for centygilanned societies.

A recent disconcerting talk by the Russian Margisigre Boris Weyl bears out some of
the implications of what we have been arguing. Wegtonstrated with the over-
optimistic in his audience... "it should be saidwever, that the masses in the Soviet
Union have forgotten how to rise above their imraggconcerns; they always weigh
things on a profit and loss basi&'He went on to describe worker dissent as focused
around almost exclusively individualistic and matkstic concerns. At the same
conference Ursula Schmiederer succinctly clariffeglpoint that "producer resistance
assumes first of all the form of consumer protesthese conditions and showed
historically that this was the case for diversesipgs throughout the 'Eastern Blo¢.""

By this we do not mean to argue that there has besw sort of "end to history” in these
countries, nor that there could be in a well ottedtrally planned and politically
dictatorial society. That human needs of a broaddrmore social character are seldom
expressed or keenly felt, does not mean that theg disappeared. Yet, the process of
people molding their own characteristics to confevitih the core characteristics of a
centrally planned economy (or adjusting their desto biased conditions of supply) is a



process entailing loss of potential fulfilment amdvarping of human development and
desire. And as time goes on in such conditionswlaeped preferences” certainly
combine with the bias of the central planning meddra to yield production programs
that are increasingly further from what could mazerfulfillment and development.
With complete centralization of the economy andtpalur analysis does predict
increasing levels of oppression, but the real wizrldardly so determinant. First, these
societies emerge historically and embody imporédgrents opposing complete
centralization. Second, individual consumer futfifint can be milked only so much
before the system must begin addressing more soeéals—much as is now occurring in
the United States. Consumer protest over poortyuldck of diversity, or rising prices
could break the hegemony of the "planning mechaharar the workers' preferences.
Then workers might begin anew to express desigardeng technology, work
organization, solidarity, and freedom. Such expogsscan grow at rates belying all
theoretical prediction. The "revolutionary mole'hcstill find its way, even

across borders into Soviet soil. For in a senss tite question of momentum that is
essential. If the core characteristics of centi@hiping are increasingly determinative of
the actual conditions of work, it will be increagiy rational for people to accelerate
adjustment of their preferences toward these aidéinian conditions. But if the
momentum should begin to reverse, for whatevesttary and seemingly insignificant
reason, then the underlying human attributes ofhikforce may express themselves
increasingly clearly and loudly. If, for examplepgps of workers should begin to place
constraints on the choices of technology availabkhe central planning board, perhaps
only to defend their lives against the plannerséptance of dangerous techniques, they
may end by hiding more and more of their work paises that they would rather not
have chosen by the planners. This could lead tmgahto question the entire structure
which imposes outcomes on them. Or alternativéding prices could cripple motivation
and cause dissension leading to consumer andyfiwallkplace boycotts. The break in
accustomed behavior characteristic of such actklgrovide a powerful impetus to the
expression of long subverted desires. Yet it is #ise, that in the absence of some vision
of an alternative and political program, even thesttwidespread disruptions of this sort
would likely as not eventually ebb in a reassertbfamiliar norms. Were such a vision
and program to exist, however, or to emerge duaisgries of widespread strikes or other
breaks with accustomed behavior, the possibilitg @forking class revolution against the
planning apparatus and the coordinators would icgytaxist.

The Non-Socialist Character of Central Planning

We have argued that even if one grants centrahpigrevery conceivable benefit of the
doubt, it remains biased against the provisioretifrmanaged work opportunities. Even
if the social welfare function is determined byotatly democratic voting procedure,
even if the production units provide the centralnpiing board with accurate information
concerning their capabilities, even if the persowh¢he central planning board are



democratically elected, recallable, and strictated and institute no criteria of their
own into either the formulation of the social weddunction

or the calculation of the implicit optimal plan,evshould all this be true—and it never
has been—the best that central planning can pr@udey individual is an equal say in

all economic decisions. But this is not decisiorking input to the degree one is affected
by the outcome. It is not self-management. The [aophelief that central planning
represents a systemic encroachment upon the indivpfocess to have real weight.
Furthermore, there will be progressively less deimaxpressed for self-managed work
roles in even the most democratic voting procedasethie workforce rationally adjusts

its desires away from those economic activities &in@a accurately perceived to be under-
supplied.

But if we consider the information and role biasésentral planning, in addition to the
snowballing apathy that it imposes upon workersaréigg matters of control of
production, the inherent inadequacies appear ewgr acute. The planning process
minimizes the amount of knowledge direct produterge about how they fit into the rest
of the economy, while simultaneously generatingoaopoly of information in the hands
of the planning board. The role structure of cémitanning generates a group with an
established habit of playing the superior part @command relationship. The combined
result is an erosion of worker resistance to autdn@enism, and a tendency for central
planners to make their own well-being a centrdkdon in welfare calculations.

Even should central planning have originally beemlsined with the intra-unit
institutions of democratic workers' councils in taetories, it would not be long before
the central planning bureaucracy realized thabitilel be easier to hold an authoritarian
managerial structure within the units accountabteobeying their directives. Once
authoritarian command relations spread from ther{innit allocation process to the intra-
unit determination of daily work relations, few hars would remain to the substitution
of the planners' and managers' welfare functionHfersociety's welfare function. The
process of creating a new ruling class of econaoardinators, with their own well-
defined objectives including retaining their ownage and authority would be complete.
Moreover, as the conceptual/executionary divisiblaloor proliferates through all social
relations, the class division would be solidifiedtiahose on top would develop a
monopoly of

knowledge, skills and personal disposition veryfuis® the maintenance of their
monopoly of economic power.

As executors come to recognize the extent to wbadrdinator interests dominate those
of the mass of citizens, workers, and peasantg,wilEbe progressively less motivated
to perform their economic functions out of feelimsocial solidarity. Whereas a central



planning board might benefit from worker commitnseta "help the revolution" so long
as the workers believed their efforts were dire¢tedard the common good and that
onerous tasks were allocated fairly, as time andragoing class struggle erode this
belief, central planners will be forced to turreither repression, material incentives, or
both. In this way, the initial strength of centpddnning, the promotion of solidarity
among the citizenry, eventually disappears alortj s&lf-management.

Market Allocation for Socialism?

Recognizing the authoritarian ills of central plary) there are a considerable number of
modern day socialists who feel that while publimewship is essential, central planning
is not—markets are a more desirable inter-unit raeism.*® For these individuals the
socialist goal is an economy characterized by plyptiwned, workers' self-managed
enterprises and freely operating competitive market

Roughly speaking, take the United States, natinedhe means of production in (at
least) all major industries, amend the

"Yugoslavia is the operatiave instance of this typ&socialism," and they have indeed
been quite perceptive concerning at least ceriginficentral planning in boosting
their own system as an alternative. It is worthtongpthe Yugoslav view of what they
term "Etatism" at length and noting that our vielope of the possible paths by wh
what we call "bureaucratic and coordinator rulefjimiemerge is in many essentials
the same as that which they express, despitedtieremphasis on similarities with
capitalism.

"After the revolution, the Yugoslavs say, Socialisnendangered on two fronts, not
just one. Cmmunists have too often believed that the dangsodttalism is
representedolelyby a threat of a restoration of capitalism. TBisiot true. The
dictatorship of the proletariat must guard agdowh a capitalist

constitution to include economic democracy in tlerkplace—workers are organized
into councils where they are free to democraticatlyninister their efforts however they
see fit with only a few restrictions to guard thébjic interest—and strengthen the
national government to effectively intervene to @eene prior monopoly centralization
and other deformities of the free marketVithin the workplace councils each worker
gets one vote, and majority rules. Profits ared#idiamong workers and all decisions
from the length of the work day and the divisiortaxks, to the purchase of new
equipment, are subject to vote. Finally, workeesfage to seek employment in the
council of their choice.



What would be the strengths and weaknesses ofasualhrangement? Obviously
nationalization eliminates the largest cause afjuradity in material wealth under
capitalism. Likewise, the use

restoration and monopolistic tendencies which tdswin the total power which the state
exercises. To battle the first threat while igngrthe second can be fatal to socialism. An
uncontrolled Socialist state can easily transfdsalf into a matter of society instead of
its servant, and become a fetter on the developofeddcialist Democracy.... When a
centralised Socialist state is allowed to concéatiraits hands enormous and unrivalled
strength in society, a new stratum of bureaucnasrges at its helm which in all respects
resembles the capitalist class of old. While claigrio rule in the name of the working
class, this group actually transforms itself ist@tivileged caste which lives at the
expense of society as a whole." " (Milovan Djil@s, New Roads of Socialism, Belgrade,
1950, pp. 9-10) "If the state insists upon conitnglthe means of production centrally,
then the position of the workers remains identioahat which they held under
capitalism. State management of the economy pafestihe alienation of the worker
from the means of production, for he has no morgrobover them than he ever did."
(Blumberg, p. 177.)

"Actually, in practice, given the competitive marketangement, this problem must
prove nearly intractable. The Yugoslav experienciges a case in poir

"Monopolistic practices in the best tradition of $tern capitalism have blossomed
under workers' management. Borba, the Belgradg pavtspaper, accused firms
which were the exclusive producer of some goodssofg their economic power
irresponsibly. These firms often ‘blackmailed’ theeistomers

of markets eliminates the presence of an all pawedntral planning board. Let's
assume that the government is effective in premgntionopolies, keeping markets
competitive, and moving them quickly to forced di(puium. Then the question becomes
whether even giving markets every benefit of theldpthey lead to the most socially
fulfilling economic outcomes and generate the dewelent of self-management,
solidarity, and diversity among participants in d@®nomy. If so, markets would be an
effective corrective to central planning and weldaettle on them as the mainstay of
truly socialist economic allocation. But if n@te will have no choice but to initiate a
creative search for an alternative to both marlats central planninghowever difficult
such a search might be.

Cybernetic Miracle or Commodity Fetishism?
In any economy production and consumption are pathof an encompassing network

and process. Each seemingly individual act of pectido or consumption is actually
connected to countless others in ways establigiglagionships not only between things,



but also between people. To abstract from this evhetwork is to ignore important
aspects of each act. Moreover, every act of praalueind consumption occurs as a flow
through time and each

into paying high prices and accepting inferior ¢yajoods and/ or more goods than
they actually needed. (Blumberg, p. 212)

We largely abstract from the issue not becauseuhimportant, but to spend more
energy on issues which will prove more instrucfmeour positive aspirations to
describe new economic relations. But to give furflavor of the magnitude of the
problen—and thus also of the role of markets rather tharafe ownership as its
cause—consider:

"The big producers are competing with us unfaiNg. matter which customer we
contacted the answer was that others were sellorg cheaply. Our collective
accordingly decided that we should sell at anyepprovided it would cover our costs.
The representatives of the big oil factories theredtened to sell their products at a
discount in the areas supplied by the small facémy were told that the small factory
would not accept an ultimatum and if necessary @aut its own price still further.”
(from above cited UN publication, p. 92)

"separate” flow is part of a still larger flow whics the motion of the whole economy
from period to period. In a particular social seitindividuals may or may not be aware
of these complex features of their actions anddarshave considerable impact upon the
extent to which they can intelligently assess askefit from them.

The market is one possible institution for coortimaeconomic activities of disparate
groups of people. Markets coordinate activitiephyviding all individual units the
opportunity to offer the material outputs of thaativities in exchange for the material
outputs of other units' activities, with a generssumption of non-coercion. This
exchange between different economic units is amesgon of the fact that people in
those separate groups are actually engaged in sotidty with one another. Although
the two units involved in exchange are separatedisignce and lack of information
about the nature of each other's roles in theireshactivity, neither of their processes
makes sense, or could continue without the othee.éixchanged outputs of one group's
activity would have no purpose were they not destito be inputs of the other group's
activity, just as the activity of the second graupuld be impossible without the inputs
received from the first. We have no difficulty umstanding that the workers at the
beginning and end of a General Motors assemblydieeengaged in the social activity of
making automobiles. And even though the workeithénblast furnace divisions are not
connected by a physical assembly line to the warkethe rolling mills in a Bethlehem
Steel plant, we also easily see their activitiemsegrated and part of one process. But
we frequently fail to understand that workers infBehem and workers at G.M. are



similarly involved in a shared activity. The reagonour blindness is thatithin local

units the activities of different individuals arensciously coordinated to achieve a
known goal. However, in market economies the irdiiai activities oflifferent

economic units areot consciously coordinated by anyone. For those workin the

G.M. assembly line do not appear to be engagedatial activity with the steel

workers, or bound by a specific set of productielatrons with those other workers.
Instead it appears that they are engaged in isbfateductive activity and have relations
only with other things, i.e., the sheet metal th&lze as inputs in their labor process and
the automobiles they create as outputs.

In other words, in commodity producing societiesgge see individuals (or small
isolated groups of people) consuming material isppitoducing material outputs, or
exchanging money in markets for commodities—wersksionships between people
and things. Relations between people and otherlpetper disappear from sight or are
confined to recognition of relations between peoplhin the same economic unit. By
focusing on this surface appearance we lose sfghedact that in social economic
activity people must have relations with other ge@nd that it is precisely these human
relations that are disguised as relationships Etveemmodities in exchange. This
information disguising character of markets whielnses people to attribute to things the
geative power that actually resides only in thdues is called "commodity fetishism."

But the information-disguising character of markgaes further. For the G.M. workers
to really evaluate their work in human terms theyuld have to know the human/social
as well as material factors that went into the gehey need to work with, as well as the
human / social outputs of their work, the uses lictv their cars will be put, the human
contribution they will make, the needs met or aggted, and the human and social
characteristics produced. Suppose, for exampleGHd. workers overcome the
misinterpretation of economic reality called comitypéetishism and set out to discover
the nature of their productive relations with st@etkers or coal miners or any other
group. Let's say the auto workers have completanmdtion on the social relations of
production within their unit and want to extendithenderstanding to their unit's
relations with other groups' economic activitieeeTnly information the market
provides about the relations between auto worlsteg| workers, coal miners, etc., is a
price that accompanies the physical commoditiesateaexchanged. Even if these prices
accurately represent the total human costs anditetiet have occurred in the various
processes that have utilized this commodity astiopoutput—and we will argue shortly
that this isnotthe case even when markets operate ideally—tfasnmation is totally
insufficient to allow the auto workers to themsealvmderstand and evaluate their
relations with the steel workers and miners. Theedeaves us in ignorance concerning
what went into a commodity's production, what negdee met or left unsatisfied, and
what human characteristics were simultaneouslyywed. Prices



someone will pay for goods we are producing det'tis know what concrete pleasures
and character development they will promote. Mankstitutions hide all this
information about the concrete human relations @dhainecessary for morale and
empathy, and they thereby preclude the developofesdlidarity based on each unit's
concern with the well-being of all others.

Markets make it almost impossible to think relatitywand historically about one's
involvements with other productive processes. Assgrthat a group of workers "sees”
its own possible activities with all their alterivat possible material and human inputs
and outputs, what they need to expand their uraledlstg fully is a vivid picture of the
same details for other units in the economy whigednimaninputs and outputs of the
other processes are particularly crucial to undacstThe so-called "cybernetic miracle”
of markets is actually theuppressiorof all these information flows. Based on the pice
of material inputs and outputs alone, economicracce totally unable to think in terms
of network and process and therefore unsuitedamselves judge whether a change in
their own productive activity, shifting the relatiamounts of material inputs and/or
outputs, eases others' conditions or makes thaatgins more difficult. The very
absence of information about the concrete effelctsme’s own activities on others leaves
little choice but to consult one's own situatiowlasively.” More, this calculation, as
we'll see, becomes a rather perfunctory and ur@stieig, technical one.

Market Roles: The War of Each Against All

Markets simultaneously require competive behavnat grohibit cooperation as
irrational. For markets create a direct

"This affects not only consciousness and personailitsermining tendencies to
solidarity and inducing narrow egotism—it also ditd outcomes. In Yugoslavia, for
example, workers firms turned to the productiotuatiry oriented goods for which
their was high demand at the expense of providagijdnecessities and long-run
investment goods necessary for economic developroem case often cited is that of
two canning factories in Croatia suddenly addingigment to produce the popular
sweet, 'Turkish Delight." (Fred Warner NeBLoism in Action Univ of California
Press, 1958.) And in the remainder of this boolalNatalogs a whole series of such
"excessive self-interest at the expense of thenademunity,” to use Gerry
Hunnius's wordsWorkers' ControHunnius, G. David Garson, and John Case,
Vintage, 1973)

opposition of interests between the role of sellet the role of buyer. The interest of the
seller is sale at the highest possible price. Titerést of the buyer is purchase at the
lowest possible price. Neither participant is caned with the human situation of the
other as such concern would undermine the funetgof the market mechanism
between them. The essence of every market exchaageact whereby each party tries



to take maximum advantage of the other. As an enanagency, markets establish an
institutional setting of the war of each againktas Marx put it, those who want
markets under socialism 'want competition withdwat pernicious effects of competition.
They all want the impossible, namely the conditiohbourgeois existence without the
necessary consequences of those conditiéhs."

More recently Gar Alperovitz pointed out that "asd as the social and economic
security of any economic unit is not guaranteeis, likely to function to protect (and out
of insecurity, to extend) its own special status-gquerests—even when they run counter
to the broader interests of socie}/.'But this is the situation a market system creates.
Workers in a plant generating pollution have apri@st in hiding the weakness if paying
a pollution tax or using more ecological technolegyld lower their average income.
Workers in a plan creating useless or dangeroudupts have an interest in advertising
to generate market demand, even knowing that comsuane being duped. And workers
in an auto factory would, under Market Socialism témpted to oppose desirable
changes in the nation's overall transportationesyssince the market system would not
ensure their continuing employment, secure incandignity in their work.

To put it most generally, markets systematicallplesh divergences between individual
and societal well-being. They embody the incentivpursue individual well-being at the
expense of the rest of society because they g dnat the rest of society cannot be
relied on to safeguard one's individual welfarklarkets generate a lowest common
denominator consciousness in individual

"This actually extends to the relation between thpleyed and the "job seeking" as
well. "Some firms have atrtificially reduced theesiaf their work force to increase
profit shares for the remainincorkers. This helped to lead to a fairly serious
unemployment situation during the early 1950s" (Bberg, p. 213). Workers are
pushed in the direction of making &

groups. "Under market conditions a minority of tharkers in an industry—perhaps even
one enterprise—can impose its preferences onallett. " If one firm chooses to use
deceptive advertising or lower the quality of tmeduct in imperceptible ways, for
example, "all the other firms must follow suit—and themselves driven out of
business.®?”

In sum, the information markets delete, as wethasroles they define and incentives
they imply, all combine to generate traits of indiwalism and competition. And what is
perhaps even worse, these tendencies create atwntéhich it makes little sense for
the workers' councils to function socialisticalhytheir internal relations as well. The
councilscan meet, but why should they? The workeas exert their authority over all
decisions, but what is gained by taking the timddso? Under market "socialism"
decisions within firms are rendered effectivelyhieical; there is increasingly only



guantitative data to examine and employ to caleuta¢ "bottom line." There are two
different reasons for this tendency for all humad aocial criteria inside the workers'
council to be subordinated to a single bottom tiakeulation. In the first place, although
production units are ultimately in competition widhe another to attract and retain
workers, a populace made increasingly more indadidtic and materialistic by their
participation in market determined production andsumption activities means that
appeals to greater work enjoyment, work solidaatyd sociality will increasingly lose
out to appeals to higher

solidaritous decisions with respect to fellow waske their employment decisions by
the institutional structure of market socialism. &/the level of Yugoslavia's already
troubling unemployment rates would have been dwepist thirty years had a
substantial part of its labor force not been emgtbgtbroad and in central and nortt
Europe is not a pretty picture no matter how ydaudate it.

“We have not found any extensive studies of eitHeesising or pollution in
Yugoslavia, but one of the author's impressions duaingit to Yugoslavia during tr
summer of 1973 was that both problems were ever mat-of-control there than in
the United States. Of course, in our view to aagdndividual workers' firms for
behavior that the structure of the economy comipeds toward is pointless, and that
the appearance of such behavior is not a "reveérsioa petty-bourgeois mentality but
the emergence of precisely the individualistic raétyt one should expect from
market "socialism."

income per employee. In the second place, to ttenethat competition for survival is
most effectively pursued by growth and expanding©production unit's share of the
market, maximization of re-invested profits wilhteto replace even maximization of
income per worker as the guiding criterion. Buboth cases, "social" decision-making is
increasingly replaced by "technical" decision-magkiihat can be effectively delegated.
As workers come to have less desire for, dispasitievard, and skills essential to
collective decision-making, a manager will be hivdtb will function in an
instrumentalist framework. He will sign on engireeand administrative staff who will
transform workplace design and job roles accortiinipe same kinds of criteria,
theories, and techniques taught in the business@srgng schools curricula of Western
capitalist societies. And a process that began at the will of the warlteemselves as the
delegation of "technical" decisions reducible toottom line, will increase the division
between conceptual and executionary work, enldrgg@owers of the managerial strata
who will increasingly monopolize important knowleggkills, and decision-making
experience, and end by substituting the managersbottom line aims for that of the
workers within the "workers' self-managed" firm&elnew managerial class' bottom
line, of course, can be nothing other than maxingzhe size of the economy's surplus
earmarked for them, and defending and enlarginig soeial power to preserve such a
result.



And so finally, far from being an appropriate itgtion for socialism—one that
embodies cooperation, diversity, and solidaritg@® characteristics—markets are
instead an inter unit form embodying individualiggneed, and competition, and suited
not to the enhancement of the power of the direadycers over their own workplace
activity and its product, but to the developmenécdnomic hegemony by a new class of
managers and other intellectual workers or cootdmsaThe argument above is valid or

"When one of the authors inquired at a Yugoslavltaiteut the criteria for hiring a
manager, he was informed that the workers' cowvmiild, of course, like to get
someone who had graduated Cornel's School of WM#abgement, but would in all
probability be unable to since only the biggest aedest hotels for foreign touris
were able to attract the small number of Yugoskawiaith such high credentials.

invalid irrespective of whether or not the pricemgrated by competitive markets
accurately reflect the relative social costs antefies of different commodities. But now
we will argue that, in fact, markets do not desexn\good score by this criterion either.

The Inefficiency of Markets

The common view of markets is that their pricesl leaefficient use of society's
resources. That is, markets are like good trud¢ksd want to move goods, then trucks
are efficient instruments. If you want to coordaatonomic activity, markets, or at least
the relative prices that would result from competitmarkets, are efficient instruments
for doing this. If this were true, there would lmere sense in trying to rescue the
parametric function of market generated prices ftbeninformational, role, and
incentive problems which we have found inherentheause of competitive markets in a
"socialist economy.” But when we examine the edfigy properties of market generated
relative prices in light of a radical view of humla@ings and human societies we
discover that this parametric quality, of evenniest perfectly competitive market
structure, is illusory.

In market transactions the balancing of costs amkfits goes on only between buyer
and seller. If people beyond the buyer and setleaffected, for example, if there is
more than one "consumer,” then market exchangehvitgatscommodities as if there
were only one consumer, that is, as if the useofroodities were equally as "alienable”
as their ownership, cannot be expected to genaraéecurate evaluation of goods. The
reason for this is quite simple: In a market syster@ economic agent pays for a
commodity, and therefore will evaluate the worthhat commodity only in terms of its
effect on him/herself, paying the price if its effés deemed worth more than the loss of
other commodities that the purchase out of a lidhibeome implies. Therefore, the
weighing and evaluating that takes place is onlerms of the effects on one agent. If
the "consumption” of the commodity by one agent pio©duces effects on other
individuals or firms, then these are ignored aretdltan be no claim to "efficiency" by



the process involved. In other words, the market@ss misestimates the human worth
of commodities whose

"consumption” has use-value for more than one eoénagent because it does not
provide means for joint, or social expression cfis.

But why can't a number of effected agents ban tegetnd become a joint buyer of any
goods whose consumption has extended effects?nBveea is that they can and will
whenever the result or failure to do so is so dyassdequate to drive them to forge a
make-shift social structure outside the institusilsstructures provided by the market. But
the problem is that the situation of the individuaho join such a group is no longer
characterized by the structural conditions of apetitive market. And when economists
analyze the expected outcome for individuals asduméehave like homo-economi
(which is indeed how we are compelled to behavehbskets) in this new structure they
are forced to conclude that the resulting allocatbpayment shares among members as
well as the sum total payment agreed to by themgraed not reflect the relative and
total benefits of consumption, and therefore nedead to an efficient use of resources.

To summarize the traditional assessment of thecemfrthe problem, whenever the
consumption of a commodity has effects on more thenagent and they attempt to ban
together to express their desires jointly, theypagued by the problem of not being able
to effectively challenge individual's deliberatesmaipresentation of preferences. This can
be due either to the impossibility of excludingiadividual without the rest of the group
having to cut off their noses to spite their facedhecause the group is so small as to
make rational the strategies and tactics of gameshia In the case of a flood-control
project, a sanitary campaign, national defenseleaning up pollution, the problem is
clearly that the group cannot effectively challemagandividual's underestimation of
benefit without being willing to do without the kefit themselves. In the case of a park, a
bridge, or a lighthouse where only one ship paasagime "exclusion is perfectly
possible...but there would be only one buyer (eadividual user) and one seller (the
manager of the public good)" and there is no reésdrelieve the two would arrive at an
optimum outcome since there are "no competitiveliérium. " >3

In any case, the important point for our purposdsat voluntary associations of effected
agents, precisely because of these

problems, can be expected to express demandsubli¢moods"” and goods with

positive "externalities” thatnderestimatéhe true social benefit, and demands for "public
bads" and goods with negative "externalities” tiraterestimatehe true social cost. The
market will overprice public goods and underpriceds which have negative social
impacts not felt directly by their buyers. This rhus agreedby all economic analysts.



At this point, however, we diverge from most othbemmentators. As Kenneth Arrow
points out, "There is one deep problem in the pregation of externalities which can
only be signalled here. What aspects of othersiyiehdo we consider as affecting a
utility function?">* That is, what goods involve external impacts shett when
consumed by one person or institution, their buiyezy affect other persons or
institutions not responsible for their purchaseZMeconomists feel that there are
relatively few goods of this type (and few publmogls with generalized social effects)
and that they can be readily catalogued so a goverhcan intervene to correct market
failures in their allocation by tax policies, pelygbayments, and the lik& But we

consider thaall aspects of others' behaviaffects "a utility function," our potential well
being and development and even our preferencaspumien otherwise.

This is not to say that any individual's well-beis@ffected to an equal extent by all
human activities irrespective of which individual® directly involved in performing the
acts and how distant they may be in time and sp&leeexpect that individuals will be
more affected by activities that they and theiseloaquaintances are involved in, and by
activities closer to them in both time and spaag. @&ir social view of human behavior
entails a denial of the notion that there are impable borders around economic acts. As
individual personalities, skills, consciousnessl aeeds are all "inputs" and "outputs" of
every economic act, and as we are all social baiffgsted by the situations of our

fellow citizens (their personalities, skills, cormesness and needs) and as social
relationships are also often "produced" along wdmmodities—naturally economic acts
combine to affect one another and all citizenghag combine into a vast single network
and process. In this perspective externalitiesparuic goods become the social norm,
and market mispricing due to externalities and jouippods becomes more than a
peripheral flaw.

The vision of economies as millions of isolated Rebn Crusoes connected to one
another only through the material goods they ifit@ngje is precisely the view we have
criticized as commodity fetishism. Although in anket economy it is only material
outputs that are exchanged, in fact whatsti@edare all the various economic activities
that in combination produce the joint economic oute, that is, the environment in
which we all live and the changes in human charesties and levels of need fulfillment
that it allows. Moreover the processes that prodoaterial outputs are the same ones
that generate human outputs. Instead of seeingtbalghysical objects we should relate
to them as proxies or "social hieroglyphics" to Max's phrase, for the human activities
that stand behind them. Viewed in this light, thublpc character of goods is more
discernable. It is clear that the human outputsashaal in others are of primary
importance to ourselves as well. As proxies for Anrutputs material commodities
must therefore assume a public nature as welhigncontext market prices are not like
good trucks.

Snow-Balling Individualism



When we combine the inherent deficiencies of marieth respect to the external and
public aspects of all commodities with a view obpke as having needs and desires
which are a product, in part, of their economicwatats, we find that not only will
market economies be "anti-socially” biased at aviptgn time, but that within limits the
degree of bias will increase or snowball as timesgon.

Needs, preferences, or use values—the terms aetieély synonomous—are affected
by economic acts because people can, to some eatenit their future needs towards
goods and activities that will be relatively avhlmand away from goods and activities
that will be relatively scarce. Therefore, if thésea bias in the expected conditions of
future supply of particular goods or roles, peapiklikely influence their own
development in accord. But we have argued that etsuromote the expression of
individual needs and dampen the expression of lsoees thereby leading to a relative
over-abundance of private and scarcity of publiodgo With markets, given initial
human potentials, too much of society's

resources will be allocated to the production @fgde goods, goods with negative
external effects, and public disutility, and totldi of society's resources will be allocated
to production of public goods and goods with pesitexternalities. Over time, people
will rationally adjust their personalities and coimaisness to dampen their needs for
public goods, diminish their aversion to public aaind increase their needs for private
goods that the structural bias of market allocatiosures will be in over-supply. But this
process of people molding their desires to biasedlitions of supply is a process
entailing loss of potential fulfillment and devetopnt and warping of the optimal human
development pattern. Markets therefore not only keegenerally inefficient allocations
in an interconnected human world, they also fornmatitutional boundary that prevents
people from effectively exercising their social tjiss and developing their social
potentials and propels people toward materialistitcvidualism in a snowballing way
that leads to a cumulative divergence from maxinfuifillment.>>

Markets: If Not Socialist, Then What?

Markets delete concrete information about the huomarsequences of economic
decisions. They define roles which require peoplake maximum advantage of one
another. They promote a divergence between indafidnd social well-being and
establish a bias against the provision of publiedgoas well as against the development
of sociality in the populace. Thus if markets asedito coordinate the activites of
different enterprises and individual consumers thiglypromote ever-increasing
individualism and desires for private as opposepualic goods. In their roles as
consumers the citizens of a market economy, evénsercial ownership of the means of
production, will steadily progress toward individieac materialist values which in turn
place a high premium on having even greater levigtersonal income for individual
buying. Thus, in their positions as workers, we egpect the citizens of this market



economy to be pushed toward greater emphasis ogasiog their income and less on
"humanizing work" whenever there is a trade-offAextn the two.

There is of course another factor pushing in tlmeesdirection, competition. If a
particular workers' council were to opt for a skort

" work day while its competitors didn't, naturaltyniould risk losing a share of the

market and eventually perhaps even its existertoe pfessure of market competition
which forces capitalists to "accumulate,” lest theyout-competed, is hardly mitigated

by social ownership, though now it exerts itselftbe workers themselves rather than the
capitalist owners.

Between the pressures of competition and the gigpaasire for private spending money,
an increasing dominance of mercantile values wenfatess itself in each workplace
even in the absense of a growing stratum of masagiin workers' self-managed firms
in a market economy. But a shift in workers' valtegard more emphasis on income
and less on quality of work—and their recognitidmarket competitive pressure—
would simultaneously tend to lead each workershcbtio hire a managerial staff to
guarantee "economically efficient outcomes" evahése managers would have to be
granted steadily more authority over the work plasa result.

Of course once such a strata of managers exist® i no longer a single criterion
within the workers' self-managed workplace. One=gon is still the well-being of the
workers (citizens at large never had a direct inpitiie other criterion is the well-being
of the managers. The first prerequisite for enhamthe well-being of the managers is
that there continue to be managers. The precondmiothis is that workers be excluded
from what makes a manager a manager, his (mostjyntonopoly on knowledge of the
work process, on certain organizational skills, aseén on a managerial "personality
type." This is best accomplished by insuring that¢ontrol of the organization of the
work process is always delegated to a very smallgof coordinators—the

"Although in the foregoing discussion we have "dedii@spects of market effects on
workers' consciousness from theory, there is alsody of empirical evidence
deriving from Yugoslav sociological studies and sfignaires. Josip Obradovic's
study covering 537 workers in twenty enterprisesideicted in 1967 found that
"workers list wages, working conditions, and posgisies for advancement highest in
their list of desired job characteristics. Partiipn in self-management bodies came
fifth for participants and sixth for non-particigarf (Hunnius, p. 303). In a survey
article summarizing the results of several studm®e in different years, Veljko Rus
concludes that whereas in the early years "wortezrg



division between conceptual and executionary laest be continually enforced. Since
the workers' attitudes regarding the trade-off leetvincome and "quality of work
experience" is the primary factor influencing tregee to which control over the work
process will be transferred to managerial stré@ntanagers have a vested interest in
further biasing the development of those valuegobe the bias introduced by the
market mechanism itself, in the direction of plgcgreatest priority on "profits per
workers. " If the process should continue long-emut is likely that people who began
as managers chosen by the workers to serve theiests would become a well-defined
class, different from the rest of the work-forcel ananaging the work process and the
workers as well in their own interests.

The dynamics of market allocation coupled with expiation

to favor an increase in the influence of all groogiger than top management... these
aspirations seem to have weakened somewhat by L86&t studies show that
workers' desires still place the workers' countctha top, but the desired influence of
managers is now almost equal to that of the workerscil. " (Rus, "Influence
Structure in Yugoslav Enterprise$idustrail Relationsyol. IX, No. 2, 1970, p. 150
It seems to us there are only two possible int¢éagioms of these findings. Either
workers are more concerned with material gain asd With participating in "self-
management bodies," and becoming more so. Orntheeas to these questioners do
not reflect a shift in workers' values from selfmlagement to material consumption,
but rather a perception on their pawttivorker participation in the various committ
and councils of self-management is a farce sinfeetfe control is excercized by the
managerial staff in any case. Although the intagirens are quite different, each fits
part of our theory about t expected results of market "socialism." If theve&s
reflect a combination of the two perceptions, seimthe better for our theory, and so
much the worse for Yugoslavian "socialism."
“If we look at the patterns of participation of therk force in Yugoslav institutions of
workers' management, and the pattern of wage diftels, the picture is not
encouraging from a perspective emphasizing sotidari

"With regard to the composition of the organs ofkers' management...the highly
skilled and skilled workers predominate; seskiled and unskilled workers are few
proportion to thei

of capitalist property prove not to be socialisalitor so it seems by this analysis.
Disenfranchising capitalists, but relegating woskir continuing apathy, relative
ignorance of economic functions, and isolation,lespromoting conceptual workers and
coordinators into the dominant position in the exug all seems more compatible with
the elaboration of the coordinators as a new rutlags than with workers' self-
management, even if the latter phrase adorns thevéy of each factory. As with our
study of central planning as an allocation tool,hage been pushed toward a new kind



of analysis of so-called socialist economic relagiavherein workers don't really exercise
power nor develop their fullest capacities. Buh#se societies are not capitalist—and as
capitalists have ceased to exist that seems anmallsoassertion—and not socialist, then
what are they? How does our assessment of theselsmmhtrast with the views of more
orthodox socialists?

numbers in the work force. Although the highly Edland skilled workers constitut
less than half of the Yugoslav labour force in 196@y comprised nearly three-
quarters of the members of the workers' councids&nhpercent of the members of the
management boards. At the same time, while sitied and unskilled workers ma
up about half the labour force, they comprised @aflgut one-quarter of the members
of the workers' councils and one-fifth the membrthe management boards."
(Blumberg, p. 217)

Among white collar workers there was a similar @attof overly proportional
representation of the relatively more skilled wittdlar workers in workers'
management bodies. And finally,

"Women do not serve on workers' management inaheegproportions as they
participate in the labour force. Although women goised more than a quarter of 1
labour force in 1958 they had only 16 percent efgbats on the councils and 10
percent on the boards. Furthermore, only 5 pemfthte presidents of councils a
the boards were women." (Blumberg, pp. 219-20)

Although Blumberg noticed a slight increase in watagepresentation in later years,
he admitted that it might all be accounted for tsyailar small rise in women's
participation in the work force. Wachtel discerrzedegative trend, if any, in all tl
above participation ratios on the basis of latedigts. (Wachtel, HowardVorkers'
Management and Wecers' Wages in Yugoslavi€ornell Univ Press, 1973).

To be brief, interskill, inter-republic, and interdustry wage differ-

The Coordinator Mode of Production and Consumption

To this point we have found both markets and céptaaning institutions seriously
wanting as economic forms for building a sociastiety. But we would like to ask
whether there is a different kind of economy foiliaththese institutions are appropriate.
Or, put differently, do markets and central plaigniend to propel post-capitalist society
toward economic outcomes different from those afasm, toward an economic
arrangement dominated by, and organized to prothetaterests of a class different
from both the working class and the capitalist€fas



Shortly after the publication of the first volumkG@harles Bettleheim's trilogy on the
Soviet Union there began a sequence of articlé4ointhly Reviewnagazine dealing
with the problem of the mode of production in theyi®t Union. It opened with a piece
by Paul Sweezy reviewing Bettleheim's volume ares@nting some of Sweezy's own
ideas on the subject.

Early on Sweezy asserts, "With respect to clasgiogls the primary distortion of
Marxism is to treat them as juridicially defineddagietermined. This not only permits but
necessitates the conclusion that the abolitiorriehfe property in the means of
production does away with the bourgeoisie.... Farrttore, this view of classes and class
relations as being essentially an emanation optbperty system, means that, short of
the restoration of private property in the meanprofluction, no new exploiting class
can arise. ®® In short, this view a priori closes the discussithe existence or non-
existence of an exploiting ruling economic clasthie Soviet Union—yet that is the
guestion we want to address. Sweezy goes on toilbesow one can explain the
absense of desirable socialist outcomes in theeBbliion and yet hold to the
mechanical view of classes. This is the Trotskgpgiroach which

entials all increased throughout the '50s and tgthe mid-sixties leveling off
thereafter. To give some feel for the degree @rinépublic income differentials, the
per capita gross republic product of Slovenia was@imately three times that of
Montenegro in the early '60s and has not declingrafscantly since that time.

In sum, it seems to us that the data we have swesborates rather than contradicts
the accounts of visitors to Yugoslavia, namely thate is a level of individualism,
materialism, and apathy toward the work processmgmtugoslavians very similar to
that among citizens in capitalist societies.

argues that though the economic revolution wasesstal, the need for development
was paramount and in context of the small sizesarhgth of the working class a
political bureaucracy arose to disfigure the retiolu Yet whatever truth there might be
to the existence of a non-socialist political regiamnd institutional form, Sweezy quotes
Bettleheim concerning the just as obvious realitiadure in the economic realm: "The
factories are managed by directors whose relatiotistheir workers are those of
command and who are responsible only to their soserAgricultural enterprises are run
in practically the same way. Generally speaking,gtoducers themselves have no say in
what happens, or rather they are consulted onlynhwiey are asked to give their
ritualistic approval to proposals worked out elseveh in the 'higher spheres' of the state
and the party.®’

But then, if the economy is not socialist, isn# thost likely choice that it has returned to
capitalism? If property alone isn't the basis far &xistence of a class, then why not
suppose that the capitalist class has regainedaisomic dominance, simply in a new



form? In the next article of tHdR sequence, Bernard Chavance makes just such an
assertion: "The Soviet Union is clearly a societyhich the capitalist mode of
production predominates. Consequently, the domidiass is in fact a capitalist class, a
bourgeoisie.®® He argues that profit has become a motive in theeb Union and that
there is a combination of competition and monopolthe Soviet economy, as one might
expect in the most centralized kind of state mohopapitalism.

Sweezy is mercilous and compelling in responsepl@o investments using prices along
with other economic indicies while making effortsnhinimize costs is a far cry from
letting profit rule. The allocation of output betgresectors is different, the determinants
of the distribution of product among consumersdiiferent, the economy is under the
direction of conscious human agents, not the bhierplay of discordant human desires
which are compelled by market pressuréginally, Sweezy asks, without really
answering his own question, why should some arabestso intent upon fitting the
Soviet system into a mold from which it so obviqudiverges?° The fact that this

would be a shortcut to understanding—we could apptyknowledge of capitalism
gleaned over a long period of study without furthdo—seems a pitiful

explanation. Perhaps more important is the attractss to many Marxists of the notion
that if the Soviet Union were capitalist, it wodddtoken a simple kind of failure on the
part of the Bolshevik revolution. They did not sessfully overcome their opponent.
Next time, we must simply struggle harder and naffectively. But if one asserts that
the Soviet economy is neither capitalist nor sagtialhen the Bolshevik revolution didn't
fail to overthrow the old system, but its "succdssi'to something other than what had
been sought. This would call for rethinking theirntevolutionary process. When
Sweezy closes his reply to Chavance by suggestatgdrt the Soviet form of society we
must "entertain the possibility” that "the suparsture, and in particular the ideological
factor, has regained some of the relative poteheyacteristic of pre-capitalist social
formations,"®* is he moving toward this recognition, or is he ingvaway to a new kind
of excuse for the revolutionary program? WhereTiwskyists blame the political
apparatus for disfiguring a successful economioltgion, now Sweezy in his Maoist
turn may blame an overbearing ideology—old consness?

But then in the very next installment to the dep&igeezy is adamant. "l shall argue in
favor of the thesis that there is a ruling clasieUSSR and that it is of a new typ®.”

He demolishes Trotskyist apologetics and yet as$edlly, at the very end of the article,
that the new class which dominates the Soviet nebgeoduction is a product of the
revolution itself. He quotes Trotsky for irony: thHe Stalin regime is the first stage of a
new exgloiting society... then, of course, the hurzacy will become the new exploiting
class. " And he goes on to say, "The new exploiting classetbps out of the

conditions created by the revolution itseff"And looking at the Soviet Union this seems
plausible. But isn't it a varient of Trotsky's vie\oesn't it again pass the buck from an
economic analysis to a political one? Grantedodsdcall the revolutionary process of the
Bolsheviks into question, at least at the levgbalftical forms. And of course it is quite



understandable as a partial analysis in contegtipearlier discussion of the dynamics of
political bureaucracy and of the struggles of thktigal elite to dominate all sides of the
new society. But it jumps over the issuespécifically economic institutiorand their
relationship to the elaboration of a new rulingssldt fails to

foresee any possibility of a struggle between #ipal elite, a politically elaborated
bureaucracyndan economic class elaborated in the economy;iselass which
whether present previously under capitalism or has, certainly grown to a high level of
coherence and power in the new society. It is eeuthat the whole discussion of
socialist economics put forward by analysts likétBBeim and Sweezy is flawed by an
unwillingness to entertain the basic economic qaestof the relation of certain
economic institutions to class relations, and algan unwillingness to entertain the
possibility that the new economic ruling class Wwessent even in the prior capitalist
society. Perhaps the hesitancy on this last p@nves in the following way—if
Marxism Leninism is consistent with the rise to gowf a class elaborated under
capitalism, yet not the proletariat, then mightat be the theory of that class and
therefore not the proper tool of people seekingadigt revolution? In an article in
Critique, a journal devoted to Soviet studies, Ivan Szelsaggests that "the Soviet
ideologues chose Marxism because they found sontethiits orthodox teaching that
suited them in their efforts to build an apologédieology of state socialism, and this is
precisely the assumption that class antagonisneerge only from conflicts around
ownership.”®® Whatever we may think of the analysis of motiveplied here, Szelenyi
brings us back to the initial point of tMR sequence of articles, but with a new
orientation to the matter. If class is not a fuoictsolely of property, from what other
possible institutional relations could it derive@tRer than begging off the question of
identifying the class structure of the Soviet systes too difficult at this time, save for
the hypothesis that maybe it is just a bureaucptenomenon with roots in cultural or
political dynamics, the real task is to seek tatececonomic definitions for class outside
of simple ownership dynamics.

We have already argued that there exists a class titan workers and capitalists, which
within capitalism is at odds with each, and withost-capitalist societies has the
potential of elaborating a position of dominanceifeelf as the new ruling class. We see
the existence of this class in terms of the saelaltionships of economic activity—
principally the division of labor between conceptaiad executionary tasks and in the
effect of this division on the distribution of kntedge, power, skills, and personality
among

economic agents. In industrialized capitalist sioesewe believe that the coordinator
class is of sufficient size and organization tostitate an immediate threat as a new
ruling class, and that there are also very sulistanimbers of intermediate strata who
could be expected, under certain circumstancesigo with the coordinators and



increase their strength still further. In peas#aised economies, however, these elements

are often much smaller and weaker. Their abilitgttain a position of dominance within
a revolutionized economy is severely compromised-+enikely, they will grow as the
new economy grows, organizing in tune with theisipons within new economic
institutions and challenging for greater power andnomic dominance as this process
proceeds. That is, the new ruling class, thoughtent in a fledgling form at the outset of
the anti-capitalist revolution, may only develop ttoherence and clarity of purpose to
dominate the new economy as a result of that ecgisagtaboration and growth. For this
to occur, however, the economic institutions ofrilegr economy must foster the growth
and power of this coordinator class. If this anialys correct we should expect that in
developing countries which have extricated theneseftom capitalism there will be a
complex struggle involving one or more politicated, the coordinator class, the
workers, and the peasants where each group mayaidner different interests. In
developed countries, on the other hand, the impfattie more powerful coordinator class
should be expected to have considerable effeck®arnthe struggle against capitalism is
itself redefined to prevent emergence of a polittise who might dominate all but a
coopted fraction of the coordinators. We have alyagheorized about both these
phenomena in brief discussions of the interrelatietween political and economic
struggles on the one hand, and in criticisms obEammunism as little but a coordinator
strategy on the othe¥ In the second volume of this work we will looktae history of
economic developments in the Soviet Union, Chind,@uba to see if our theoretical
expectations about central planning, markets, had¢dordinator class are borne out.
Furthermore, we will describe an alternative appho@ economic organization which
does not create a new class division but whicleadstllows for a dissolution of classes
and the emergence of collective self-managemetit@part of all economic actors. We
will call this system "decentralized socialist ptarg" and describe

it in considerable detail addressing the structdingroduction, consumption, and
allocation. Finally, we will also examine this ecomic apparatus in social context—what
will be its relations with socialist political, kship, and community spheres?

The general conceptual orienation outlined in olspdne and two of this book, and the
specific economic concepts developed throughostdhapter provide the main tools for
these historical and visionary tasks. The mostialggiding themes will be recognition
of the non-neutrality of economic institutions as#s the development of workers' and
consumers' personalities. This recognition wilplog to the test as we try to envision
institutions whose implications are to advance hupatentials for diversity, self-
management, and interpersonal solidarity.



FIVE:
KINSHIP AND HISTORY

Behind us lies the patriarchal system; the pritatese, with its nullity, its immorality, its
hypocrisy, its servility. Before us lies the pubhorld, the professional system, with its
possessiveness, its jealousy, its pugnacity, @sdyrThe one shuts us up like slaves in a
harem; the other forces us to circle, like caté&slhead to tail, round and round the
mulberry tree, the sacred tree, of property. & choice of evils. Each is bad. [And
so]...Break the ring, the vicious circle, the darmend and round the mulberry tree, the
poison tree of intellectual harlotry.

Virginia Woolf

We are born children but grow up to be adult mewamen. This is a biological and
social process. Moreover, some of us become husbwinks, fathers or mothers,
uncles, aunts, grandfathers or grandmothers. Tdtem®ges in our lives are not the same
as changes from being twenty to thirty years old later from being fifty to sixty. Aging
is biologically inevitable, but the changes in &ir roles and the associated ways we
behave and view ourselves are socially variables&lcan differ from society to society,
and within any particular society for different gps, and from epoch to epoch. In
contrast, aging is inevitable and universal, thoiiglsocial meaning may alter markedly.
This process of young children becoming boys ard,gvomen and men, and mothers
and fathers is socialization. Along with courtstgpxual interaction, nurturance, and
child rearing, socialization constitutes the cdrferature of what we mean by kinship
activity. Kinship institutions, therefore, are tkeosonglomerations of social roles most
central to accomplishing these same ends.

In this chapter we will discuss gender formatiangkip activity, and the paradigm
contemporary kinship institution, the nuclear fam@ur aim is to critically evaluate
traditional Marxist and feminist theories and preseertain socialist feminist ideas that
can help people critique "existing socialist” preetand formulate new feminist/socialist
alternatives?

Some Preliminary Comments
Concerning A New Theory of Kinship Activity

Kinship activity refers to the transition from thedatively amorphous sexuality of babies,
to the more precise and distinct sexual needs epadsitions of women and men.
Kinship activity is what determines how childrermgaite adult demeanor, personality,
and capabilities in ways that distinguish betwee&mmnd women and bear upon
processes of socialization and sexual interackxamples of kin institutions include
different kinds of tribes, clans, nuclear familieztended families, schools, and daycare
centers—and, at a still greater distance, the kimefrated moments of the institutions of
the political, economic, and community spheres.



What enters kin processes is an undifferentiatéy;bahat leaves is a highly
differentiated and socialized adult man or womaistdiically, certain features have
appeared universal. Women mother the young andnttlisdes not only giving birth and
nurturing them, but also providing emotional suatese essential to early human
development. On the other hand, men will genefalljll the protecting role.
Furthermore, even if they have not carried out rfersilial tasks, men have almost
universally determined the norms of socializatiod administered the life of the family.
Men most often initiate in sexual matters, garnmeater benefits from sexual divisions of
labor, and control the bodies of children and wontémwever abhorrent these features
may be, they are empirically undeniable and testifthe overwhelming predominance
of patriarchal male dominance to date.

Yet these sexual characteristics are products minunteraction and therefore may be
made to disappear in future social formations hiorts though thexistenceof kinship
relations is a given in human history—"the existentsomeweb of durable
generational-spanning primary group bonds is aenatt which our humanness itself
depends® —the forms these relations can take are histdyicahtingent. Though
evidence suggests that to date the vast preporwteifamot all of these forms have been
patriarchal, this does not mean they have all ldemtical, only that whatever features
may have varied, male dominance was universal.

After the obvious critical question—how do we owmare patriarchal divisions in the
future?—perhaps the most interesting

guestion is what are tltbfferencedetween alternative patriarchal kinship netwoHRa.
just as the preponderance of human history hasveseconomies that are class divided
and we can nonetheless ask about important diifesehetween these economies, so the
fact of the prevalence of patriarchy needn't deseirom asking aboutifferent

patriarchal organizations of kinship. Finding sulifierences—comparable to the
differences between feudal, capitalist, and co@tdinclass relations—we would be in
position to categorize different kinship systemd emappreciate the complexity of their
specific internal attributes.

The Traffic in Women

An attempt to provide concepts suitable to thi& taghe theory of the "exchange of
women," or, as Gayle Rubin says, "the traffic imwem." In this view, kinship activity
principally involves the exchange of women as gftsl conduits of communication
between groups of socially organized males. Accaytido this approach we can
distinguish different (patriarchal) kinship systeatsording to which offspring are
socialized into the role of giving women, and whiebmen are given to whom. For
example, do fathers, uncles, or grandfathers peswdman along, and is she passed
directly to a future husband or to another "haridberher way to becoming a mate? By
following the "tracks" and treatment of women weghtidiscover how the relations



between adults and children and between men ancewame organized to facilitate the
exchanges’

However, in Rubin's opinion this anthropologicakatation lays too much burden on a
single feature, the exchange of women, while larggioring that conditions of sexual
access, status, and identity also flow in thedatg processes of kinship activity, and that
they do so as more than mere incidental accompanséne the "flow" of women. This is
not to say that the primary focus on women is uivatgd, for women have generally
had the fewest rights in these transactions. Indeetevi Strauss, the originator of the
more elaborate analyses along these lines hasstedgée kinship exchange women
have been little more than gifts. However, by centealmost exclusively on the

primacy of the flow of women rather than also pgywentral attention to the other
phenomena

associated with kinship interaction, this theorgres any claim to generality.

Perhaps most important, this narrow focus may igmloe interpersonal and
psychological dynamics by which personality struesy consciousness, and specific
skills of socialized women and men are construdted even if the idea of women being
exchanged could allow us to develop broad categdoredistinguishing different kinship
networks and even if a full elaboration of the sotkefining kinship exchanges could be
developed, this still wouldn't explaimowthese systems inculcate their norms in the
human center. To understand this it is necessa®focus the analysis away from the
stage of the whole social scheme "down" to theviddial stage of people's personal
interactions within specific kinship institutiorfsurthermore, it is necessary to study this
personal level to understand how patriarchal kimsélations might behanged For
certainly, to address the consciousness that rapesdpatriarchal features, and to uproot
it and develop alternatives in its place it will ibecessary to understand why patriarchal
views are held, why they persist, what needs tlaelyess, and what needs they suppress.
In short, as Rubin argues, "anthropology and desaris of kinship systems do not
explain the mechanisms by which children are erggtavith the conventions of sex and
gender. Psychoanalysis, on the other hand, iscatladout the reproduction of kinship.
Psychoanalysis describes the residue left withdividuals by their confrontation with

the rules and regulations of sexuality of the sieseto which they are born’"

Psychology and Kinship

Psychology is therefore the conceptual orientabiest suited to analysis at the
interpersonal level and to a surprising extenthimipsychology many feminists are now
pointing toward the theories of Freud. For it wasué who first addressed the question
of the transformation of biological sex into sogak. And however sexist his
perceptions of these dynamics were, and howevaeiticat he was of their implications
for the subjugation of women, his work is still,thre view of many feminists, the best
starting placefor the creation of new theory relevant to theseiés?



In the Freudian view—unamended—the process of $ekifierentiation revolves around
the Oedipus complex and its Electra counterpaddifional theorists interpret these
complexes biologically by arguing that they deffirgan organic differences between
little boys and little girls. Other theorists emplzz thesocial contexat the time when
the child discovers/becomes/or is coerced to aatérto its own sex. It seems to us that
the social rather than biological interpretatioas be of greater use in developing a
theory of the "laws of motion" of socialization akidship activity.

How do girls become women and mothers? How do begeme men and fathers? How
much is the dynamic a function of emotional tigeipreted in light of different sexual
anatomy? Or, alternatively, to what degree is geddterentiation a function of power
relationships, dependency, and the struggle tdlfudeds and achieve a self-identity in
particular hierarchical kin institutions? Whethkee traditional focus on emotional ties
and physical attributes or the modern approachecegton role structures and
institutional relationships offers a more promissigrt is irrelevant to the abiding need
for basic psychological understanding. For in githew, the inculcation of male and
female attributes occurs by way of personality dtwment in a social context, and this is
preeminently a psychological issue. Moreover, thegiview, a critical factor in early sex
role differentiation is the almost universal fatatit is women who "mother\Women
provide nurturance, emotional support, and coméorti men are largely removed from
these types of activity. This affects not only toenmunication of notions about proper
social roles for women and men, but also normstefpersonal bonding: how little girls
and boys will conceive of the proper emotional ceses to female and male individuals.
As Nancy Chodorow argues, "The sexual and fandiikion of labor in which women
mother and are more involved in interpersonal,ciffe relationships then men produces
in daughters and sons a division of psychologiepbcities which leads them to
reproduce this sexual and familial division of labo®

"This is only for the traditional Freudian theoryedN and post Freudians differ
substantially. A forthcoming volume from Soudnd Press on mental iliness by Sa
Carter not only clarifies these points, but alsovptes a powerful study of the
interaction between psychological theorizing, tkeérdtion of mental health and
illness, and the problems of achieving social cleangnodern social settings.

Homosexuality

In any case it is important to notice that theipathal division of the sexes in child
rearing roles (and/or as exchanger or exchangexdssgates clear differentiation of
male and female sexualitgny breakdown in demarcation of men from womeedtens
to reveal that what it means to be a "man" or artyan" is a social outcome and a
mutable one at that. This would in turn threatenlégitimacy of what otherwise appears



as a natural kinship system. Thus the legitimaguirements of patriarchal kinship
systems provide a sufficient explanation for thedmminance of heterosexuality because
respect for homosexuality would be subversive tfigmghy. That is, people's biological
homosexual dispositions are socially negated irigrahal societies as an intrinsic part of
the kinship activity of socializing boys and gittsfit as "proper men" and "proper
women." Bisexuals in such societies have somehcapesl the repression of either side
of their sexuality. Homosexuals may have had thierbsexual aspect socially repressed,
may have consciously or unconsciously self-repeefiseir heterosexuality, or may
simply have chosen to act on the basis of theirdsaxual impulse alone. Although this
approach does not imply that homosexuality and bisexuality is freer theh
heterosexuality, nor thail non-heterosexuality is indicative of things to @under
socialism, it does suggest that at least some hexnass and bisexuals have a lot to teach
the rest of us about what socialist sexuality idllike.

Moreover, this analysis of the link between hetexoglity and the maintenance of
patriarchal role definitions for men and women gisavides a sound basis for explaining
the repression of homosexuals in many past an@iprescieties. The isolation of
homosexuals, their degradation, and their redu¢tansubhuman status becomes but
one more violent means of upholding patriarchy eistlg when other means to the same
end are temporarily inoperative. In the case afeapitalist third world revolutions that
remain strongly patriarchal, the necessity of opgmhany "male” roles in the military
and economy to women in order to win the strugglgsinst imperialism and
underdevelopment is already seriously threaterarthe reproduction of a clear division
between what is "male” and "female."” In this conhtée presence of even a few men
adopting women's personality traits and sexual

preferences—and vice versa—becomes even moreghnegtto the reproduction of
patriarchy than homosexual manifestations undeerfregular” patriarchal
circumstances. This provides a plausible explandbtoreports that homosexuality is a
serious; crime in some post-capitalist societiesnaeportedly punishable by death in
China.

In any case, one welcome by-product of our analgdisat interpretations of
homosexuality as "biologically unnatural,” a "wadpmutgrowth of restrictive
circumstances,"” or "a bourgeois disease" all beaoere ideology. For these demeaning
analyses, backed up by pitifully uncompelling evicke, are best explained not as being a
serious response to real circumstances, but ag beeflection of the insecurities of their
purveyors.

Similarly, the requirement of a clear demarcatietween "what is a woman" and "what
is a man" has implications with regard to parentiMg already brought attention to the
feminist claim that the exclusive assignment of vwarto mothering was a critical factor
in the reproduction of patriarchy. By "motheringéwmean a whole constellation of
activities including nurturing, dressing, watchiogt-for, teaching, disciplining,



comforting, cleaning...and more importantnadsetthat sees these tasks as a priority
and is continually alert to their organization aedomplishment. "Fathering," on the
other hand, generally involves another consteltatibactivities with perhaps some
overlap but very little as fathering generally riegsl an average of only a few minutes of
primary child care a day-and almost no primary responsibilias well as no mindset of
attentiveness to childcare tasks. One person igthan as a being, the other merely acts
fatherly,beingsomething else which earns money. Indeed, even Wigemother works,
she is, of course, a workimgother The fact of primary intimate relationships folr al
children forming

"It is certainly worth noting, as an apparently demiinstance of the common presence
of homophobia, that the Cheyenne and Lakota "draapparent negative
connotations from the existence of homosexualdh&aontrary, the Lakota seem to
have considered them askenor spiritually powerful and unique.” (Private
communication from Ward Churchill). If there were Inomophobia in these cases,
given our analysis of homophobia's roots, this wadrtainly be consistent with the
views of many Native Americans that these tribeseyege not patriarchal.

only with mothers and therefore, in patriarchalistes, only with women, is perhaps the
main pillar of the "reproduction of mothering" argent. But less subtly, it is also true
that the idea that women are organically and iaélyt mothers—or frustrated mothers if
childless—while memrhooseto do more or less fathering as they wish, isnaménse
support for the clear differentiation of genderidigibns. Womerare mothers and men
choose what they will, and there appears to bemgpitontingent or alterable about this.
It seems likely to follow, therefore, that reallyased parenting would be doubly
subversive of patriarchal kin definitions. It woulolve an enactment of intimate
relations between children of both sexes and meratallel those with women, and also
a disproof of the notion that sexual divisionsaifdr are biologically rooted in what it
means to be of a particular sex. It also followsyéver, that as long as women alone
take primary responsibility for affective and thatfgl parenting—mothering—women
and men will bear very different proportions oflahds of "housework™" and therefore
have different roles throughout society, and atst thildren will experience this
differentiation first-hand at every emotional aretgeptual level, thereby helping to
ensure its reproduction from generation to genemai

Preliminary Lessons

One immediate implication of this general discussibsexuality, parenting, and kinship
is that we need to do our social analyses withsteehsitive to kin. We need to use kin
categories, not only class or political categortes. insofar as kinship activity has
different requirements for different actors, ansoifar as the resulting variations in
behavior, position, and power translate into déferpersonality, people occupying
different roles in the kinship network will readtfdrently to historical situations,



opportunities for change, and organizing effottss Important not only that a person is a

worker or capitalist, a party member, or namember, but also that the person is a mother
or father, brother or sister, uncle, aunt, wifesliand, homo- or heterosexual.

But there is another important step we must talkeniexpanded socialist-feminist
analysis of kinship activity and institu

tions. We must extend our understanding of thehimeetwork throughout society,
recognizing the kinship "moment" in activity contegdized primarily as occurring in
other spheres. We addressed this idea in genechhjoter one. Socialization is not
confined to the family (which is most often the wahkinship institution), nor even to

the family and immediately obvious extensions sagldaycare centers, schools, and the
T.V. Instead, since people affect their self-depatent and consciousness by all their
activity, there is socialization occurring in gtireres of daily life. That is, each form of
human activity has a socialization and/or sexuaffational moment, and the kinship
network, when fully extended, is coextensive with dbther networks.

This means: a) kinship relations may vary, pertsyistantially, for different classes,
races, or political groups. b) All institutionalenarchies, to be stable, will have to largely
accord with the role differentiations between me&oamen, and children generated in the
processes of kin activity. And c) beyond this sien@tcommodation, activity in other
spheres may actively reproduce kinship norms amef@duced and affected by them as
well.

The kinship network is socially embedded. It exasily in context of accompanying
economic, political, and community relations. Oaea'tfully understand kinship
networks in the abstract; they do not exist inasoh from the rest of society. A typology
of kinship networks, like a typology of economicpmiitical networks, has only limited
applicability and explanatory power. Though sudiplogy would be useful to many
ends, it could not even explain kinship activitytloé most basic sort a) when it occurs in
institutions other than those central to the kitwoek, and b) when the kinship sphere
performs political, economic, and community funogas well.

Perhaps the clearest illustration of these pomtke family, which, in addition to being
the central kinship institution in most known sdi@s, has sometimes been the central
economic and community institution as well. Evercapitalism where functional
differentiation is exceptionally elaborate, the figrmnemains a very important economic,
political, and community institution. The positiohindividuals in the family can only be
understood in light of this fact. Psychologicaldhefocusing on familial roles is
necessary, to be sure, but a psychological thebrghnabstracts



from spheres of social life other than socializamd reproduction will be inadequate.
Consider trying to understand the different pressupossibilities, and responsibilities
which attend to being a mother or a father. Withtaliing into account the different
situation of women and men (assuming women "motaed’' men "father" in
contemporary patriarchal families) in the broadmm®my and polity, and paying scant
attention to the class and race or ethnic affdiagi of the people involved, a psychologist
will at best gain only a partial insight with vdignited explanatory or theraputic power.
Therefore, however sketchy, when Mao Tsetung dihss analysis of his family, it was
not in fun.® Insofar as the family engages in economic actjind insofar as all activity
that it engages in has an economic moment, thdrbeveconomic features and
characteristics of family activity and thus famégtivity will have to at least
accommodate to economic class relations. What iad most socialists have been
oblivious to, however, is the reverse logic. As fidamily has an economic aspect—
production and consumption occur—so the workplaseadkinship aspect—gender
socialization takes place. As one can usefuly stbdynfluence of economic requisites
within the family, so one should study the impackioship requirements in the
workplace 1°

The point is that women of different class, race] political positions endure different
degrees and forms of patriarchal oppression, andohthese different backgrounds
enjoy different patriarchal advantages, just as @meind men in theame class
nonetheless occupy somewké#terenteconomic positions due to gender effects.

To conclude our overview, despite the need fohrranalysis of the dynamics of
socialization, all socialist feminist theories pidio certain general conclusions. 1) An
extensive sexual division of activity and espeygitiie fact that women are primary
nurturers is critical to the reproduction of patctay 2) The existence of patriarchal
kinship networks severely restricts human fulfilmhand development. In conjunction
with other social networks it establishes reswitsi which oppress women and children,
and men to a lesser extent. 3) The creation otgoin which biological gender
differences are not translated into non-biologgmdial role differences requires a
revolution in kinship systems. 4) Advance in otieheres is likely to hinge on a kin-
revolution as well, for

kinship activity molds the individuals who enteetiork place, the polity, and the
community, and if these individuals are psycholatjjcmaimed upon arrival, the hope
for liberatory outcomes in other spheres is utoptgron the other hand, the coextension
of the kinship network with the other major sociatworks implies that a feminist
revolution cannot succeed without revolutionaryraein other spheres as well.

Alternative Theories of the Situation of Women
Orthodox Marxism



The orthodox Marxist approach to the "woman questis relatively straightforward.
The class division of labor and the sexual divissbrabor derived from it are together
responsible for the situation of women in differbigtorical formations. The family is a
superstructural institution. It is molded by econonequisites including the
accumulation process and the reproduction of ¢kdasions. In any particular society
men and women may certainly experience differeai$situations and pressures
associated with these superstructural phenomenah8se differences are not
fundamental to problems of major social changeyT@enot require a separate analysis
to determine their roots as these roots are knovire teconomic. They do not require a
separate non-class defined movement to eliminaie ¢ffects. A revolutionary change in
the economy will be sufficient for achieving equitgtween men and women at the
superstructural level, and this revolution can aidyne from the activity of a class
defined movement!”

"Of course this is an all too brief presentatioroigmg many insights and fine
distinctions. Still, it is descriptively represetiva of the more orthodox approaches
and their influence on many creative Marxist thiské\ volume devoted to the
intricate relations between Marxist and feminigtught isWomen and Revolution,
edited by Lydia Sargent, South End Press, 1984 .important to be absolutely clear
that until a new socialist theoretical frameworkvisll established the effects of
orthodox priorities and habits of thinking will ressarily continue to plague Marxist
efforts to

As Batya Weinbaum asserts, "Marxist class anabisstracts from differences based on
sex and age, as if incidental to the economic q@afed socialists have no plan to
overcome the resulting problem$?Or as Heidi Hartmann says, "Most Marxist analyses
of women's position take as their question theimahip of women to the economic
system, rather than that of women to men, apparasiuming the latter will be

explained in their discussion of the formér Explaining how the oppression of women
is useful in reproducing capitalism is not the samexplaining the basis of women's
oppression, its tenacity, nor the means by whichay be overcome. Analyses of
economic relations do not explain foot-binding,eaghastity belts, nor the full contours
of more "normal” family relations and their impagon women's lives.

In many non-capitalist societies the family wasdkatral institution of the economy, but
this does not mean it wasn't also the centraltirain of the kinship network?
Furthermore, this duality of function cannot seagean argument that the contours of
sexism are governed solely by economic requisitésar only serve as evidence that
there may be a co-defining relationship betweerakith economic arrangements. The
original orthodox Marxist thesis that the advenpo¥ate property and the ensuing need
for fathers to know which children were their ovagether engendered the birth of
patriarchy is the kind of hypothesis that comesftoying to overburden economics with



responsibility for extra-economic resultsIt is not even in accurate historical order,
much less logically compelling®

A better basis for a theory of the origins of patchy is that in early societies there was a
sexual division of labor, the men more often thathts, the women more frequently
gatherers'’ The biological need for the mother to be withisyegeach of young infants
could explain the practical origin of such a sexdigision of tasks, and the "by-product”
implications for the assymetrical development &f slexes might well have been
profound. We are

understand and affect kinship relations. Moreoweofar as new theory and aims are
broached from within a Marxist orientation, howewardified as for example in our
own work n this volume, they should rightfully remain suspeatil proved successt

in on-going political experience.

certainly not in agreement with some superficialgses that suggest the gathering was
mindless, stunting women's evolution, while hunfimgvoked the further genetic or
social development of men. But it does seem pléaisibus that hunting could have
produced personality traits and skéisiphasizing more aggressive facets of human
potential,thus leading to a situation where the hunters—memd successfully
physically coerce the gatherers—women. Certaintiigrang required as much ingenuity
and creativity as hunting, including the discovefyhe single greatest technical
innovation in human history to date—the developnwéragriculture. But insofar as
physical prowess and aggressive psychologies aedfgreat power, the activity of men
and women might have been conducive to the soorairthtion of the former by the
latter. In any case, regardless of its origin,ipathy predates the birth of capitalism (just
as class divisions predate the specific kinshim®of modern societies), and its causes
are social rather than solely biological. But ip&triarchy's reproduction in specific
personality types in the human center through tregiroduction in specific kinship
networks which must concern us now.

As Gayle Rubin argues, "hunger is hunger, but wbahts as food is culturally
determined and obtained. Every society has sonme dbrorganized economic activity.
Sex is sex, but what counts as sex is equally @iljudetermined and obtained. Every
society also has a sex/gender system—a set ofgamaents by which the biological raw
material of human sex and procreation is shapdulbyan, social intervention and
satisfied in a conventional manner, no matter haarbe some of those conventions may
be."*® The problem with the orthodox Marxist approacthit it is economically
reductionist. Instead of recognizing the existenica kinship sphere that has implications
of its own for human development and organizatiba,orthodox Marxist view seeks to
relegate this sphere to a secondary status andhtiee position. Orthodox Marxism
forgets that the worker came from a particular lohdamily, and that the worker sees



the world through eyes which first grew accustortteseeing social relations in that
same family®

Zillah Eisenstein offers another critical obsergati"The mutual dependence of
patriarchy and capitalism not only assumes theeahllity of patriarchy to the needs of
capitalism [which is

what allows the orthodox analysis to yield manytfaliinsights] but assumes the
malleability of capitalism to the needs of patriare 2° Therefore by its reductionism,
which ignores half of this "dialectic," the orthodMarxist analysis of the factory as well
as the family, is crippled. For within the factargt only are the social relations, the
relative wages, and the relative burdens of wotkri@ned by class, but they are also
determined by the kinship moment of factory acyidnhd the complex accommodation
and/or co-reproduction between the economic anshkinspheres. This is overlooked by
the orthodox analysis and so the essential fadtim@thodox Marxism—economism—
even has repercussions on one's ability to anahgé&cused economic network as well
as rendering one helpless to fully explain the garelations and struggles between
men, women, and childreff.

In addition to these central failures of the orttwodAarxist approach to "the woman
guestion," we find that other Marxist theories whattempt to more concretely address
capitalism, the family, and male-female relatiorss@so lacking. For example, in
Engels' classic formulation, the oppression of wommeder capitalism is due to their
exclusion from the realm of work and their restwiethandling by husbands concerned
about the amenities of passing on propéftfhose few women who do work are
deemed for the most part free from these oppressi@ut according to orthodox
Marxism the dynamics of the capitalist mode of pitbn tend to attract women into the
workplace and thereby undermine the basis for pegial oppression of women that
might have been inherited from pre-capitalist siiese However, since it is evident that
capitalism has not eliminated patriarchy, new atthotheories have had to account for
this. The facts that working women in the U.S. todarn about 65 percent of what their
male peers earn, that they are clustered in loam&cand degrading jobs, that there is
still such a thing as "women's work," and that vimgkwomen suffer no less in the family
for their involvement in public work, have propé@lmany Marxists beyond Engels’
analysis of the "women questior®™For obviously working women are oppressed

"Then it will be plain that the first condition fae liberation of the wife is to bring
the whole female sex back into public industry.'§Els, op. cit. p. 138-139.



as womerandas workers. Work is not free of sexism. Capitaliss not ended
patriarchy and has in some ways even intensifidéngels must be surpassed, at least on
this question.

The "Public" Versus "Private" Conceptualization

To overcome these weaknesses the author of ondgpdparxist work, Eli Zaretsky,
argues that social life under capitalism is diviifed a public and a private sphefe.

The former, the world of wage labor and politicslargely inhabited by men. The latter,
the world of the household, is primarily the domairwomen (though it isn't explained
whywomen have a monopohere. This split between public and private has ocadirr
because the wage labor force must be procreateiyed, and socialized, and for the
most part this cannot be done effectively in theiporiented public domain. It is
therefore relegated to the household where thenteskbe efficiently accomplished by
women. In Zaretsky's view this household work isllg privatized in that it is separated
from wage labor and because each woman must catrityeo tasks individually and in
isolation from other women. Moreover, since they arimarily caring for and dependent
on particular men, women necessarily become moleserbeholden to these same men
and oriented to their needs. The private is theesdosubservient sphere whose
characteristics are derived from the requiremehtseopublic. So, in Zaretsky's theory,
yes, there is a sexual division of labor. Yes, wormedure a special oppression. And no,
capitalism does not have a built in tendency toinish this oppression.

But at the same time as it yields these truths whkicgels' theory had obscured,
Zaretsky's approach also has a number of fundaingesknesses. First, Zaretsky offers
no compelling reason why it must be women who alegated to the "household
sphere.” Why isn't it men? Or why not men and worgually? Second, the framework
excludes analysis of the effects of the patriarcélaitions of the private sphere on the
structure of relations in the public sphere. Z&gssflow of influences all run in the
opposite direction, from public to private. So iarétsky's scheme, women are actually
working for the capitalist, reproducing his laborde. The solution is for women to
withold this labor and enter the public domain é&ast. Engels is revived at the last

minute, resuscitated by a clever new theoreticadtp\and Zaretsky side-steps the central
feminist issue of the relations between men and &orkRor again entry to the workforce
is women's critical need. Struggle with men is midgd and patriarchy disappears as the
primary opponent. In the end, Zaretsky's contempaaalysis is just an improved
application of the more general orthodox theory.

"Wages for Housework"
The theory that women in the home work for capstaland not for their husbands and

that this is the crux of their situation is alsddhiey another school of Marxist feminists.
But where Zaretsky sees private and public sphmsconceptualize the situation in



terms of a "household mode of production” and @itaist mode of production” existing
simultaneously and in the same social formatoivet as compared to Zaretsky and
Engels, for these Marxist feminists the solutiomvtmmen's oppression is reversed. For by
reproducing the workforce, women in fact creat@kis value. They are important to
capitalism because of their effect on profits af a®through molding the workforce. So
instead of entering the workplace, women shouldatehrecognition and power within
their current milieu. "Wages for housework" is gpecific demand suggested by one
proponent of this analysis, Mariosa Dalla Co&t&ut despite its sensitivity to the
importance of women's work, in addition to confusi@bout the determination of
profits, this view still focuses principally on ewmic relations and treats the specific
kinship relations between women, men, and childrmyg derivatively. Like Zaretsky's
approach, Dalla Costa's analysis certainly conteibideas that can help anyone already
sensitive to the dynamics of both capitalist ecoicalations and the present form of
patriarchal kinship relations, especially in sediogv the former sometimes influences
the latter and vice versa. But her view cannot suthglly help one understand the core
causes and dynamics of sexism in modern societies ®r the most part these are not
even addressed.

Segmented Labor Markets

The last modern variation on the orthodox Marxisdlgsis

we'll address focuses on what is called "womenikWand the "women's labor market."
Adherents note that the previous approaches ighatealmost 50 percent of women in
the United States are employed in the wage laboefat any given time. Why aren't
these women markedly different from "isolated hoviges" if women's greatest
oppression and the major determinant of "femaleqlity traits” is the exclusion of
women from the public work force? The point is a@usly well-taken. The answer
comes in the form of an "epicycle" correction tatkato Marxist theory. There are jobs
which are "women's work" and women workers competg with one another in a labor
market that channels them into these jobs. Thisgpiuvidea introduces the possibility
that life in the factory doing women's work canrahice sexism rather than eliminate it.
It destroys the notion that women's entry intowloekforce guarantees their liberation
from specifically female oppressions. Indeed, theeess of orthodox Marxists
introducing the idea of a sexual division amongeothise united workers, and then of a
sexual division of factory labor is similar to theocess of radical feminists introducing
the idea of a class division among otherwise unitethen and then of an economic
factor in the determination of kinship relations.ch advance is a major improvement,
which, if it is to be fully elaborated, undermirtég single-realm-is-dominant-approach it
is appended to. However, perhaps since this thboeatens to make a shambles of
traditional orthodox Marxist economic analysidhats received little attention from
orthodox theorists. Because activists find thesasdiseful—especially women activists
organizing women workers—while orthdox theoristowtave more say over what gets



attention in the radical media find the ideas gime to their paradigm, the theory tends
to blow in the wind.

Marxist Strategies

All of these theories with the possible exceptibthe last, yield similar strategies. There
must be a class revolution. Of course it is impdrthat women be involved in fighting
for socialism. The rupture of the mode of produttiall overcome the material basis of
sexism by bringing women equal positions in thekfance. This in turn will give

women economic independence, opportunity for s@dabnce, and access to culture
and skills.

In the course of struggle women may be appealég entreaties to their working class
interests or by reference to their special oppoess{depending on the variant). However,
since there is little focus upon the special refaibetween men and women, little
analysis of kinship structures, little discussidnvbat constitutes "male approaches to
organizing and organizations," and little recogmitof the need to develop new
approaches to socialization and sexuality as th#exst under socialism, there is
usually only opportunistic support for womens' édo organize themselves
autonomously. For even when forthcoming, this supiganly part of a general strategy
for recruiting women into "socialist" organizatioR5In the Bolshevik case, for example,
in the early years of their existence there wasmphasis on the need for womens'
organizations, but as women became more militathiagpotential source of energy it
was important both to tap their resources andewent their entry into non-Bolshevik
inspired organizations. Yet at no time did the l@sg womens' organizations constitute
really autonomous movements which were self-dickated which took responsibility
not only for "the women question" but also for po8 in general. And further, whenever
womens' movements conflict with male dominatedaatiorganizations, given an
orthodox understanding they must be denouncedpfittisg the working class and being
petty bourgeois or bourgeois. Again using the Baldhexperience as an example and
qguoting from Anne Bobroff's study we find that Tate 1913 the Bolsheviks decided to
publish as an organ of the Central Committee, englltRabotnitsa, working women,
specifically for working women." The following quaiton from an editorial in the first
issue is indicative of the "anti-splitting mentglithat surfaces in practice which is
guided by narrow class-centered theoretical analggéhe situation of women:

Politically conscious women see that contemporacyesy is divided into classes.... The
bourgeoisie is one, the working class the otheagants? coordinators?] Their interests
are counterposed. The division into men and womeheir eyes has no great
significance.... The woman question for working nraed women—this question is about
how to involve the backward masses of working woimnesrganization, how better to
make clear



to them their interests, how to make them comradédse common struggle quickly. The
solidarity between working men and women, the comgause, the common goals, and
the common path to those goals. Such is the settieof the womens' question in the
workers' midst...

In this view organizations of women are not meantiprove the quality of the whole
socialist left by taking leadership in all aspeadtgolitical struggle, nor are they even
meant to take leadership around the problem ofrpalith oppressive relationships
between men and women within society, nor are gveyn supposed to somehow act as a
corrective against sexism within the left—rathbeyt are nothing but an auxiliary for the
"backward" but nonetheless needed masses of woknehremarkably, the sacrifice of
feminism isn't even made for workers' gains asautfor in fact a feminist revolution

in kinship would be necessary for a full liberatminvorkers and even for an economic
revolution to sucessfully put workers in commandhaf economy—~but for gains by a
male party bureaucracy and a predominantly maledaoator class and intellegentsia.

Finally, in looking at so-called "socialist” soges through orthodox-tinted theoretical
sunglasses, the light falls heavily on women'sig@gstion in the workforce but more
dimly on equalization of housework and tingalitative characteof the jobs women

hold. What remains in the shadows, however, arsdiRkaal relations of teenagers, who
controls childbirth processes, the character diyednild-rearing relations, the situation
of gays and lesbians, the nature of dominance/sgom patterns in dialogue and
interaction between men and women, sexual anxiegynature of the division of labor in
the household, the "traffic in women,"—in shorg #inship sphere and its impact upon
daily life possibilities. Yet this kinship spheredritical, both to the situation of the sexes
and for its impact on the definition and reprodoctof economic, political, and
community activity.

Robin Morgan has recently interviewed four woméhexles from the Soviet Union and
all feminist, regarding the plight of women in "&édy existing socialist society™
Although some of the discussion is vague the olengressions are stark. Talking about
the invasion of Afghanistan one woman says: "Wetrgas

rid of the myth that Afgan women are getting fremdohile sitting on Russian tanks.
Look at the fate or women in the Soviet Eastern @matheastern regions. They were
'freed' long ago and got rid of their veils butytireork out in the cotton fields 14 hours a
day, and then, in the evenings go home to theibdmds who have bought them—and if
such a woman does get some education by the Sgpwetnment, it means only that her
bride price goes up. Carrying the Red Banner ifyraea different than wearing the veil."
And another says, "The Soviet woman is emancipasddr as education itself is
concerned. She can get her education but she casadt" In general they report a
situation in which women are still subordinate, kvor jobs that are defined as inferior
and accorded less pay and status, still primaggponsible for the home and certainly for
child rearing, still subject to severe physical amehtal abuse—"One of the most idiotic



ways of terror the KGB uses is faking a sexualc&itaas Robin Morgan explains,

"letting the woman escape at the last minute kaiftey her terrorized"—and yet quite
fully incorporated into the workforce. Traditioredcialist strategy of the Bolshevik kind
is, as we have already argued, unsuited to théi@neaf a socialist economy due to its
coordinator orientation and political authoritaigan. At the same time, it is also easy to
see that simplistic ideas about an end to patnabeting possible simply on the basis of
changes in women's supposed positions in the ecpreat@mming in turn from
nationalization and the institution of planning—aiso flawed. Bolshevik strategy did
not yield a feminist society. Similarly, traditidridarxist approaches to understanding
modern societies, including those that call thewesesocialist, are insufficient to
understanding the situation of women or men regarilinship relations, and thus
regarding all sides of social life affected by kiips—to varying degrees, everything.
They are likewise insufficient to the task of eledting a feminist vision for any sphere
of social life, and will therefore be unable to veind sustain allegiance of women or men
who develop "feminist needs.” As Heidi Hartmanreass "A struggle aimed only at
capitalist relations of oppression will fail, sintteir underlying supports in patriarchal
relations of oppression will be overlooked. And #malysis of patriarchy is essential to a
definition of the kind of socialism that would dest patriarchy, the only kind of
socialism useful to women®® Given this, what then is

there to say about the various feminist theorieghvhim to replace the economism and
class-centeredness of orthodox Marxism with somgtimore psychologically self-
conscious?

Radical Feminism

In the radical feminist's perspective one or anotheory of kin and gender relations is
elevated to being a theory of society in generalwith the orthodox Marxist school, the
character of all social relations is seen as thigrowth of a single primary dynamic, this
time born of the kinship rather than the economitese of daily life. Kinship relations
are basic (one is tempted to say "in the last &g and others merely derivative.
Kinship must be revolutionized as a basis for cleangll aspects of life. From one
reductionism we move to another. In speaking oftwepolar conceptions Zillah
Eisenstein says, "One either sees the socialoakbtf production or the social relations
of reproduction, domestic or wage labor, the pevatthe public realms, the family or
the economy, ideology or material conditions, teeusl division of labor or capitalist
class relations as oppressiv&-But as Eisenstein argues and as our approachmtém
clarify, this is a false dichotomy. One does notéhtd accept either one pole or the other.

Shulamith Firestone's work is an excellent exaropkhis inversion from orthodox
Marxism to radical feminisnt? Firestone's approach seeks dhigins of on-going
male/female social polarities almost exclusivelynnate male/female biological
differences and their social interplay, and treeexplain the current reproduction of
patriarchy as well as class in these terms as wiedstone treats the problem of



socialization via the Oedipus dynamic primarilypiower terms, which is a definite
improvement on the psychologism of those Freudmms ahistorically abstract from
social relations and hierarchies of power to areatiie Oedipus Complex only in terms

of genetic biological and psychological structu@ae might say that where the orthodox
Marxists often carry a justifiable concern for "e@l relations” to the unreasonable
lengths of denying the critical importance of bmital and ideological relations, many
Freudians and radical feminists allow their psyolaal and biological insights to blind
them to the parallel importance of history and

social structure. But what was critical about Riveg's work was her effort to tackle
guestions of sexuality, psychology and the relaiohmen and women head on without
subordinating them to some other dynamics, whae akeking to preserve a social and
historical orientation. In this, her work can bers@s a precursor to the socialist feminist
approaches other women would create shortly thiereaf

Another radical feminist approach with closer tie$/arxism has emphasized the
concept: "mode of reproductior’® The point is to focus on the reproduction of the
species as a form of production necessary to yietistence. This is reasonable, but
regrettably most attempts to combine the conceptslé of reproduction” and "mode of
production” have led to serious confusion. Radiealinists who use the concepts insist
that the "mode of reproduction” must be prior arichpry, but Marxist feminists
employing the ideas insist just the opposite. Timugng fruitless debate obscures the

fundamental realization that the two spheres ar@xtensive and must either

accommodate or reproduce one another's structu@syistable social formation. The
fact that one sphere might be more important &r&inn moment—either for its social
impact or for the importance of its agents in bimggabout historical change—does not
mean there is a generalizable hierarchy of relatmtween the two spheres. Moreover,
labelling the spheres "levels" as the Althusser@mds also an invitation to reaching this
same dead-end, since about levels one habitualilgstlimmediately asks, "which is
higher and which lower?" Juliet Mitchell, for exal@pseems to be following this
Althusserian route having now concluded that ecaooelations are more basic, and
kinship relations essentially ideological and tieme, however important at certain
times, derivative®

The second problem with the concepts "mode of dption” and "mode of production”
is that their use masks the extent to which th@ewey is involved in socialization and
reproduction, and the family in production and eonption. In sum, the problem is a
familiar one. Theoretical constructs that atteroghtroduce an a priori hierarchy
between the spheres of social life or that blinersiso the functional mixing between
institutional networks of the different sphereg all conceptually debilitating. We end
up emphasizing only one dynamic and



ignoring important features of interaction. Althdutpe idea "mode of reproduction”
needn't have led users down this path, in conteléimg employed alongside more
traditional Marxist categories, it certainly has.

The concept "patriarchy,” as Gayle Rubin points also contains a possible trap which
helps illustrate another weakness of radical fesnini> Using the term patriarchy to
refer to kinship networks in particular societiéscoures the fact that these networks
undergo substantial changes. China was and rempairiarchal, and the same term
applies to relations in the United States today.tie kinship networks of Mandarin
China, Communist China, and the United States tadaylifferent from one another in
very important ways. If the only name we had fasremmies was "class system"—if we
didn't have the concepts of slavery, feudalismijtaagm, and the coordinator mode of
production and consumption—we would have similabpgms in our economic analysis.
Labelling Mandarin China and Communist China areduinited States today simply
"class societies" we would lose track of greataitghces, even while successfully
pursuing a worthy effort to emphasize an aspecbafinuity that has been historically
ever-present, class division. Similarly, confuspagriarchy with what should be a
number of terms applicable thfferentkinship networks can cause two kinds of errors.
On the one hand, analysts can become cynical abeyossibilities of change—male
dominance appears permanent. On the other handhaages that have occurred may
be continually minimized: the eye flies insteadyaiol those features which recur.

Radical feminism's main contribution is to draweatton directly to the relations
between men, women, and children. Everything froammerisms and morality, to forms
of language and ways of thinking is scrutinized"foale supremacist” aspects that will
render them dysfunctional to the species, albeiptaarily advantageous to men. And
then extrapolating to a strategic level, radicatifésts add a critical sensitivity to how
male supremacy can be embodied in organizatiomadsfopolitical styles, and social
theories, thereby helping to explain how attempthanging society often fall prey to
the inner dynamics of their own sexist modes ofdvédr. In short, a sexist movement,
organization, and conception of social discourseardy give rise to a patriarchal

"socialism," one that women would have little reasw look forward to.

But while these insights of radical feminism musittainly be incorporated in any
socialist analysis and strategy that would hopav&rcome patriarchy, the weaknesses of
radical feminism will also have to be correcteddigal feminism is largely insensitive to
differences in the experience of patriarchy thastehor women of different classes and
races, and for that matter to the importance dédbht class and community effects on
men and women, as wellEisenstein pointed out in an earlier quotatior tamital
conforms to patriarchy and so does patriarchy comto capital. Since the same holds
true for polity and community as well, radical femsts' insensitivity to these other
spheres of social life even diminishes their aptiit understand the kinship sphere
insofar as it necessarily contains economic, palifiand community moments. Thus 1)



radical feminists mis-specify the complex relatitvesween sexual activity and
economic, political and community relations. 2) Y¥iodten lapse into an ahistorical mode
of analysis rendering certain of their judgemeisia the possibility of social change
cynical. And 3) they do not criticize the economighMarxismas an economic theory
since they themselves ignore the impact of kinghlgtions on economic institutions.
These weaknesses often cause critics to applhab®ts "bourgeois” or "petty bourgeois”
and "racist" to feminism and this has roughly tams legitimacy as when feminists label
Marxism or nationalism "sexist" and reflects a $amkind of insight.

Totalist Socialist Feminism

The alternative we prefer is a totalist approacictvluinderestimates neither the
importance of economic nor kinship activity. Whsleparating the spheres, this "totalist
analysis" does not lose sight of the economic mamEactivity in the kinship sphere
(nor its political or community moments) nor the knoment of

"For further discussion see Gloria Joseph's arti@lee Incompatible Menage A Trois:
Marxism, Feminism and Racism,"Women and Revolutioadited by Lydia Sarger
South End Press, Boston, 1981.

activity in the economic sphere. Our view is qutenpatible with the work of many
socialist feminists. For example, Nancy Harstoguas, "...we are led to see that each of
the interlocking institutions of capitalism, patghy, and white supremacy conditions the
others, but each can also be understood as adtifferpression of the same relatiori8."
Or as Gayle Rubin asserts:

A full-bodied analysis of women in a single socjetythroughout history, must take
everythinginto account: the evolution of commodity formsanomen, systems of land
tenure, political arrangements, subsistence teolgyoktc. Equally important, economic
and political analyses are incomplete if they dbocumsider women, marriage, and
sexuality.®’

We begin with a commitment to see kinship bothigtdrical evolution and as it relates

to other major social activities. Moreover, thelgsia must extend to center and
boundary, to both the characteristics within pe@pld to role relationships. The concepts
we use to forge such an approach are the methddalagols of thinking in terms of
process and network, the general social concegtarofin center, institutional boundary
and core characteristics, and the identificatiotheffour major spheres of social life
each penetrated by moments from all others.

We do not yet have the capacity to distinguish peteiarchy from another, as we
distinguish, for example, one class system frontteroBut because of greater
familiarity, we do have further insights into themkings of the particular patriarchal



kinship system operative in the U.S. today. Thessesthat exists as a core characteristic
here is not confined to the realms of sexuality smclalization. Sexism has its roots in
these areas, to be sure, but sexism in our squégtiades all that is "male” and "female.”
In the kinship process which takes children andteemodern men and women in the
U.S., it is not only the orientation of the sexe®he another and to their offspring which
is narrowed. Rather, a male and female "mode" m@yged, which in turn govern how
men and women perceive and interact with the wahkel character and extent to which
we relate to our own emotions and thought processeseven our carriage, gait, and
language. What it is to be a man is different frohat it is to be a woman, and both are

skewed away from what it should/could be to be hurithere is not, however, a simple
symmetry—you go your way and I'll go mine, both faene distance off the main track.
Instead sexism skews male and female developmgmnastrically so that "male”
dominates "female."

This means that as a core characteristic sexisratisonfined to the family. Our analysis
also suggests that sexism is co-defining with otloee characteristics in our society and
thus centrally active in all major social sphetaghe economy we see social roles which
are kin defined as well as class defined. Men aoch@n have different tasks. The work
day is a very different thing for each. Yes, thereomen'’s work and men's work, but
this is no longer understood as only a designaifgabs that preserves a power
hierarchy created in an external kinship sphergebd, the differences in work, pay, and
more especiallyn expected behavior and workday attituédgend to reproduce male
and female attributes and are part of what definesnale and female modes that
pervade our society® There is reciprocal causation. And a similar asialgan be made
of the co-definitional presence of a kinship momaith community and political
relations. For example, one need only think ablegtdynamic interrelation between
white supremacy and male supremacy involved irséxaal relations and norms which
hold between Blacks and whites. White women ardgmbe looked at by Black men—
lynching was at one time the penalty for real cagmed transgressions—while Black
women are legitimate objects of lust and rape foitevmen. The underlying dynamic
between fears of other communities and fears afaampropriety and impurity is
obviously quite strong through histor{.In general, the male supremacist product of
kinship activity peculiar to our society is partatotality of relations including racism,
classism, and authoritarianism, and to be fullyarstbod it must be analysed in this
totality.

Sexism does not affect women of different racedasses identically, even if it does
affectall women. And regrettably, a sensitivity to sexugh@ssion no more insures an
anti-racist sensitivity than a sensitivity to rameclass oppression, for example,
necessarily assure an anti-sexist sensitivity.ddgdgquite the contrary. It seems to us that
in our society, using an orientation tliates se@ne or more spheres as primary,
neglectingone or more as



well, almost insures objectively oppressive restesminists and socialist feminists, for
example, use the word "women" in a way which reatlgnotes "white women," much as
Marxists use "worker" in a way which connotes "whitale worker." So, to understand
kinship phenomena in full requires a totalist tkeioal framework lest we not only fail to
perceive intimate ties between kinship and othaviéies, but also the different meaning
of sexism for different men and women, implicittyr gxplicitly) being racist or classist

in the process.

The family is the central institution in the U.$aghip network. Sexism is produced first
in the family by the interaction of actors with gl power facing different constraints
and each seeking security, a positive self-imagevanious other fulfillments. And while
the need to investigate male-female and parenttemiotional, sexual, and power
relations to determine how familial psychologicedgesses produce sexist outcomes is
apparent, we must also develop a full understandiiige political, economic, and
community moments of familial activity if we are gain a full picture. How do the non-
kin moments constrain and mold the operation o$tijm activity in the family and visa-
versa? How is the sexual maturation of people fbéidint classes and races different, and
how is it the same?

Certainly the socialization processes in bourgepisorking class families and in black
or white families, are different. Sex role diffetiation is necessarily communicated in all
cases, but its specific features, and thereforeffieets upon men, women, and children
of different backgrounds, certainly varies. Andsthpbes beyond the important matters of
access to birth control and frequency and typewfde labor outside the home and its
impact on home life. We refer to the full implicats of "producing a Black" or
"producing a worker" as compared to "producing @eltor "producing a capitalist,” and
the effects these differences necessarily haveady gocialization, the roles of the
parents, and the general content of familial irteoas.

In other words, kin activity in the United Stated nnly pushes outward to effect
relations in other spheres but also reproducetetitares of other spheres within the day-
to-day production of male and female adults in&ation. Thus economic requisites
ensure that children discover within the family thights of property

holders" and "the value of a dollar." The dynandtspbringing teach acquisitiveness
and a work and consumption ethic suitable to chgtitaork and market conditions. The
relations between families with different clasggiance as competing antagonists with
different power in the market place powerfully mofdmily activity.

Similarly, the family must respect the communityislions which exist within society at
large. Community hierarchies and norms operatithout, must also be recreated



within. The Black or white child must grow up té fiis/her community. The cultural
aspects of kinship vary in accord.

The family is also a "production unit” for autharian/submissive personalities. The kind
of personalities and consciousness necessary deptmnce of racial, class, and political
hierarchical relations are neither innate nor ggsibduced in the human species. They
are a product of long periods of special kindsamfialization necessarily starting in the
family.3 The father is usually the first authority figure a&re taught to respect, fear, and
obey. He is the first of many patriarchs—the teactie boss, the "man” (meaning both
white-man and police-man)—who we will obey. The hastis usually the first servant
we will disdain. Thus the essential features ohatritarianism—respect for authority and
power and willingness to obey orders from abovenlmoed with disdain for
subordinates and insistence on obedience from belave all built into and first
encountered in the essential structure of patredramilial relations. Of course the
authoritarian patterns and lessons must be—and difeerent for young boys and girls,
Blacks and whites, members of different religiond athnic communities, and for
children from the working, coordinator, and cap#atiasses. But authoritarian
characteristics must be indelibly stamped in alliol is precisely the result of an early
socialization geared toward molding a child tayfiten social roles, rather than freeing a
child to become what he or she will; a socializatio which the use and threat of both
physical and psychological coercion is ever presarghort, a socialization that is
preeminently a manipulative affair.

The individual as produced in the family, and itierent for families whose parents are
of different status in various social hierarchisggenerally eminently qualified to enter
modern life as a "productive and accommodatingtigipant. There are contradic

tions, as we will discuss below, to be sure, buhtextent that the family and kinship
network as a whole operate "successfully" they pcedragmented men and women,
each partially "de-sexed" and also inclined to loekers, coordinators, or capitalists,
members of different cultural communities, and peeyth authoritarian personalities
and consciousnesses. Likewise, though we can'tippssldress the actual dynamics

here, the diverse types wbn- nuclear familyone can find in the U.S. (when they

function within the general bounds of system repobidn) also produce people to fit. In
short, in its usual operation the kinship netwaslaavhole generally reproduces the core
social differentiations and hierarchies —in conasitess and in material relations—
characteristic of all the central spheres of sddel

Kinship Change

However, as mentioned above the kinship sphere matedevelop without "internal”
contradiction, and other spheres can also creatgiderable disruption of kin relations.
Divorce rates surpassing marriage rates, childh@n fbroken homes" outnumbering
children from "stable families" in average classnspand majorities of new wives



experiencing pre-marital intercourse are neithénown phenomena among segments of
U.S. society nor insignificant ripples in kinshigtigity. And the reasons for the crisis

that has been brewing in U.S. kinship relationstartge found both within the "internal”
dynamics of kinship activity, and also in disruptipressures from external other spheres.
Advances in knowledge about psychology, sexuadityl birth control techniques, for
example, and the spread of that knowledge to langebers of women, men, and
adolescents, bears a major responsibility for thisi’s of the American family.” These
changes might usefully be thought of by sociabshihists as developmentslahship
knowledgehat disrupt the established "social relationkinghip™” leading to intensified
gender struggles, in much the same way orthodoxistarsee the development of new
economic knowledge as sometimes disruptive enotigbtablished social relations of
production to intensify class struggles. In pdrgrefore, the crisis is a result of the
internal dynamic®f kinship activity "throwing up"” obstacles to theproduction of its

Oown previous patterns: princi

pally the changed consciousness and hopes of wdduethis is not to say that the crisis
has not also been fueled from "without." The pressince World War Il to rush greater
numbers of women into the wage labor force andtimemercialization of housework
and health care that came about principally frompetitive dynamics within the
economic sphere are only two examples of changidsnan external sphere, the
economy, that have had a profound impact on kitireis.*> Another more voluntarist
influence was the emergence of the civil rights ement in the community sphere,
challenging not only community norms around racg,abso the very ideas of dominance
and submission in a way that "percolated” acrobergs to help catalyze the early
development of women's consciousness and the fammaft the women's movement of
the 1960s™"

The idea is that contradictions within a kinshigtitution like the family, or between it
and developments occurring in some other sphedaibtf life can lead in diverse
directions. After a time of disruption, there canareturn to old forms, an evolutionary
reformist alteration which causes certain changesdaves defining relations intact, or
in some instances a revolutionary alteration wieztefines basic contours of
institutional and consciousness relations. A powarhderstanding of the emergence of
the women's movement (and of the new right) as agelhsights into the different
meaning of kinship relations for different classatbnic groups, and races would, for
example, depend upon recognitions of these kindgswtradictions and dynamics.

Many socialist feminists and radical feminists hailready gone far toward building an
analysis of the reproductive and disruptive foriosacting on the U.S. kinship sphere.
We suggest that a totalist framework that neitiddosdinates kinship dynamics to others
nor neglects the impact of economic, political, anchmunity forces on the kinship
sphere, offers a comfortable and suggestive enwvieon for furthering this path breaking
work already initiated by feminist activists andhalars. Moreover, such a framework
may serve to break down barriers to the use ofimiil concepts developed by modern



feminists in the work of analysts focusing instéiest on the economy, polity, or
community.

Less ambitiously, if we have said enough to undeentine notions a) that socialists need
concern themselves only with "mate

rial economic relations” in faith that kinship atigons are secondary, and b) that as a
part of a "superstructure” kinship relations wilk@matically follow socialist
transformations in the economy, then we have actishga our priority purpose. For we
will have communicated that the fact of the pengtneof kinship norms into all spheres
of daily life belies these orthodox myths. Certgirthe same old family will tend to
reproduce "familiar adults," and certainly thesaifear adults will not fit comfortably
into dramatically altered economic, political, @nemunity structures unless those
changed structures have only replaced old fornssib$ervience with new ones.
Certainly the economy can as easily be constrgioefbrced to change) by dormancy
(or alterations) in kinship relations, as kinshaegations can be constrained (or forced to
change) by dormancy (or alterations) in economatimns.

Therefore the strategic implications of our apploecanalyzing kinship relations are
significant. As one pillar upon which patriarchalcist, capitalist society rests, as one
core characteristic that penetrates all spheres@él life, male supremacy is one of the
features that must be eliminated by any revolutitat truly seeks to enrich human
possibilities. This can be effectively accomplistoedly if it is taken as a conscious
programmatic priority. Furthermore, sexism musbisercome as a necessary condition
of revolutionizing other spheres of life activind finally, in developing organizations
and elaborating organizational techniques, it i=8eary to fight against the reproduction
of "male" and "female" modes and their hierarchretdtions to one another. "Male
linear thinking" and "female intuition" must notrdaue to be divorced from one
another, much less segregated by sex and fixedhierarchy.

This implies an additional critique of the traditad democratic centralist approach to
organization and of the vanguard approach to melatof organizers to "organizetf.For
these approaches are impregnated with male normgeetidity to the exclusion of
intuition and emotion, single-minded focus verstaltsm, and an ends versus means
rather than holistic mentality. Therefore, eveit ifas sometimes attenuated extreme
manifestations of woman-hating, traditional demticreentralist organizing has
nonetheless contributed to the reproduction of reafgemacy, rather than to its
overthrow. The very notion of the "vanguard” is

antithetical to the possibility of women organiziwgh real autonomy and power over
the direction of the whole moveméfitwe are not suggesting that men and women face
the sky, proclaim themselves degenderized, anellydregin functioning as perfect



socialists and feminists in all ways. This is imgibte. It may take generations to
completely undo all the negative effects of higt&inship divisions on men and women.
But this is no excuse for continuing to activelpnaduce the oppressive and debilitating
status quo. What is required is a practice whickepmrganizational norms and
technigues thatounter sexist modes of conduct, rather than orreshareinforce them
Women have already argued quite convincingly thedlrfer autonomy of their
organizations, for the importance of intuition immadysis, for the need to overcome "male
rationality,” macho-behavioral norms, and hierarthye suggest that these ends can
only be achieved if autonomous women's movemens part of a larger all-sided
socialist movement, and if women participate fatythe total level while they aldead

in the definition and development of programs aglsirgy the creation of socialist kinship
relations. The aim must be solidarégd particularity, collectivityand autonomy,
complementarity within a framework of totality. Masxisting theory and practice,
especially that which yielded those societies whotv call themselves "socialist,” could
not be further from these goals.

As a result we must embark on a program of critigiutsocialist” kinship experiences,
and also formulate a new kinship vision of our asumited to the potentials and realities
of modern kinship requirements. These are taske tendertaken in the companion
volume of this study$Socialism Today and TomorroWe will show how the Soviet,
Chinese, and Cuban experiences embody patriaraitiagk to different degrees and in
different ways, and how their history simultanegustars out our theoretical
expectations and also teaches many lessons relevsotial change under modern
conditions. We will also use our general theorgddress questions of what kinship
relations might or could be like under a new forihsacialism in our own hopefully not
too distant future. We will speak to questionsarhily organization, communal living,
sexual preference, sexuality in general, sociatimaschooling, and of course the
changes in the roles of men and women regardind cdaring and other aspects of

kinship activity. We will also enumerate the im@attiese changes can be reasonably
expected to have on the quality of socialist difiéyand even hypothesize about some of
the more subtle alterations of personality andrdeshich might accompany a socialist
transformation of kinship relations. Last, we wdi§cuss the interrelations between
kinship and the three other primary spheres ofaddié® arguing how it is that
transformations in those spheres both foster amdioatered by kinship alterations. Now,
however, the next step is to address an area vgbichlist theory has been most lax in
attending, despite obvious historical evidencdso€entrality: the dynamics of
community definition and struggle.

SIX:
COMMUNITY AND HISTORY



Walk on water, walk on a leaf,
hardest of all is to walk on grief.

Anonymous Black

Community is the last of the four critical spheoésocial life addressed in this book, and
in many ways it is the most difficult to theoretlgacomprehend. It is as difficult to

define succinctly as was politics. lIdentifying t@mmon element uniting different kinds
of community activity such as religion, nationalisant, and racism is not always easy.
The community sphere is frequently more diffusentbtner spheres of social life
because it is often not centered around one keyunen. And finally, the actual
character of any particular society's communityesphs as likely to be determined by
the nature of the interface between that commuamtyothers as from the operation of
internal forces.

In light of all these additional complications, paps it is not so surprising that
formalized leftist ideologies such as orthodox Mamx feminism, and anarchism have so
consistently underestimated the importance of conityiissues® To make the point
bluntly: If one were asked to cast all ideologipeddispositions aside and draw the single
most important lesson from the raw data of histifrghe twentieth century to date, that
lesson might easily be the power of nationalisrisra, and cultural identification as
motivating forces in human affairs. An inadequagipraciation of the nature and power
of these forces is perhaps the single largest Isipod in formal left theory.

The Inadequacy of the Base/Superstructure
Framework for Understanding Culture

As we have seen, in the orthodox Marxist analystmemic relations are basic and
cultural relations derivative. Of course their 'igation” may be more or less direct and
the derived cultural realm can feedback on mategiationships. But in the final analysis
it is material interests stemming from economiatiehs that determine cultural norms
and habits, however imperfect or delayed the tediwsl from economics to culture may
sometimes bé.

Though this orthodox view is largely discreditedomm many neo-Marxists, it
nonetheless hangs on tenaciously in a variety gwaViost debilitating, many Marxists
are inflexibly unwilling to ask whether non-econanfactors can have an important
impact on cultural forms. Underestimations of noatenial human needs have seriously
constrained most Marxist treatments of subjects sisowhat constitutes good art and the
source of nationalism's powerBut we should take this discussion one step iate t

Marx himself said, "Certain periods of highest depenent of art stand in no direct
connection with the general development of society,with the material basis and the
skeleton structure of its organizatiof That is, these "periods of highest development of



art" escape the base/superstructure logic of thistaorthodoxy. One might argue that
such moments of "high" art are infrequent enougthabthe orthodox position can be
preserved, in the main, even against its origirafmotest. But if one claims that art—
merely one facet of a people's complete culturelwbkmbodies not only artifacts, but
language, customs, and norms of intercourse—is\8ale a reflection of material
relations, how does one explain the enduring beidnatlya Greek play or vase has for
modern admirers?We certainly live within a very different web ofaterial relations
than did the Greeks responsible for this objecwfpleasure. Moreover, most of us
know nothing of the social relations of productreigning in the times of Greek tragedy
and certainly have never experienced those reltidar is our interest entirely due to
curiousity concerning our historical roofsThe explanation is less "materialist": all art
has an "aesthetic" which

"An interesting passage from a recent Marxist volwhieh forebodes many concerns
we will raise—though the author avoids addressmgissues in any detail at all—is
found in Melvin RaderMarx's Interpretation of HistoryOxford University Press,
1979, p. 82: "We are confronted by a whole nesfugfstions. Can we explain
religious beliefs and practices by simply payingiation to the way in which people
make their living? If we were given enough inforroatabout feudal economy would
we see that a certain form of religion (Catholigisrust ensue? If so, is this a logical
as well as a causal entailment? Are the religiahtae economy united in a larger
organic configuration? Is the economy the moredeasusally at all times and places?
If not, what accounts for the difference? Until alMist can answer these questions he
or she has not solved the puzzles of historicalaggtion, but perhaps neither has
anyone else."

speaks to humanity across time and across modasdadiction and consumption.
Artifacts from prehistoric or unfamiliar modern tures that have appeal here in the
United States today offer graphic evidence of thiatpwve're making. As Herbert
Marcuse expressed it: "However correctly one hatyaad a poem, play, or novel in
terms of its social content, the questions as tetkdr the particular work is good,
beautiful, and true are still unansweredAnd if art transcends economic determination,
might not the broader sphere of culture as a wHolso as well?

It is true that art appeals mstorical context, often resonating with feelings arisingnfir

our current economic or social situation. But ésbappeals to our species being and our
innate aesthetic sense which, however it may bialgoand historically molded, also has
an element of permanence. We can distinguishant factual reporting. We can
appreciate art across great spans of time andl sgenization. Marcuse says, "it seems
that art expresses a truth, an experience, a ngeessch, although not in the domain of
radical praxis, are nevertheless essential compsmémevolution.”® Brecht says, "a

work which does not exhibit its sovereignty visia-keality and which does not bestow

sovereignty upon the public vis-gis reality is not a work of art® That is, for Brecht



the very character of escaping determination byteraspect of society—principally
the economy—is a prerequisite for terming a paldicproduction art.

Simplifying for the present purpose, we can idgntifree "sensitivities" of artistic
communication. First, and this is what orthodox Ksts recognize, there is a
historic/social sensitivity. That is, we relateth@ content of art which addresses our
historical predicament. This could be the art'sitspi tone—militant or somber—or its
actual meaning, for example, a poetic clarificatddthe essence of human alienation.
Second, there is a universaicial sensitivity. There are existential feelings, mgoaisl
textures that are simply a part of being humarociety. These relate, for example, to the
phenomena of birth, death, friendship, love, agiegrning, loneliness, etc. Though of
course these are socially mediated, when considerbe abstract, they are more
"universal” than "historical.” Art that resonateghiathis social sensibility speaks across
time, space, language, custom, and experiencdlyitieere is what we might call a
biological sensibility attuned to shape, rhythnmepcolor, pace, texture, etc.

This too expresses itself only historically: we élep a greater or lesser taste for jazz,
rock and roll, or classical music and for one ta@wle or another depending on many
social and historical factors. But the genetic sabism which recognizes and reacts to
lines, curves, tones, colors, and rhythms is inaategives human continuity to this
aspect of aesthetics. Surely these three sengibitiften work together: consider
audience response to a Shakespearean play, ad?p@assng, or a Bruce Springsteen
concert. There is identification in all three casdh historical, human, and physical
sensibilities.

So certainly there are intimate relations between-as one part of culture—and the
economic relations of the society within whichsitcreated. But once one assumes that
this relation operates predominantly in one dimeti-from the economy to art (or to
culture as a whole)—there is little reason to itigade artistic processes themselves as
autonomously important forms of human activityaif is an economic reflection, we
need not search for its roots other than in th@eeyy. If culture is but an ideological

deposit of material relations, we needn't askafrises from noneconomic needs and has

attributes "of its own." But however this assumptioay benefit the economist, whose
science is thereby elevated to great heights gt dittle to shed light upon the real
dynamics of cultural creativity and activity. Arabugh these general problems
concerning art and culture arise from assumindlaatevze base/superstructure theory,
they do not disappear as soon as one becomes tsogiteid enough to allow for "mutual
causality" or for a moment of "relative autonomgt tulture.”

"It is important to note that beyond crippling one'slerstanding of culture, the
base/superstructure conceptualization also embadi@splicit Euro-centric racism.
For if one says that history is fundamentally action of economic (read: "forces of
production") development, then one can naturallya¢e "primitive" technology witl



backwardness in all other social realms as wethdftools are close to "stone age" so
must the culture, polity, kin patterns, and othmgial life characteristics be barbaric.
There is no capacity in this orthodox Marxist, mialest approach for understanding
that a culture might consciously opt against "tedbgical advance,” nor that there
be cultural, political, and ethical wisdom alongsighat western science might call
"technological ignorance,” nor even that this slledaignorance may be ecologically
enlightened in a way our own atomic awarenesstis no

Rather, to transcend the orthodoxy's inability hderstand the reasons why people
create, defend, live and die for cultures, it Wwi#l necessary to make more than "reformist
adjustments” in the central concepts and categofieghodox analysis. One way to
develop a further understanding of the radical &iafichanges required is to move from
the problems of art to the dynamics of anotherucaltinstance, race.

The Failure of Orthodox Understandings of Race

In one orthodox analysis racism is a tool the edigitclass employs to divide workers. In
this view, the dynamics of capital accumulationdtém unify all wage laborers. As this is
potentially threatening to capitalists, they mistifways to counteract the tendency.
One way is to play diverse groups of workers oHiagt one another: use one group to
supervise the work of another; allow one groupdsettcommodations, wages and
services; reserve higher status occupations foigomgp; use one group as strikebreakers
against another. In general, produce mistrust ateganism where there would
otherwise be a dangerous threat of unity. Cregiersexploitation on one side and
coopted allies on the other by making it appedhé¢ofavored group that they have
something worth protecting in the capitalist ord@in this view racism is only a
subterfuge. The real issue is working class satildt is therefore imperative for the left
to appeal to commonalities rather than confrorfed#ices. "If racism was simply a
device by the capitalist class to divide the woskénen it followed that the workers
could be expected to join forces to oppose racish."

"In a still prior view which is however not uncommewen today, racism is seen as not
that important a problem, period. For the logicapitalist accumulation itself is
expected to continually overcome racist spillovieosn earlier periods. This idea of
capitalism's logic being independent of and coutdeacial divisions—n turn seen a
feudal residues—and of this logic eventually bhgrall but class distinctions derives
from the classics. For example, it is clearly espesl inThe Communist Manifesto
and in theGerman ldeologwbout which Horace Davis writes: "Marx here speskd
the working class already dissolves the severabmalities within itself inthe existing
society, and the constant efforts of Marxists liemin was to make this asperation an
actuality.”



This view that racism divides the working class #mat class analysis fostering class
solidarity is central doesn't deny the impact n@otsn have, nor suggest ignoring it
tactically or even strategically. But it does ptet# asking whether there are seeds of
racism other than those planted by capitalistdodts fail to explain why, though
capitalists exploit all differences among workeegism is particularly enduring and
incendiary. It doesn't explain why, though Blackple demand social equality and the
right to live and move about freely, when given theice they generally prefer to live
and marry in Black communities. It doesn't fullypéadn the ways whites benefit from
racism and why they often display racist attitutheg go well beyond anything capitalists
seek to inculcate. Nor does it explain the wideetgrof cultural differences that make
whites, Blacks, and Chicanos different from anddisge” to one another. These
differences make communication difficult and oftarspicious and fearful. We talk, eat,
dance, move, and celebrate differently. Is it et@lito speak and act as if "unite and
fight" is an obvious and achievable aim? The orthoapproach precludes examining
any strategy for overcoming racism other than irgggn. It relegates racism to a tactical
and strategic concern, rather than treating it mster of highest principlé® The
orthodox approach ignores Amilcar Cabral's injunrtsi that cultural differences between
social communities may have fundamental impactheir teceptivity to socialism and on
the energy with which they will struggle for it.

In a similar vein, Marx and Engels often spokehaf benefits that imperial expansion
could bring "backward" peoples, for example "engcggankees” could aid "lazy
Mexicans." As Horace Davis sums up, "the ideatimatbackward peoples' might get
farther if they resisted the encroachments of Snirgeois and made their own
selections of the blessings of civilization in theivn time, was indeed slow in
penetrating Marxism. Nationalism and Socialism: Marxist and Labor Thesrof
Nationalism to 191" Monthly Review Press, New York, 1967, p. 61.

“In the thorough analysis of social structure whéstery liberation movement should
be capable of making in relation to the imperatéhe struggle, the cultural
characteristics of each group in society have egptd prime importance. For, while
the culture has a mass character, it is not eqdalgloped in all sectors of society.
The attitude of each social group toward the libenestruggle is dictated by its
economic interests,

why were these endeavors so successful? Why dikimgopeople often respond to
nationalist, racist, and religious appeals so flbg As was the case in our discussion
of orthodox analyses of sexual dynamics, the faat there must be some form of
accommodation between economic and other relatiroaans that an economistic
analysis of racism will necessarily embody pattiath and yield some understanding.
Thus, explanations of racism based on the ideavbité skin privilege" —that is, based
on material advantage—do explain part of what gme$ut the roots and tenacity of the
non-economic racial (or patriarchal) phenomenaranisible to such an approach. The
influence of neighborhood and family life, and tbée of image, psychology and culture



are all ignored. When Harold Cruse wrote, in 1988%e coming coalition of Negro
organizations will contain national elements iresbf conspicuous leadership. It cannot
and will not be subordinate to any white groupswitich it is allied. There is no longer
room for the revolutionary paternalism that hasnbde hallmarks of organizations such
as the C.P.,** the part of the left infected with orthodox Marmiideas was incapable of
hearing what he was saying. The problgas a misunderstanding of Black nationalism,
another side to the failure of orthodox Marxistlgses of race.

Nationalism Is Neither Bourgeois Nor Proletarian

If one sees culture as an embodiment of the imjpdica of economic relations and
racism as a product of ruling class manipulatibmakes some sense to speak of a
"common or international culture of the proletarimovement,™® and to work towards

it. But this orientation insures that "desiringstee the Negro group as an appendage to
the main body of white workers, the Marxists haeerbunable, theoretically and
practically,to set the Negro off and see him in terms of bis wational minority group
existence and identity inclusive of his class, &asind ideological stratifications™’
Communist Party historians would examine Negroolnysin a way to glorify what they
liked and obscure what they did not like (in pare, nationalist heroes and aspirations).
Herbert Aptheker, for example, fails to even acklealge the existence of Marcus
Garvey and the nationalist Garvey movement

even while analyzing Negro activities during thei@e of Garvey's heyday. As Harold
Cruse says of this, "The causes for these omissiEnof course, apparent: orthodox
western Marxism cannot incorporate nationalism ittscheme.*® Similarly, according

to Robert Allen, Communists study Black history dinel history of racial oppression but
they do not address the history of white suprenaascg cultural formation. The point is
that the orthodox intellectual framework steersahalyst away from examining Blacks
and whites as communities with different cultusg only toward class relations as they
cut across community lines. Frantz Fanon makesgasipoint though perhaps

implicitly accepting more of the orthodox approdichn we do: "In the colonies the
economic substructure is also a superstructurec@bse is the consequence: you are rich
because you are white; you are white because yorichr. This is why Marxist analysis
%hould always be slightly stretched every time waeehto do with the colonial problem."

Cruse says that the Marxists "use their methodhalyais not to understand the Negro
but to make some outstanding Black leadership syfitlibe political line of their own
preconceptions.® But why does such behavior occur? For the orthddarist, Black
nationalism is seen as a product of Negro falses@onsness. The Black nationalist takes
the superficial appearance for reality just asrétuest white worker is deceived into

taking a superficial appearance (hostility betweemmunities) for reality. The issue
underneath these appearances is class structutbeandnsciousness that must replace
black nationalist aspirations as well as white sagacist notions, is class consciousness.



In this view class struggle confronts the real epamd race struggle is a misplaced
diversion. It follows that Leninists should seelus® Black organizations primarily as
recruiting grounds for the "working class parf/-"

Naturally the definition of the "national questiof@hd the "woman question™) is couched
in class terms. Eugene Genovese makes the poihirwelRed and Black: Marxian
Explorations in Afro-American and Southern History:

Until recently, American Marxists like many otheiswed racism as simply a class
guestion. They regarded racial discrimination anask for privilege'—a technique by

which the ruling class exploits minorities and des the working class. According to this
view, capitalism generated slavery, and slaveryegsged racism; but the destruction of
slavery did not end the economic exploitation @ickl people that racism justified and
perpetuated. As an oppressed proletariat, the $laa#t class interests identical with
those of the white working class and a clear dofjpin with their white brothers in
bringing down the capitalist system: 'Black andtethiinite and fight! %

Naturally the well-read Trotskyist will argue tHatiack (and women's) organizations
which form at a time of relative class quietude @n@gressive, having the potential to
spur class struggle. But once class struggle deegrash once the working class becomes
militant, anti-racist (and anti-sexist) demands tiespursued in context of a class

movement and subject to the discipline of a elagsed party. Separate attempts to

address these issues by racially (or sexuallyhddforganizations will only be construed
as peripheral if not hostile to socialist struggdleey will be diversionary. They will not
promote working class solidarity—the goal, afté~ddut impede it. As such, they will
finally be either bourgeois or petty bourgeois. Famvements can only represent class
interests, and movements outside the working ctassement must therefore express the
interests of other classéd.So as far as a program for Black people, andrassfa vision
of something other than white supremacy, the okddarxists of the Communist Party
and many other Leninist organizations offer littilere than the integrationist program of
the NAACP, save that these "revolutionaries" at@adall for "socialism" which is,
however, defined only economicalf. True, some will be prodded by the activism of
Black movements to modify their orientation adogtslightly altered views and
acceding to some nationalist demands, but as Isnigeaorthodox Marxist retains a
guiding theory which has no place for analysisaf+@conomic bases for racial divisions
and aspirations, any race sensitivity inspiredtbyggle will be tenuous. It will prove
opportunist and disappear every time the workiagshnd its production-based
organizations give even the slightest sign of gnmamilitance.

Harold Cruse relates a passage put to him by a&vwgom



munist Party organizer in Harlem: "You are for aaidating the Harlem ghetto as if it
were a 'nation.' That is wrong. The Party is faaking up the ghetto and integrating the
Negro people all over New York City?® The cadre's view is propelled by a desire for
integration as a means to end racism. The vievbatad by the cadre to Cruse is
propelled by a nationalist desire for autonomoutuceland heritage. Can the two be
reconciled? Is there a single theoretical perspeethich can embody the positive
attributes of each orientation? Obviously this nhesthe goal of a truly revolutionary
understanding but before going further into theothdcal requisites for such an advance,
more should be said about practical experiencdsmiihe United States.

Weakness of White Leninist
"Community Practice" in the U.S.

In his brilliant bookReluctant Reformer&obert Allen chronicles major portions of the
history of racial struggle in the United Statess la story of racist depravity on the one
hand and of profound resistance on the other. Bsitalso a story of multi-faceted
alliances between whites and Blacks, based upobnited advance of both groups, in
which in the end the Blacks are left behind. & istory of paternalistic anti-racism
wherein white groups fight for general Black insgseand yet simultaneously exclude
and otherwise oppress more accessible local Blacks.

For example, Allen tells of the abolitionist movertie attempts to widen its base of
support by excluding Blacks from meetings and ganaembership. "Those white
abolitionists who sought to deny membership tokdagere calculating that by
excluding Blacks they could gain wider supporttfee cause... % But what exactly was
"the cause"? Certainly not an end to white suprgnather, for these abolitionists the
issue was getting rid of slavery and the associatexatality that Blacks were simply
animals deserving no rights whatsoever, and adgptiore benign forms of stratification
in its place—segregation—and a moderated consogsssihat Blacks are indeed people,
but inferior people requiring aid and administratibthey are to accomplish all they can
for themselves and for society. "As late as 182@¢n reports, "some 143 white
controlled anti-slavery societies excluded Blaakd women from membershig”

Considering post bellum organizing efforts amomngiers and workers in the South and
throughout the country, Allen notes that two pressaffected the possibilities. On the
one hand workers and farmers were pushed by acksbiags perception toward some sort
of unity against big capital. On the other handyéeer, the requirements of maintaining
white supremacy propelled white farmers and workesppose the Blacks in pursuit of

equality. As Allen documents, there was more atkviban the simple divideand-

conquer machinations of some bosses. Even whenmentdeaders actively pursued
alliances, pressure from the rank-and-file propetirist outcomes and molded the
leaders in turn. Allen goes to lengths we can'eatmere in addressing the history of
populist and women's suffrage experiences to detraiashese points.



And when analyzing the development of the labor @moent in the U. S. , Allen shows
the shallowness of pointing to the use of Blackstakebreakers as a fundamental cause
of racism among whites. In fact, argues Allensithe other way around. Widespread
racism allows the boss to employ Blacks in suchsaasyto break strikes, but only
because the mental disposition called racism isgmteamong whites in the first place.
"Race prejudice causes the Black strikebreaken thaugh he may be only a few among
hundreds of white scabs, to be singled out forigpstander and violence.® The press
and racist commentators of all kinds inflate theaat of Black scabs all out of

proportion and make little mention of their whiteunterparts. Certainly this creates a
climate of violence and division that is benefid@mthe boss. But the workers are on the
scene. Why do they believe the inflammatory rhetbBcare stories about their own
tactics are not so effective in disrupting theirgeptions. Regrettably white workers have
a disposition to believe the lies in the first @aeven before they are told. And when in
some instances solidarity becomes so powerfulitbatuch fragmenting can work, of
course the movement is stronger and the demands aften won. But does racism
disappear as a result? Not at all. Once the stérikis white workers return to relatively
better work at relatively better pay and go homeetatively more comfortable environs
and better schools, and the momentary solidarigynseto erode once more. Blacks have
been used—even if they were the most militant &ghtind leaders of the

workers' struggle. The division of communities thes at the basis of racism in the U.S.
is more substantial and abiding than any "capittiisk” could ever be.

In his review of the history of CIO organizing des; Allen argues that local white
resistance to racial equality forced union leadieis steadily more racist position: "In
lllinois white workers even went on strike to maint segregated toilets. CIO leadership
opposed these strikes but the leadership itselfogasming less militant on the question
of racial superiority™ as the desire of national union leadership torizgethe South
increased. For instead of viewing the rabid crieSauthern industrialists (and the
threatened AFL) that they were "nigger lovers,"Meounists,"” "jew-boys," "carpet

baggers," and the like as evidence of their strertge CIO leaders appointed local anti

communists and racists as organizers and relegddells to segregated locals. The point
of Allen's analysis, it seems to us, was not tatthethe importance of class forces and
capitalist machinations but to show that racism indeépendent roots among whites as
well, and that it is critical to understand the remonomic roots of racism. What Allen's
work points to is that racism is interwoven int@gvaspect of our existence—into
cultural but also economic, kin, and political tedas of all kinds—so that a partial
approach to overcoming racism will always be insight. Even the anti-racists held
their views only very tenuously. Pressures of uaisorts could reduce their principles
much more rapidly since they had no analysis ofitsrability of Black cultural
development. But what is the orthodox Marxist reseoto all this, for neither we nor
Allen are the first to voice such complaints.



That communists were among the most staunchlyraaist in their demands and
programs during the thirties and forties cannoti&aied for a minute, at least at the first
level of analysis—at the same level of analysi$ ploatrayed white abolitionists as
paragons of anti-racism. But just as the abolisbhad a different agenda than the
complete elimination of "white supremacy" and woelegtn adopt racist policies to
attract white support, so too Leninist organizatiaranted to increase working class
strength above all else, and fought racism ondueve this end, dropping the fight
whenever other means became more effective. Thisast, is the historical picture
Black analysts like Allen and Cruse paint.

"Protestations to the contrary, the party's prastia fact reduced black people to the role
of passive objects to be manipulated in accordamitepriorities that had little or

nothing to do with the economic or political objees of black workers themselved
The Communist Party, according to Allen and suligtted by a variety of historical
lessons he brings to bear, had but one strateggdlh control of the Black movement
and bring it in line with the current policy of t@®mmunist International® The case of
the National Negro Congress is indicative. Propasé®35 at a conference at Howard
University, the Congress was to be an on-goingrorgdion bringing "unity to the Black
movement by embracing Black labor unions, religjoatorm, fraternal and civic groups.
" 32 The Congress "adopted a long list of resolutiangetng a wide range of problems
affecting Black people.* Communists were members from the outset, and very

concerned that the Congress also adopt an antsfgdank, as unifying antfascists was

the main Communist Party aim at the time. And inldegch a plank was adopted,
meeting with the "wholehearted approval of the Camists." The Congress was
successful in setting up local and regional cosrttifoughout the country and it rapidly
became "one of the more important Black organinatiof national stature But then
came the Russo-German pact of 1939 and a charige ioy the Communist
International: anti-facism was out, now the U.Sstrhe kept out of the war at all costs.
The Party sought to convince Blacks that they hadtake in the "European war. " The
Negro National Congress had to be brought inta [l ensuing chaos succeeded in
"decimating the ranks of this once promising orgation."* But the critical thing to
realize is that this was no cost at all, at leashe eyes of the Communists. Their class
line was the basis for all programs. If a Blackaorigation usefully fit in, that was good
and beneficial. If such an organization did not pbmit was useless or worse.

With no understanding of the basis for Black nadlem, save for grossly asymmetrical
analogies between Blacks and national groups istveet Union few had ever heard of,
orthodox U.S. Marxists couldn't possibly understdmeimportance of autonomous
Black organizations, much less their analyses aadrpms, especially as these were
sometimes even contrary to the immediate desireghité working people. Richard
Wright's career



and autobiographyAmericanHunger, testifies powerfully to the tensions betwe
communism and nationalism in the U.S. Wright pgidrthe communists as seeing Black
workers as paradigm proletarians all ready to Eaémerican revolution, when the truth
was anything but. "The speakers claimed the Negrees angry, that they were about to
rise and join their fellow white workers to makes&olution. | was in and out of many
Negro homes each day and | knew that the Negroses lagt, ignorant, sick in mind and
body. | saw that a vast distance separated thatagitfrom the masses, a distance so vast
that the agitators did not know how to appeal sofhople they sought to lead®

Wright's account of his own efforts to diminishslgap and of the resistance from
orthodox thinkers (including Blacks) to his thouglanhd writing, is a testimony to the
power of such a narrow vision to cloud and mysdtiy minds of even the most devoted
fighters against oppression, as many of the Comsisiniere.

But beyond offering a graphic illustration of hovaimtenance of views that fly in the
face of obvious facts could only be accomplishea bgrtuous mutilation of the critical
consciousness of many Black communist activistsghYidemonstrates that party
members were subject to the same defensive dyndnaitplague all "communities” that
have developed a hostile "we versus they" ideology:

While engaged in conversation, they stuck theinthsi in their suspenders or put their
left hands into their shirt bosoms or hooked thmimbs into their back pockets as they
had seen Lenin and Stalin do in photographs. Thougghdid not know it, they were
naively practicing magic; they thought that if thessted like the men who had
overthrown the czar, then surely they ought toltde o win their freedom in America.

In speaking they rolled their "r's" in Continensale, pronouncing "party” as "parrrtee,"”
stressing the last syllable, having picked up thigitfrom white Communists.
"Comrades" became "cumrrrades,” and "distributdittvthey had known how to
pronounce all their lives, was twisted into "disbuuute,” with the accent on the last
instead of the second syllable, a

mannerism which they copied from the Polish Commsiummigrants who did not know
how to pronounce the word...

An hour's listening disclosed the fanatical intatee of minds sealed against new ideas,
new facts, new feelings, new attitudes, new hihtsays to live. They denounced books
they had never read, people they had never knaleasithey could never understand,
and doctrines whose names they could not prono@mamunism, instead of making
them leap forward with fire in their hearts to be@masters of ideas and life, had frozen
them at an even lower level of ignorance than reshliheirs before they met
Communism?’

Obviously American Communists themselves were stilbgea negative community
dynamic involving artificial cultural uniformity ahdemeaning views of others, and



ideological defense mechanisms against contrafgmsotif it is far fetched to argue that
this whole phenomenon can be reduced to the prodwstarfomic forces or the
manipulative powers of the ruling class, we wouldgest that a similar reductionist
analysis of racism between the larger Black andexdommunities is far fetched as well.
Morever, if the Communist Party was ever to havenbable to address the situation of
Blacks in the U.S., if it was to have had real abeguality rather than only
assimilationist racism within its own organizatipiist was to have been open to growth
rather than continually defensively ruling out giening ideas of all sorts; then, at a
minimum, it would have had to have had a theorkt@idantation sufficient to understand
the broader roots of racism, nationalism, and sect@ommunity formation and activity
in general.

Allen summarizes this point as follows: "The padgponded to racism organizationally,
(but never with caucuses) instead of ideologicdfigividuals were purged but the virus
of white chauvinism —an ideological phenomenon—waisattacked.®® The party was
against racism because it saw racism as a bawngotking class solidarity. That
logically implied that racism should only be foughtwvays promoting class solidarity.
Blacks and whites would be urged to "unite andtfiglo that class struggle could be
heightened. But to support Blacks against white$ight racism in ways that temporarily
aggravated tensions, or to recognize the merits of

strengthening an autonomous Black culture and camtynwere all considerations
beyond the party's orthodox orientation. "The macéd sexism of American society
found curious reflections in the social behaviottef party members® And this

curious fact, along with certain others also stenghirom the narrowness of their theory
and practice, eventually consigned the orthodaxkdris to the mechanical and defensive
sectarianism Wright railed against.

Contemporary History

While we cannot present here any detailed anabfdise various organizational trends
and experiences concerning relations between whieBlack movements in the sixties
and seventies, a few comments on one prevalenpptemon might be revealing. For the
sixties did see the emergence of a powerful Blagkmization that was both nationalist
and committed to a Leninist formulation of sociaéisns and imperatives: the Black
Panther Party. On the one hand, many more whiistiend white left organizations
tolerated Panther nationalism than would have likely in the 30s and 40s. But could
this have been in part—however unconsciously—bexthes Panthers were useful as
"victims" to expose the oppression of American taism? Or was there a feeling among
members of white communist groups that the Partesplined cadre organization
could act as a spur to the formation of (real?)}tevheninist organizations? In any case,
where the Black community was astute enough tozesthat the revolution had not yet
arrived, and that white people were not nearly ygadiefend Black militants when push
came to shove, the Black Panther Party was nastseea And whether or not the failure



of the Panthers to read the level of their actuppsrt—not just the sympathy for their
aims and great courage—in the Black community veaggdly due to their blind
adherence to revolutionary models that had littlldd with the situation or mindset of
their natural constituents, they found themselwgsa a limb as a result of an
underlying societal racism that was easily focuséalrepression because of the party's
overt militance and espousal of violence. The Ramstlvere sacrificed, literally, to the
forces of the state.

The sixties were a profound moment in U.S. histeplete

with courage and insight not often attained betorsince. Yet the subservient behavior
of many white leftists toward the Panthers—unaaiitiblind support of an idealized
reflection of what one wishes oneself to be, afiezienced in relative safety—was a
testimony to both the diversity of forms racism take, and to the need for movements
which address facism in all its cultural forms, the@m. When the Panthers were
unceremoniously moved off center stage, the whbitedeveloped a similar temporary
infatuation with the American Indian Movement. Buto now remains concerned over
the fate of Means, Banks, and Camp? Who any losigemds a thought on the
membership and constituency of AIM, much less enpight of Native Americans?

The attention some white Leninist organizationstionre to give to issues of racism is
much like the adulation many whites had for thetRers and Native American Indians.
It doesn't stem from or necessarily grow into assrunderstanding of cultural and
community relations. It is not oriented toward @atly enunciated goal which will
protect and further develop diverse cultures. Alnabsays it is tactical. For it is built
into Leninist analysis—the honest Leninist shouldeally even be upset by the
accusation—that support for "national democratibts” is a means toward class
solidarity and socialist revolution behind the vaagl party of the working class. We are
not contesting that many Leninists are actively-gatist, both in their personal behavior
and in their political commitments. Rather we aagiisg that the orthodox, class focused
theoretical approach, coupled with the vanguarddemdocratic centralist approach to
strategy, consign even the most responsibly anistrandividuals to a group dynamic
which undercuts the basis, depth, and insighteif inti-racism. The primary lesson of
this whole section on white and Leninist practieeras clear enough: we need a
movement sensitive to the complicated relation betwacial and class dynamics that
does not relegateitherto a derivative status. We need to understancegehize in
cognizance of the specific community roots of bwthite supremacy and Black
nationalism not assuming that these are merelylodezal reflections of economic
factors. And we need organizational forms and naghwehich embody principles which
run counter to the logic of class and race oppoessather than

ones which at the deepest level tend to reinfdreddgic of these oppressions.



Some Other Ramifications of the
Orthodox Marxist Ignorance of Community

We have discussed, in very broad and general styskene issues regarding art, culture
in general, and race. But there are related prabfemthe orthodox approach associated
with other parts of the spectrum of cultural divigrgn the United States. For example,
by and large orthodox Marxists are insensitiven®importance and wisdom that may be
gleaned from an on-going diversity of regional desations. For in addition to
community differences along borders of race oriettynfor that matter, there are also
differences that arise due to geographic distaandghe different experiences these may
delineate. For example, urban and rural culturamnsoare usually quite different.
Moreover, in the U.S., people of Appalachia, thet8pand Southwest don't like to be
subsumed under East and/or West coast definitibheauty, manners, linguistic norms,
notions of celebration, morality, daily lifestykend pace. Even cities—New Orleans, Los
Angeles, Boston, N.Y., Austin, Chicago—have themaharacteristic cultural attributes
as do different neighborhoods inside these citiesjever further differentiated the same
cities and neighborhoods may be

"The point here is comparable to points made eatieut the way economic, kinship,
and political relations can invade the very congaafrrevolutionary movements. It
isn't merely that such movements can have wrongi@oes or demands with regard to
one or another aspect of social reproduction anggle, but that the organizations of
the movement can embody the oppressive charaaterigtone or more realms. The
division between conceptual and executionary labay be present reproducing
classist consciousness and behavior. A divisiowd&en male and female modalities
may be present reproducing patriarchal consciogsaes behavior. A power
hierarchy may be present reproducing political abtaristics of the larger society.
And similarly, an inter- and intra- community ortation may be present, usually in
the form of sectarianism or the norms of dominamhiunity groups, which
reproduces the ways of thinking and acting cortstgLof all types of intecommunity
oppression.

internally along race, ethnic, and class lines.i&on the fast talking, aggressive Yankee
union organizer sent into Charleston, South Caaolkny modern revolutionary practice
is going to have to be sensitive to diversitiestipalarly to the many different positive
cultural attributes that characterize the regi@mshmunities which make up the United
States. Such a sensitivity does not easily emeoge &n analysis which says culture is
but a reflection of economic requirements. Wherelddhe wisdom we should respect
come from in that?

The orthodox Marxist understanding of the roots mmglications of religious or national
identification is also deficient. The dominant theera that religion and nationalism are
irrational and mere opiates. And this theme hatopral implications for analysis.



Religion and nationalism are seen as anachronisats\ill progressively disappear
under the weight of general scientific advanceyugtomuch more rapidly under
socialism. How many Marxists of the earlier dayshaé century would have predicted
the current proliferation of religious hostilitieShristians versus Moslems in Lebanon,
Catholics versus Protestants in Ireland, Catheksus Moslems in the Philippines,
Greek Orthodox versus Moslems in Cyprus, Jews gdviaslems in the MidEast,
Eastern Orthodox versus Jews in Russia, Hindu séviaslem in India and Pakistan.
How many Marxists at the beginning of this centwguld have believed that every
successful advance of "socialism™" would ride onlihek of a powerful national
liberation movement as in the cases of Yugosla@ana, Korea, Cuba, Vietnam,
Mozambique, and Angola? How many socialists woadehbelieved that the
preponderance of "shooting wars" between natiotisariate 1970s would be between
self-declared "socialist states” like Vietnam arah®odia, China and Vietnam, Russia
and China, Ethiopia and Somalia, Russia and Afghaniand perhaps shortly, even as
we write, Russia and Poland?

With no comprehension of the distinction betweefedgive and creative bases of
cultural formations, and therefore no grasp offbsitive social and cultural aspirations
that religious and national identifications oftetdeess, orthodox analysts are hard
pressed to explain the power and proliferatiorheke ties. Furthermore, with blanket
condemnations, the real task of discerning what@spare debilitating and deserve
opposition, and

which aspects are positive and to be elaboratetjasled. The prospects for addressing
communities with powerful national and/or religicafiliations will remain dim for
Marxists as long as the Marxist theory of communétations continues to stagnate.

Of course the exception is the Leninist commitnierantt imperialist struggles, but

even this is compromised, for its motivation iswatrily anti-capitalist and not pro-
nationalist. There is some ability to discern wisaguperficially good and bad in
nationalist movements: The Ayotallah Khomeini magsonably be "supported” as an
opponent to western imperialism and the Shah, Isot@posed as a religious, anti-
socialist, and patriarchal extremist. But thendhalysis of the roots of his influence is
never begun. Where personality politics is disawbag ludicrously naive where class
forces are to be discerned, it is the accepted farmost Marxists where national or
religious forces are at work. The Leninist analgkies not often pierce the full social
relationships behind religious and/or nationalistvements. This is debilitating to
analysis and program. Regrettably there is no tiere for a comprehensive survey of
orthodox discussions of religion or nationalismt imucontext of the prior discussion of
the orthodox failure to understand culture in gahemnd racism, we hope the brief
paragraphs above will add further impetus to tfierefo find a new way of
understanding community phenomena. The idea ofialsi world with no nationalities,
no religion, and proletarian "cultural oneness"athemerges from the orthodox view of
culture-as-reflection, is an insufficient basis d@veloping a socialist program that will



attract the allegiance of people with real and ipasde community ties. As Harold Cruse
suggests in an interview, "Black experience intinged States has shown that it is
dangerous and non-productive for blacks to adopkM, just as it has been
historically detrimental for blacks to have adop@tistianity. The reason for this is that
blacks have been unable to add anything originaltteer Marxism or Christianity. Thus
both of these doctrines remain the intellectualipeainy, not of blacks, but of whites. If
blacks continue to adopt these philosophies irfidha that they received them from
whites, then blacks will forever remain subservienivhites, intellectually, ethnically,
morally, etc.”® And indeed, given our analysis, if Marxism remasesind by
economism to find the economy primary and all o8pheres to

one degree or another derivative, then this stnatiill prevail. For blacks will not be
able to add anything substantial to this orthod@o¥sm precisely because its
fundamental concepts preclude such additionsaat lasofar as they bear upon an
understanding of racism as itself of fundamentgartance. Whether the tenacity of
orthodox beliefs is a function of confusion or efsted male, white, or academic
interests—of "cultural capital” in Alvin Gouldneitgeresting terminology—is unclear.
That it has got to be overcome, either within tharkist heritage or by stepping beyond
that heritage, will be obvious. In the next sectimpresent some ideas toward a new
theory of community.

An Alternative Theory of Community and Culture

We are not born religious, members of a race, anaéthnic group. Rather vbecome
Hindu or Moslem, black or white, Greek or Turkishtdemast insofar as these
designations have real social content. For theseramity characteristics are products of
community activity, just as kin differentiationsgsanomic differentiations, and political
differentiations are products respectively of kipskeconomic, and political activity.

Individuals become members of a community. Of ceuas in the other three spheres
there are many other ingredients and products dsame the process is affected by other
dimensions of social life. When an individual be@sna black man or a Turkish woman,
all four types of social activity are at work. Buhen we abstract to address community
alone—an approach whose value we've argued alreagyfird a subset of institutions
that are most crucial to these processes, as walln@twork of community relations
which extend throughout all of society.

"Only in community with others has each individtia means of cultivating his/her gifts
in all directions; only in community is personatédom possible** Only via

community do we evolve shared norms, body and Véahguages, moralities, religious
and cultural identifications. As we pursue thesgseso we develop community
institutions and social networks. Real needs aneese The developed cultures may be
more or less able to serve as a basis for fulfilimman development, but in all instances
they will be rooted in real human needs and paténteven as these are



historically formed and modified by changing so@ahditions.

Culture is certainly affected by economic, kin guditical factors, just as class, sex, and
political consciousness and social relations dextdd by cultural processes. But still, it
is useful in our opinion to see culture as rootext in the sphere of community. For then
we see that culture in all its forms iflaman productimed at the fulfillment of basic,
albeit historicized, human needs. In this viewwalt attributes are a product of all social
interaction but primarily of community activity, drronsequently have deeper roots than
the rationalization of economic circumstances. @frse the family is the main initial
communicatoof cultural norms —whether religious, ethnic, acial—but it is the

family as a community institution rather than taenfly as a kinship institution that helps
createthese norms, while in the kinship mode it simphgges them along much as it
passes along class and authority attributes as Wedl Church, neighborhood, school,
social club and workplace are other institutionsolwtplay both communicative and
creative roles regarding community definition.

The development of a community means first andnfast the development of a
common identity and language—not words but meariggsd a common understanding
of the group's place in history. A heritage is sldaiSolutions to various life problems—
how we see ourselves, how we view birth and deatti,how we approach various moral
issues—are all community matters. But equally ingudris the fact that distinct
communities must interface with one another. Eachraunity must not only evolve

internal modes and intra-community relations, keuedop inter community modes of

interaction with other communities as well. Whetimra-community relations are
restrictive or liberatory, and whether inter-comntyinelations are respectful and fair, or
unequal and domineering, will vary from case tcec#@sd the particular relations
between intra- and inter-community characteristibew- each affects the texture of the
other—will also vary. But understanding these twaes of community relations and
their interrelation is certainly one critical aspeta full approach to understanding any
particular social formation.

Looking at communities in isolation from one anetHer a moment, we see a variety of

principal (but not exhaustive) typenational, racial, religious, ethnic, and regiofa.
become a

community of any of these "types," a group of peaglaborates a variety of shared ways
of seeing the world, relating to one another, viepthemselves in history, talking,
celebrating, and otherwise engaging in culturaspits. Frequently groups develop
community identifications encompassing two or mafréhe above types simultaneously.

For example, Irish-Catholics, SoutheBaptists, and Italian-American-Catholics. The
elaboration of such communities occurs to solvest bf problems of daily life. It is



historical, yet once they are adopted solution®legreat deal of permanence. The
evolved communities may be culturally enriching angportive of human development
or, on the contrary, very destructive of human ptés. More likely they will do some
of both. Nationalism, for example, has includedspdsition toward self-management of
a group's own social life but whether this desiresiovereignty is liberatory, as was the
case in post-revolutionary Cuba, or horribly resive, as in the case of nationalist pro-
war sentiments in the United States during then&met War, is always open to question.
Similarly, religions have often included high mopaécepts, opportunities for cultural
advance, and dispositions toward human solidantyrautual support. But religions
have nonetheless more frequently been dominatdetispism of gods, rationalizations
of oppressive conditions, and manipulation of fear.

As opposed to some communities, racial communitvesshould emphasize, cannot be
understood even in a first approximation simplyamms of internal determinations. For a
"race" is precisely the social product of inter-eoomity relations. For this reason it
would be especially pointless to study the AmeriBi&actk community or the American
white community without studying the evolution bétinterface between them—from
slavery, to Jim Crow separatism, to predominarmyal forms of discrimination.
Similarly, it is largely fruitless to study the JsWw community apart from anti-Semitism
as well as Jewish racism toward Palestinians,metudy the Palestinian nation without
assessing the interface with Israel's Jews. Fooadth all intra-community norms are
very much affected by inter-community dynamicsjabcommunities are in the first
instance the product of such dynamics. Robert Adbgoressed it as follows:

Ethnocentrism is a form of inward looking narrowngheédness whereas racism involves
an outward facing

hierarchical ordering of human beings for the psgsoof racial oppression. The former
may or may not be a universal facet of human nahurethe latter is definitely socially
conditioned. The two should not be confuséd."

With some amendments and explication it is readertalsay we subscribe to this view.
Every community will have some inward looking viedvitself, and in a hostile and
oppressive context, this view will most often beraa-minded and closed to ideas from
without. Racism, on the other hand, is born intbstile interfacdetweercommunities.

It is the view from a dominant community of a commty which it dominates, and it is a
rationalization of the oppression of the latter camnity by the former. But the resulting
racism also has an inward focused effect.

As one example, consider the process of colonizaltembers of one society subject
the members of another to complete subordinatibe.process may initially be
economically or politically motivated, but insofas one community rules and terrorizes
another, it also becomes a meeting of communi@psaking of the Spanish conquest of
Mexico, Magnus Morner says: "This colonial reaiitgs characterized... by the



dichotomy between conquerors and conquered, mastdrservants or slaves.... People
were classified in accordance with the color ofrtekin, with the white masters
occupying the highest stratum. Theoretically, egrciup that could be racially defined
would constitute a social stratum of its owf?. Discussing the same instance, Tomas
Almaguer argues "that five majoastescame to characterize the social positions in
colonial Mexico...1) peninsular Spanish, 2) crie|l8) mestizos, 4) mulattos, zambos,
and free Negroes, 5) Indios.” The point, as Almagees on to argue, is that social class
divisions "came to correspond closely to the radifiérentiation miscegination was to
produce in the colony," so finally the "division it labor system came to be defined
largely in terms of race.*

The colonizer and colonized are therefore produiceélde colonial dynamic. The former
becomes racist to explain the treatment of theraithe colonized are found less than
human, or at best inferior humans requiring ciedlzadministration from without. Of
course it is all a sham that almost always accomegan

vast rip-off, yet the rationalization is quite réalthe minds of the actors. The racism that
develops has profound roots in the identities efdblonizer. This racism is, ironically,

the only route to selfesteem in the face of the colonizer's barbarismatd "the

natives." As Frantz Fanon makes clear, the ainolwingalism is not to deny the
indigenous culture entirely, but to degrade andelit. "The aim sought is rather a
continued agony than a total disappearance ofrdaexisting culture.” The culture of the
colonized people, "once living and open to thereitbecomes closed, fixed in the
colonial status, fixed in the yoke of oppressiorhé paternal superiority of the colonizer
is borne out by the stagnation of the colonizeducal*®

The result among theplonizersis a racist overlay upon their own prior cultubhad
insofar as this racism flies in the face of humamand the facts, the colonist too must
become closed off to truth and sensitivity. "Racldoats and disfigures the face of the

culture that practices it. Literature, the plastits, songs for shemirls, proverbs, habits,

patterns, whether they set out to attack it oruigarize it, restore racism.” The inter-
community consciousness becomes a powerful forteei@evolution of the oppressor
community's own consciousness. And of coursetiuis for the effect of racism upon the
colonized as well. For theolonizedone route is "the negation of one's own ethnigiosi
or the art ingredients or cultural qualities ofgsa@rigins.™® The other route is revolt.
And in between there is the debilitation of loviewgd hating oneself at once, of always
giving in and rebelling simultaneously. For theaoted the inter-community pressures
push one to see oneself as inferior and to emthateolonizer—he is rich, he is learned,
he is powerful; you are downtrodden, your cultucesed, your integrity lost, save
through identification. Colonization is the archgtyoppressive relationship between two
communities. Once it is established and has beeratipe for a considerable time both
parties to the relation are powerfully affectedn&Tsocial constellation, the cultural
whole, are deeply modified by the existence ofsmaci*’ Community activity in general



produces "cultured people” who share solutionsuerde life problems. They develop a

common identity. When intecommunity relations are characterized by coloirathe

ensuing racism disfigures all institutions of botdmmunities, although one of course
more powerfully and harmfully than the other.

According to Harold Cruse the Negro questioagsentiallya cultural question. This
doesn't mean Blacks aren't exploited economicklbjoesn't for a moment deny they
have less political power. It doesn't denigrateitiygortance of familial norms to the
reproduction of racism. It merely makes a usefgk@ztion from the whole to point out
that the best angle to get at the "Negro quest®obmmunity. From there we are more
likely to see things clearly, to discern the raaoftshe processes, and to be able to move
on to a totalist analysi&®

"The one factor which differentiates the Negro&ust from that of a pure colonial status
is that his position is maintained in the 'homeirdoy in close proximity to the dominant
racist group. “° This is obviously not a small difference, butsitiot gargantuan either.

It tells us to expect that Black people likely hawxed perceptions of themselves and of
whites.

Dubois said of Black people in the U.S., "one deels his twoness—an American, a
Negro; two souls, two thoughts, two unreconciletistgs; two warring ideals in one
dark body whose dogged strength alone keeps it freimg torn asunder.* The Black
person in the U.S., like the more traditional cated person, is fraught with a tension—
to attempt assimilation, the adoption of the opgpoes ways—or to attempt the
reassertion of one's own ways via rebellion. RoydBlack nationalism, like all
nationalist responses to community oppressiom exgression of the latter desire;
passivity or a movement to assimilationist inteigrats an expression of the former.
James Turner suggests that Black nationalism amBlack control over the Black
community, for Black unity, for Black resistancesiabordination or assimilation, and for
Black pride in Black history and nornts.Integration in the realm of the arts, for
example, ignores the racist premises of white raditthe fact that assimilation necessarily
means self-denial for Blacks. Nationalism in thalmeof the arts, on the contrary, notices
that white art is generally white supremacist drat tn any case Black people have their
own art forms to further evolve and advance. Tler® need to "integrate."

Black power is a nationalist expression as welk ot explicitly anti-capitalist, though
in our society the profound links between econoamd community networks mean that
the achievement of Black power would be impossiatain capitalist

economic constraints. Still, an analysis seeingnatist and Black power movements as
basically emanating from community forces will hancetrouble discerning that such
movements have both positive and negative potsnfifey can be revolutionary with



regard to community, and literally reactionary widgard to economics, kinship, or
politics—much as class movements can be racistpamaen's movements bourgeois.
But while a nationalist approach which degeneratisa longing for African homelands
is simply escapist, unsuited to effective impleragiot in the modern age, Black
nationalism which stresses the need for a culteradlution in the interface between the
white and the Black community, and which seeks méx&-community definitions freed
from both colonizing and colonized residues, caa b@ghty force for socialist change
in the U.S>2

Understanding racism as a product of the interfeteeen white and Black communities
in the U.S. also sheds light on the situation oftegh” White people's cultural
identification, ways of viewing themselves, andussgtions about their history and life
have all been affected by a three hundred yeaofati@n of racism into all aspects of
our culture. To counter racism means more thanatipg demands for equality,
however important that is. An analogy to the sitwrabf men and women may provide a
useful clarification.

When women began confronting men with their sexisthe late-1960s the issues were
usually such highly perceptible things as

"Obviously there are also white/Asian, white/Nathmerican, and white/Latino
interfaces as well. Indeed though we have chosérctes on Black/white dynamics,
these others are portant as well and the relative lack of attentioey are receiving
more a function of the limits of our experience é&maning than anything else. In
many ways the life situation of Latinos in the UisSnow approximating very closely
to that of Blacks as is their population. The ims®role of Chicanos in U.S.
development is also comparable to that of Blacksd-eamtainly even if never slaves,
Chicanos have been subject to colonial dynamiasUES. expansion, annexing half
of Mexico, made Chicanos a minority on their omndand effectively a colony at
once. Their subsequent contribution to U.S. devakg in agriculture, mining, and
railroad construction and their racial mistreatmemat well addressed in Tomas
Almaguer, "Class, Race, and Chicano Oppressior§bmalist RevolutionNo. 25,
July-Sept. 1975.

language ("chicks," "broads" etc.), dress (brasllgs, pants, etc.), and the most direct
manifestations between men and women like "doonrimgge”’ Then the focus became
men not taking women seriously—talking past themmired groups and acting as if
women were helpless and dumb—and men brutalizidg@ping women. Then came an
emphasis on men exploiting women for nurturancdearoibbing women of access to
knowledge, income, and power. (One can see thdlglamthe manifestations of racism
confronted by the Black movement a few years aaylgut finally the women's
movement began to suggest to men that male supyeaffected not only their behavior
toward womenbut almost everything about themseldgésw men see the world, think,



carry themselves; their personality, style, modesxpression, self awareness; how men
compare themselves to others and how they feek alésaid to be infected by male
supremacy. The dynamics of kinship had affectedygvieg about men and women, not
only things related to their direct interaction.

Black people have been saying the same thing ttevpleiople for some time now. But
since Blacks aren't usually in as close proximatyvhites as women to men, they have
had a harder time communicating this penetrationtofe personality by racism. Yet one
has only to watch Richard Pryor mimic whites to wrtbat he understands something
important about the very essence of "white cultureyvever much he may be parodying
it for laughs.” The hostility that exists between whites and Béaickthe U.S. is not
simply an economic phenomenon. Within prisonsgi@ample, every inmate knows full
well that racism is used by the warden and guardkévide and weaken them and thereby
substantially reduce their well-being. They knowtlails, yet they stay separated despite
the evident "material” loss. The whites are notuho admit that their community norms
are infected with racism to such an extent thaBlaeks have reason to not want to be
around them, to not want to even eat at their slite example, even if the overt racism
is kept under control. And so the separation, nebgdetrimental as it is, continues.

"Charlie Hill, an Oneida, presents a parody of whiteres/attitudes/culture in much 1
same fashion as Pryor, though from a specificallyi American perspective.

It is often debated whether racism is beneficigut a few whites or to all whites.
Certainly it is beneficial to those whites who doate society, the ruling class. For it
does divide workers and thus serve to maintaintakgis' power. Or perhaps we should
qualify this a bit. Given the existence of racisims put to good use by the capitalists
within the economy. Whether a set of capitalisssleelations is likely to finally last
longer in a racially divided society than in a h@@aoeous one is unclear. It is plausible
that racial divisions can propel revolutionary depenents as well as delay them.

But whether or not whites as a whole benefit fracism is a question poorly put. A
white racist has a view of the world, of himselfr@rself, and of Black people that is the
product of his or her community involvement ovdifetime. Short of a revolution, this
individual's self-image and psychic balance ard seslved by racist divisions and
relations and highly threatened by anti-racism. &deer, given the maintenance of
capitalism for a period, it is not irrational dugithat period for whites to feel that there
are only so many good jobs, nice houses, good $sheto., and if these are open to
everyone their own chances of getting them willidish. It is irrelevant that white-black
unity can increase the number of good jobs andtdlite wealth to the working class
as a whole. The white person can seek this, alhdatitinue to fight to retain the lion's
share of the gains for "himself." Indeed, this basn the historical pattern.



No, to overcome racism it is essential to addriedsactly and fully. We can't make
believe it is simply a confusion hoisted upon uscllwe can easily set aside. There can
be no "end-run." We must uncover the processeshigtvthe search for self-image and
identity in a race-stratified society produce wisitgpremacist racism, condescending
white liberalism, Black passivity, and Black natdism, as well as the process by which
active practice can produce new community ideratfans for whites.

Manning Marable says of Blacks that "creating atp@s constructive image of

blackness within the media must be viewed as aigadlieffort. "> Such a cultural
revolution is necessary but not sufficient. In fingt place kinship, economic, and

political relations also help to reproduce racisid enust be altered as well. In the second
place the cultural revolution must occur on bottesiof

the community line, for Blacks but also for whités. Blacks must assert their own
culture and integrity rather than assimilating toite supremacy, so whites must
reevaluate their culture. Whites must confronteffects of racism within themselves,
and purge their racism rather than purging the molgfar racists. This will only be
possible if activists develop an analysis of c@tas rooted in community relations and in
efforts to meet human needs, even if in debasedoements, and if we also stay
sensitive to the other factors critical to the ogjuction of racism and affected by its
reproduction.

For it is true that when extended the institutiohthe community, of all communities
within society, obviously encompass the institusiah the other spheres as well. As we
saw earlier, along with commodities racism is gdsamduced in the factory and along with
laws racism is produced in the state. But the s®/penetration holds as well. The Black
community itself is not homogeneous. The experieideeing Black is different for
Black men and Black women. Seeing Black peopleaaadigm proletarians is foolish
since the Black community itself is class stratifiein particular there are many Blacks
in intermediate positions "above the working classSome Black nationalist
movements are aimed only at helping a few Blades up the class hierarchy while the
rest sweat below? In this they are no different than some feminisvements which
have a bourgeois (and racist) side. Yet feminigmedionly at redefining kinship
relations and nationalism aimed only at redefimsognmunity relations are both as
revolutionary and non-

"The black and white worlds, although separatedistinct, are too closely
intertwined—geographically, politically, and econicailly—for the social maladies
the one not to affect the other. Both must chahgétlier is to progress to new and
liberating social forms.... It goes without saythgt black people should not postpone
their freedom struggle until white America rousself out of its lethargy. On the
contrary, blacks should never desist from struggle agitation. But neither should
black people deceive themselves into thinking sivaple separation from white



society will solve the problem.... In the questiitack liberation, white society cannot
be ignored or cast aside with a sigh of reliefmitst be changed. Otherwise, the rac
and exploitative social relations which characketizat society will defeat even the
best efforts of black freedom fighters.

revolutionary as a Marxism aimed only at transfomgnilass relations.

The extension of community into the factory medrad Black and white work roles are
impregnated with cultural expectations that repoedihe oppressed situation of Blacks
and oppressor situation of whites as surely as fiyenypduce class divisions. This goes
beyond the obvious issue of white foremen for Blawkk crews, to the fact that, for
example, the salesforce of most companies is ovamihgly white because selling
involves socializing with the customers. The pasnthat economic features that come
into accord with community dynamics may also becamery central factor in their
reproduction. Consider Richard Nixon's expressikthis relationship in the preface to a
study conducted for leading corporations in 1959:

In formulating a policy for broader employment odgdoes, a company cannot disregard
the conventions and traditions within the commuirityhich it operates. The

community imposes itself on companies by providirggtting, both social and political,
within which a plant operates. Employees of a camge residents of a community and
they and the entire community are vitally concerrasda matter of their own economic
well-being, with the employment opportunities agble in the company. Generally,
company policy on the employment of Negroes witiké¢o reflect community attitudes,
and reflection must be given to local practicepeesally where a company wishes to go
beyond theni®

Political decisions and programs, family behavéaord in fact all social activities have to
at least conform to community generated

"But such an approach, autonomy in context of aefangited but multifaceted
movement, is also contradictory to Leninist normdeed, on two counts Leninism is
strategically insufficient to struggles against coumity oppression. In the first place
the vanguard approach precludes an autonomousadihg role for third world
people especially to the extent that they procla@tionalist principles; and in tt
second, Leninism's insufficient analyses of thes@md processes of community
preclude successful struggles against various typeppressive community behav
(including sectarianism) within Leninist organizats themselves, much less within
society as a whole. A proper analysis of the



norms and they may also help reproduce and fudéeglop those norms. The
entwinement of male sexual privilege with racialrdeance patterns is an obvious
example. The fight against racism must therefodress all institutions in society; it
must be part of a totalist movement with a divgreitaspects. But as Cruse argued in a
passage quoted earlier, the struggle against ragiioe led by Black and other third
world organizations in coalition with other movertgrbut in no way secondary to them.
Such a necessity arises as directly from our aisagsfrom the world we live in.

We should summarize some of the main theoreticadvations of the discussion to this
point. Community is a concept which has many déiférmanifestations and aspects. At
the broadest level there is culture in generalhWégard to the aesthetic mode, there is
art per se. Regarding identification by origin grdmcially emphasized characteristics,
there is race and ethnicity. Regarding regiondédgntiation, there are neighborhoods
and nations with gradations in between. And finalyng what we might call a spiritual
and moral axis, there is identification by religion

In each case these phenomena have their "principtd” in what we have termed
community activity and in the community sphere aifyllife. The basic common
denominator is the process of people forging aeshatentity: sometimes according to
their own insular norms, other times accordingeiguirements that emerge from an
interface with another group of people, and oftéh wlements of each of these pressures
at work. Community activity is no more isolataliim economic, kinship, or political
activity in either its effects, impacts, or repratian. Yet, like them, it is sufficiently
critical to warrant designation as a core momersoafal life. The sphere of community
activity and the network of community institutioissoften as central to the character of
social life and social possibilities within a coynas are the spheres of kinship,
economics, and politics. Moreover, it penetratehed these other spheres often helping
in their definition.

links in mode of perception and conceptualizatietwkeen sectarianism and racism,
for example, between vanguardism and segregatasyét to be done. But we would
nonetheless contend that there is a reasonablypeallel and interpenetration of
causes, one that should not come as a surprise Isaminist organizational forms and
aims are products okpple living in oppressive societies, inculcatethvihe norms ¢
those societies, and self-consciously disdainfuhefneed for self-criticism of their
organizations along these lines.

Returning to the different possible community derations, these may be characterized
a bit further. "Culture" actually refers to thedtality, and to the community
manifestations of class, kin, and authority dynanais well. It seems useful, on the other
hand, to reserve the term "art" for aspects olcealtvhich are created for the conscious
purpose of communicating with what we might cadl tuman aesthetic sensibility. The
fact that these creations also carry informatioambéor our historical and analytic



sensibilities is secondary and not essential feir thesignation as art. "Ethnicity" seems
to us to be most useful as a term referring tactlkation of a community along lines
which have to do with national origin and whichrtheowever, transcend any
geographic border. "Race," in this lexicon, shael@r to those divisions which are a
function ofrelations between groupmmbodying hierarchy and the use of physical
features (socially chosen) for differentiation. tidaalism," on the other hand, might best
refer to community identification whiatloesrelate to a geographic boundary, whether
one which exists or one which is desired—thougbaairse, in fact the word nationalism
has most often been used more generally to ref@htwst of different kinds of
community identification, especially when such itigcation becomes militant in its
outward expression. Finally, "religion” seems tfere¢o a form of community which has
both a cerebral and a spiritual side. In most imta of religious affiliation there need be
neither a geographic origin, nor a physical charstic, nor any other such trait held in
common. Rather, what is required is simply a shaddterence to a particular body of
thought and catalog of behaviors and customs.ignsimse, religion is the most self-
consciously social of the various community desiigmes, recognizing as it does the
possibility of "joining™ and of "leaving" the commity.

We make no pretense to having clarified the detdithe character of community
organizations or their operation, whether the chytice neighborhood gathering, the
media, the ghetto, the school or any others. Fonthst part we haven't even mentioned
these, much less analyzed them. Nor have we flalyfied the interrelations between
community formations and types, nor their interfadth other critical dimensions of
social life. Part of the reason for this incomphetes of our discussion is certainly our
relative lack of experience and knowledge of theaéters. But

there is another issue as well, one which distsiges the study of community relations
as compared, for example, to the study of kin, enuaq, or political relations.

With the latter three spheres there is generallinstitution or a set of institutions which
sets the parameters of the determinations of witatdsts and characteristics the evolved
social group will have. Of course it isn't a medbahsimple determination, but in these
cases it is generally possible to locate, labal, taeoretically understand the functioning
of institutions like the factory, state, and famly they relate in turn to economic,
political, and kinship activity. These institutiooan be x-rayed, in a sense, to show
alternative economic, political, and kinship stures and associated role offerings which
in turn tell us a great deal about the likely clotgrof class, political, and sexual
differentiations among citizens. But with communitye fourth sphere, things are
different. There are only groups interfacing in lesd ways which depend upon both the
inward- and outward-looking relationships betwdas people involved. There is no
single defining structure or set of structures #iatays recurs and can be labeled and
easily dissected to show differences from one ggurggion, or race to another. There
will always be specific institutions but in eachnnease they will have to be faced as if
for the first time—always with fresh eyes ratheartla "textbook preconception” of the



sort which can indeed be useful in addressing therspheres, particularly the economy.
As a result it is difficult to avoid being eitheuitp abstract or quite specific about matters
of community. The middle ground discussion oneeater with regard to class relations,
for example, applicable as a broad summary tooalesies of a particular kind, is simply
not attainable in discussions of culture. In angecshort of a more complete theory and
analysis, we have at least argued the importanaesphere of social life that deserves
critical attention both at the level of theory auttial practice, and we have shown some
of the failings that arise when this sphere isgieén the serious attention it demands.

As a conclusion to this discussion of communityotlyeand to the theoretical discussions
of the past three chapters as well, it is fittingpbint out the greatest weakness of our
work to date. Though we have put forward a framévesnphasizing both an
autonomous analysis of four spheres also of their interactive

relations we have hardly begun to address the second fdnisagesearch program. At
the broad level there are two areas of investigatie have in mind. First, community
does not form in a vacuum isolated from prior effegoverned by political, economic,
and kin dynamics. What is the meaning for the lajidevelopment of community
groups that their members are also members ofedaks groups, and political
demarcations? And of course, the same questionlmeussked in turn for each other
principal focus as well. What difference does itkenéor the operation of class
demarcation, for example, that economic actorak@ members of groups defined
primarily by the historical evolution of other spbs of daily life? Second, however, how
do community dynamics manifest themselves as aaditimoments to activity in other
spheres? What is the community moment of classdtom? It would seem, just to take
this instance, that while classes evolve matemtarests and certain ideological
perspectives from their particular economic positmd activity, they also evolve a
cultural dimension which transcends those econ@usitions and arises instead from
their group dynamics and cultural innovations, teatrom the community moment of
their class definition. Likewise, one must alsodstigate the community penetration of
the definition of the very economic roles whichgpé&ate class formations. Finally the
reverse is also true, economic dynamics will afemrhmunity roles and an economic
moment will help to fill out the defining charactfrall community activity. But to
finally approach a holistic understanding, a tstadinalysis is required. The difficulty of
attaining such a goal shouldn't dissuade us frerputsuit, and the value of the patrtial
syntheses we evolve in route, should help motitregequest.

Community and the Orthodox Socialist Vision
Demands for socialism fail to impress many Blackthe United States. Would there be

on-going racism or assimilation? Certainly onehar other, for where is the socialist who
speaks clearly of a serious alternative?



Historically, as we have discussed, community i@t have come into being in diverse
ways, but ethnic, racial, religious, and natior@hemunity forms have most often taken
shapes detrimental to human well-being. They haeahwe-versus-they

character. Providing a base for self-identificatzord sometimes even resistance to
oppression, they have also often impeded experatientand mutual learning between
groups. Internal community cohesion has as ofteroasested on a notion of self as
superior or inferior to some other religion, nationrace generating a catechism
approach to self-definition. And external relatidretween different communities have
been even worse, hostile to the point of grote$gums of violence.

What should socialists do about community relattoAse present forms to be fostered,
opposed, remolded, allowed to develop on their awmepressed?

The orthodox socialist answer to these questiornigafefrom the underlying orthodox
theory of culture and economic primacy. As culttgitects economic relations, culture
under socialism should reflect socialist econoralations. But religion is essentially
bourgeois escapism. It is simply a means of ralinaitgon of horrid circumstances, a
way to give a thorn the appearance of a rose, justdy the prick. Religion will
disappear as this need passes. Similarly, racishmational identification are only means
of dividing working people. They serve only falsseds produced by bourgeois
circumstances and bourgeois manipulation. Undeaksm such identification should
also pass. Of course, one must be patient. It tikes The superstructure does not
immediately follow the base—nbut it will eventualbnd to aim in that direction is both
reasonable and desirable.

So the most prevalent "socialist" answer for thistexce of communities is to seek
something we label "cultural homogenization." Thaye different names for it
depending on the focus: working class culture,gieslan internationalism, and socialist
realism are some. Local community forms are sedraekward, impeding the
development of more general solidarity. There haps a recognized right to "national
self-determination,” but it is a holdover rightijlzeral right, one that is expected to
become inoperative as time passes, and one whpdéenm@ntation is seen not as a good
in and of itself but as a tactical necessity fdrieging working class solidarity in light of
the legacy of previous imperialist caste oppres&ldn any case, it becomes a weak
second order principle at best, in the practiceno$t "socialist" governments.

The active aim becomes reduction of many cultwe#s)jic and racial groups to one, of
many religions to none. The goal is a society afasts whose internal cohesion comes
from an undivided identification with only the emticommunity. In the world of "art" the
function of "socialist realism" has been to depiailetarian life as a realistic heaven of
successful collective human struggle no matteptisacles. The form is plain and the



mode consciously reflective. The best art is théhmt best teaches class
consciousness—as defined by the most knowledgeabtecal authorities. There is no
texture. Variety is threatening.

In theory, homogenization comes by "raising" thdl Wweing and the cultural standards of
less "developed" internal communities, slowly imggong them into the dominant culture.
Assimilation is not to be coercive. It is to be reatesirable so it will be freely chosen
over a reasonable period of time. In fact, howetrer tenacity of ethnic, national, and
religious cultures, and the elitist paternal meatytaf vanguard leadership combine to
make short work of the tolerant and voluntary atpetthis approach. In the end, the
reduction of community to a single set of sociatistms is likely to be only partially
accomplished even with doses of force accompartieghetoric of peaceful
accommodation.

However, a proper verification of this chapter'stivpand of this final section's brief
account of "homogenization," can only come throhgttorical analyses of "existing
socialism" and projections of an alternative "intenmunalist” community vision. These
tasks are undertaken in the companion volume wededcribe in the next and final
chapter of this book.

SEVEN:
CONCLUSION AND ANALYTIC PROGRAM

People's lives are in turmoil. There is a sens&isis for men as well as for women, and
for children too. Do we have a line or even a glienimg about how people can and
should live, not as victims as in the past for wapmeor as atoms just whirling around on
their on their own trajectories, but as membera bbman community and as moral
agents in that community?

Barbara Ehrenreich

In the first chapter of this volume we discusse@uaety of philosophical issues
concerning Marxism, science, and social theoryalRded by many subthemes, the
paramount argument was that a rejuvenated so@atytsufficient to contemporary
socialist needs would have to transcend econommst its guises and weave a number
of complimentary analyses into a totalist framewadnkthe second chapter we set out
such a theory premissed on a fourfold conceptustizaf history and couched in a
manner suited to use in contemporary industrialszetdeties. However, being very brief,
this presentation had to be augmented in two wayisa following four chapters. First, it
was necessary to critically evaluabdastingtheories of each of the focused spheres, and
second, we had to further elaborate each sidecafidw totalist theory as well.

In chapter three we discussed politics, economichapter four, kinship in five, and
community in chapter six. In each instance wearnéd a variety of existing theories and



models and elaborated our own alternative. Thohgldiscussions were too brief to
permit inclusion of extensive detail, hopefullygtsacrifice was offset by the unusual
scope of the presentation. In any case, a secandicawithin this volume, the relative
paucity of historical examples and analyses, vajéfully be alleviated by the existence
of a companion volumé&ocialism Today and Tomorrowor there we test our theories
more concretely. In three historical chapters wen@re the post-revolutionary
experiences of the Soviet Union, China, and Cublading political, economic, kinship,
and community spheres. Hopefully these case stgties the practical meaning of our
approach, demonstrate its power, and also providmaompassing analysis of the three
most important examples of "existing socialism.”

We find that none of the three societies presefilale model for emulation even though
all have many positive and negative lessons tditsacialists. Moreover, we argue that
none of the three countries has attained socialghile the Soviet Union stabilized
many years ago and China only very recently, botse societies are shown to be far
from socialist and not moving toward socialism, aply in their economic relations—
where they have established coordinator modesoafyation and consumption—but in
all core aspects of social life. Cuba's statugherother hand, is found to be more
unsettled and undetermined. While the Cuban econsmmpre coordinator than
socialist, its polity, kinship, and even commurspheres nonetheless show signs of
continued socialist initiatives.

In each historical discussion we try to understidredsocial forces and movements which
have brought these countries to their current sdna as well as the pressures for further
change or stagnation in the future. But havindaiziéd these societies and discussed
forces for change within them, the time arisesisouss what new forms they might
move toward. Likewise, having said that these sms@re not workable models for
emulation in the industrialized countries, we nsigjgest what a workable model would
be like.

Therefore, the next chapters map a vision of wbeieism might be like after a
transformation oéll four spheres of social lifen an industrialized society. We discuss
economics, including production, consumption, diatation; politics, including basic
decision-making structures, legal norms and lavoreeiment, and the role of parties;
kinship including family structures, socializati@thooling, and issues of sexuality; and
finally community, including the future of religiooulture, and relations between distinct
communities.

None of the descriptions is complete, of coursénleither is the discussion merely a
collection of glorious adjectives strung togethéhaut assigning any texture or shape to
specific social institutions. Rather, the modeludes an outline of institutional and
ideological relations and a set of structural cbinéstics which can be elaborated,
altered, and enhanced as movements choose. Whaipeds that our description will



provide a kind of scaffolding which can help sositsl create a full vision as further
efforts are undertaken. Obviously, however, thaitketind even

many of the main contours of what a new societY ik like are beyond anyone's
immediate imagination and in any case, it is tlee@lof millions of activists and then of
tens of millions of citizens to elaborate theseéuess and bring them into actual being,
not on drawing boards or in books, but in the textf real, sensual daily life.

Socialism Today and Tomorrasloses with a strategic chapter titled "Neithenibésm

Nor Social Democracy" which presents some prosgecthe eighties and argues in
favor of a new type of social movement to superdeatk Leninism and social
democracy. For where these two approaches areajigreconomistic, subject to
coordinator domination, and otherwise unsuitedridging the immense gap between the
way we live now and the way we might live underialiem, we argue that the new types
of strategic orientation emerging from the theomethis book and the visions of the next
are well suited to the tasks essential to thissiteom.

We have presented the material of these works anvislumes to make each more
tractible and to allow readers the liberty of waikiwith only one half or the other,
should they so desire. For while each volume dependhe other for its full value, it is
also true that they are nonetheless each abland sione. This first volume is addressed
principally to active members of the left, to peoplho are quite familiar with many
theories and theoretical arguments on the left,camterned to resolve which of many
available approaches has more to say about panticuportant concerns. It is meant to
motivate a new totalist approach to problems ofadisen and for people quite familiar
with various existent theories and analyses and adbéerents of one or more of them,
such motivation obviously depends in part uponaisiin of existing currently favored
approaches. The second volume, however, is ancafpiph of theory to the experiences
of certain countries and to a projected model forawn. It begins with a theoretical
chapter which accessibly recounts the positiveltestithis volume. And then it
continues as we have described above. Becausdrésses history and vision and does
not include excessive references to other thedtiesgquite a bit more accessible than
this volume. At the same time, it is the reasonbkeing of this work, and this work is its
foundation. Hopefully, as readers of this volumé turn to that for a continuation of our
argument, many other

readers who start with the more accessible histdvisionary volume will "come back"
to this more theoretical work to better grasp thenflation for the entire project. That, at
least, is our hope.

Marxism and Socialist Theory



There are three questions we would like to answéarb concluding: Is Marxism a
viable theory for socialists? Is our totalist agarie an elaboration of Marxism or an
alternative to it? And is the totalist approachesigr? However, answers to these
guestions depend both on what one means by "Matxisue will give answers
corresponding to two different definitions—and awhone gauges the relative merits of
competing perspectives.

In the first chapter we described complexities rehéin comparing theories and also
characteristic features of "theoretical progre®ge’' explained how what one takes as
"fact" depends on theory, thereby making empirdcathparisons difficult. We
countenanced the possibility that old theoriesreurn even after being rejected making
progress always somewhat tenuous. And we pointethatisince young theories will
inevitably be incomplete, they may frequently appegerior to predecessors even
though when developed to maturity they will prokerhselves superior. But without
entering the maelstrom of controversy surroundasgés of falsification, fallibility, and
the differences between anomalies and refutatibese are certain conditions under
which itis relatively easy to choose the better of two thesodr competing paradigms.
Comparing theory 'a’ and 'b* we can say 'a’ isrsupi it explains everything 'b' does,
explains 'b's' relative success, and especiaitynbkes verified predictions 'b* does not.
Between two paradigms 'A" and 'B', similarly 'Asigperior if it explains what 'B'
explains, explain's 'B's' relative success, makeglpredictions compared to 'B', and if
it instructs researchers to conduct successfulaealabout which 'B' is silent.

In light of this methodology, if we equate "Marxi$mith orthodox Marxism as
discussed throughout this book, then our totappr@ach would represent a progressive
shift of the whole research programme: a paradigmavolution. For it explains
everything orthodox Marxism explains and much tr#todox Marxism is blind to,
corrects certain flawed analyses of orthodox Manxisxplains the level of success that
orthodox Marxism enjoys,

and makes numerous predictions (for example, abeutxpected importance of

community dynamics and the existence of a-ruapitalist and non-socialist coordinator

mode of production) that are contrary to orthodaxrkism and either verified or capable
of future verification. And if by "Marxism" one mes orthodox Marxism, then the
Marxist paradigm is insufficient to the needs afiabsts and ironically better suited in

many respects to the seiifiterest of coordinators, political bureaucratenmand

members of dominant community groups than the ggeick sectors Marxism was
supposed to serve.

On the other hand, if we identify "Marxism" withbeoader paradigm or research
program that consists of certain philosophical ré#)the treatment of humans as
beings of praxis, and an overall radical interéntiour totalist approach is a "progressive
problemshift"within this heritage. In this growing and flexible forMarxism remains a



suitable intellectual framework for socialists ahathema to defenders of all oppressive
social formations.

Though how socialists should label their philosophy theory is technically a semantic
issue, it has political and emotional overtones, laopefully it will be resolved more by
struggle and practice than exegesis. Our pointghew is that choosing labels is not
nearly as important as a commitment to an "opeoritievhich supercedes orthodox
Marxist economism in the many ways we have catadgli "Marxism" as a label
becomes inextricably attached to the practice hadght of Leninist parties, political
bureaucracies, coordinator movements, male chauisjrand cultural homogenists, it
will become necessary for participatory socialistgisavow any affiliation as Marxists.
For in this event, "Marxism" will only mean orthadMarxism despite any protestations
we might make. On the other hand, if Leninist gatpolitical bureaucrats, central
planners, male chauvinists, and cultural homogeiisg successfully shown un- and anti-
Marxist, then participatory socialists can embridneelabel as our own giving it all the
humanistic connotations we desire it to have. Bigtimportant to realize that a

resolution of this issue in favor of setfescription as Marxists based upon the meaning

"Marxism" might come to have in the West won't resaeily resolve a related problem.
In coming years alliances with movements in thet Bes going to become increasingly
important, and whether these

liberatory movements will be able (or even wantjasurrect the label "Marxist" from
the ignominy of its current identification with sakstratification and regimentation,
intellectual poverty, and Soviet tanks will influenhow we describe ourselves. But in
any eventuality, whatever label we adopt, our commaint to a totalist approach must be
unswerving if our practice is to yield socialism.
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