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Historical perspectives
1%8 was as extraordinary a year as 1848. In that year the old

empire and absolutism throughout Europe was shaken at its roots.
The advocate; of the new values were at first mostly defeated, but
the.r ideas and actions left a permanent imprint upon the develop­
ment of that continent and the world. The revolutions of 1848 were
part of the political and social consequence of a profound industrial
revolution slowly being born.

In 1968 all modern industrial societies whether capitalist, social­
ist or social democratic underwent upheavals under the advance of
an onrushing revolutionary technology with the most complex social
and political problems arising from it. This movement has jarred
die international political and economic systems which have grown
up around industrial states. In over twenty-five countries youth led
rebellions have left a mark on the social order in 1958. The war in
Vietnam, the student revolts and general strikes, the threatened
collapse of die Western monetary system, Czechoslovakia, the wars
and civil wars in Africa and the Middle East, the manned flight
around the moon, China’s .’’cultural revolution” suggest a growing
struggle between revolution and counter-revolution.

What is most significant is that events like those that took place
in die spring of 1968 have a momentum of their own, ana the
degree to which individual men appear to be inspiring or controlling
them in a significant way is more oftentimes then not an illusion.

NORTH AMERICA

In North America the year 1968 has witnessed an extraparlia­
mentary upsurge in Mexico, the USA and Quebec. The major seg­
ments of this society thus engaged were students, blacks, Quebecers,
other ethnic and radical groups, certain sections of the new and
industrial working cjasce\ There were more strikes in 1967 and
1968 than in any year since 1947.

College and university students led protests across the continent
on an unprecented scale, joined for die first time by an increa ing
number of high school students. This extremely significant develop­
ment beacons new areas for radical organising, because high schoolers
and their decisions determine not only the tempo of future insur­
gency on campuses but also die nature of the future labour force. This
last October for example, of far greater importance than the 55 ter­
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rorist bombings by the Front Liberation du Quebec was the general
strike of 50,000 students in the technical and junior colleges which
lasted in some cases up to six weeks. This wave of school occupations
was a qualitative advance in the forms of direct action used and it
inspired the class conscious working population (winning nominal
trade union support) and the laxer university students.

Pompus FORTUNE magazine recently reported that approxim­
ately 40% of American college students show a "lack of concern
about making money” (their italics), and tend to "embrace positions
that are dissident and extreme.”

FORTUNE hired an opinion research firm to conduct a survey
of people in the 18 to 24 age bracket last October to be told that
about 750,000 students now ‘identify with the new left”. Further
that such radical notions are affecting the thinking and behaviour
of the rest of the student population.

TOWARDS A REVOLUTIONARY YOUTH MOVEMENT

Significantly in 1968 greater clarity was sought by the new left
as to where it must go and how. The Students for a Democratic
Society, for example moved into the area of a new class analysis on
the tneoritical proposition that what must now be built is a re­
volutionary youth movement. Although the resolution adopted at
its National Council meeting in Ann Arbor was unclear as to what
"the working class” consists of, and its relation to the class character
of the proposed youth movement, SDS maintined that:

Youth around the world have the potential to become a
critical force. A youth movement raises tho issues about a so­
ciety in which it will be forced to live. It takes issues to the
working class. They do this because, in America, there exists
an enormous contradiction around the integration of youth into
the system. The period of pro-employment has been greatly
extended due to the affluence of tills highly-industrialized
society and the lack of jobs.

Institutions like the schools, the military, the courts and
the police all act to oppress youth in specific ways, as does the
work place. The propaganda and socialization processes focused
at youth act to channel young people into desired areas of the
labor market as well as to socialize them to accept without
rebellion the miserable quality of life in America both on and
off the job.

The ruling class recognizes the critical potential of young
people. This is why they developed so many organizational
forms to contain them. Many young people have rejected the
integration process that the schools are supposed to serve
and have broken with and begun to struggle aga’nst the •‘es­
tablishment1'. This phenomenon has taken many forms, rang­
ing from youth dropping out as a response to a dying capitalist
culture, to young workers being forced out by industry that no
longer lias any room for the untrained, unskilled, and unorga­
nized. Both the drop-out and tl»e forced-out youth face the
repressive nature of America's police, courts, and military,
which act to physically and materially oppress them. The res­
ponse from various strata of youth has boon rebellion, from
the buildings at Columbia to the movement in the streets of
Chicago to Haight-Ash bury to the Watts uprising.
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We agree with the Guardian Viewpoint which stated :

“The great strength of the new left has come from its
ability to change coarse when the demands of political
struggle indicate change. Wo view the present transition in
that light. One great weckncss of the new left, however, has
often been the fa*hire  to implement theoritieal developments
in practice. Wo hope the youth movement resolution will pro­
duce more than a new level of rhetoric.”

We should add that such a position on youth has been maintain­
ed in Quebec for some years now. It was here after all where the
concept of student syndicalism was first born in North America.
This was followed by the concept of a revolutionary youth move­
ment whose primary objective was national liberation, supplemented
substancially this year by the concept of a libertarian social revolution.

Stalin is dead, but Neo-Stalinism
lives

Many of us expected the Soviet-led invasion of Czechoslovakia.
Years of studying the nature of the super-powers, the history of
Soviet socialism, and the contradictions in socialist theory on the
questions of nationalism and imperialism could not suggest otherwise.
But when three of our editors visited Prague during August 1968
the unbelievable optimism of the Czechs and Slovaks that we meet
did not allow us to dare to pose the question without being smiled at.

Editors Lucia Kowal uk, Jogues Girard and Dimitrios Rousso-
poulos meet a great stream of personages while in Prague. Members
of the Prague new left, of the Union of Czech Journalists,
the Union of Writers, the Central Committee of the Communist
Party, the Ministry of Education, Radio Prague, Liternary Listy,
Union of Students and so on. We experienced the exuberate feeling
of not only being in one of the most beautiful and cultured cities
of the world, but also one of the freest. Everywhere there was a
spirit of reconstruction, a new sense of purpose, a feeling of experi­
menting with new forms "democratizing the socialist revolution”,
and above all debate. Debate about workers councils, decentralisation.
new concepts of education, new forms of economy, de-bureaucratis-
ation of institutions and society. Many positions were taken, but it
is important to note that while we were there (and we left four
hours before the Warsaw Pact troops marched in) the future of
Czechoslovakia was not determined. All important orientations were
to be determined at the crucial Communist Party congress slated for 
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early September. Therefore, other then the guidelines set down by
the Action Programme of Anr;l, the currents of the debate, and over
and above the newly established civil liberties it is not possible to
speculate as to the outcome of the impact debate, would have on that
society. Even so with no "ifs” or "but ” we condemn the Soviet-led
invasion by the Warsaw Pact of Czechoslovakia.

WHAT IS A FRIEND ?

From an article which appeared under the title "From Warraw
to Bratislava” in Prague’s Literarni listy (August. 8, 1968) we have
the following prophetic insight:

Despite all the propaganda of our “friendly socialist
countr’es,” the West did not prove itself our ally when we were
in difficulties. Although it has not been publicity admitted,
the world is divided into power blocs, and in certain situations,
the West adheres correctly both to the secret agreements and
to the status quo. If our country were occupied, the same s’tua-
tion would occur as has occurred several times before ;n Euro­
pe. When a group of our students asked a prudent and well-
informed citizen of an important European country what his
country would do if our country were to be occupied by its
allies, he answered composedly: “Gar n’chts, 1’ebe Freunde”
(absolutely nothing, dear friends). A few divisions perhaps
would be flown to our western frontier, but that would he all.
As a matter of fact nothing would be better for the West than
the occupation of a territory which they have written off
as being outside their sphere of interest. They would ach’eve
an enormous propaganda victory without’ the slightest effort
on their part...

The Rumnifan and Yugoslav commun’sts proved to he very
useful allies. Ruman’a and Yugoslavia were the only two coun­
tr’es wh’ch publ’city supported our cause and “rccogn’zed our
now reg’me.” Other helpful allies were the commun’sts in
many European and other parties who welcomed, or at least
tolerated, our post-January development, and the majority of
democratic and soc:al5st public op’n’on thoughout the world,
which considered the fate of Czechoslovakia to be part of the
fate of democracy and socialism itself.

Undoubtedly, we also had supporters in those fr’endly
commun’st parties and countr’es wh’ch signed the Warsaw
letter. We don’t know what the citizens of East Germany, Po­
land or the Soviet Un’on thought avout Czechoslovakia and the
danger of a counterrevolution. We arc inclined to bel’eve that
they were scarcely convinced by the tales of our ru’n reported
in the off’c’al information med’a,- perhaps even less convinced
than we were at the t’me of the propaganda campaign about
the fasc’sm of Marshal Tito and IPs cl one. The 1008 antk
Czcchoslovak campaign has differed little from the anti-Yugos-
Lav campaign of 1948. In fact, -it seems to have been n^p-red
by the latter. In those countr’es which signed the Warsaw
letter, those who know us a little must have found it diff’cult
to believe that the Czechs and Slovaks “have suddenly been
se’zed by the dcs’re to stage a counterrevolution.” We can
count on sympathies among these people, even if they cannot
publicly express them...
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THE RES1STENCE GROWS

In the deliberate, public sacrifice of his own life 21-year-old
student Jan Palach has managed to encompass, the pain, the pride
and die spirit of resistence of the Czechoslovaks under Soviet domin­
ation.

He believed that the truth could be most powerfully realised in
flames fed by his own body, and his further purpose of encouraging
protest against the Russian occupation is being fulfilled as Czechoslo­
vaks are moved from shock and anguish to resistance.

Tens of thousands of Czechoslovaks honoured the young student
as they filled Wenceslas Square.

As we go to press, diere is news of another self-immolation in
Czechoslovakia—this time by a young brewery worker in Pil.en—and
in Budapest, Hungary, a 17-year-old boy also set fire to himself.

There acts of protest are not isolated, but represent an almost
inevitable development of the remarkably courageous campaign of
passive resistance to Russian domination which is being sustained
across Czechoslovakia.

Workers and their unions, students and intellectuals, are taking
the lead in this resistance movement, which seems to be developing
independently of the Dubcek Government.

The Czechoslovak resistance will not have wanted there acts
of suicide, but will be challenged incalculably to maintain its struggle
for dignity and freedom. Jan Palach may yet be a second Jan Hus.

From a variety of reports, some appearing in the Econo mist
(Nov. 28, 1968) and Die Zeit (Oct. 18, 1968) and from friends in
Paris and London we know that many young people in other social­
ist countries have been arrested. In the Democratic Republic of Ger­
many for example there have been a number of closed trials. For
di tributing typewritten sheets condemning the invasion, Thomas
Brasch, a son of the German deputy minister of cultural affairs, got
27 months. Rosita Hunzinger, a scuptor’s 18-year-old daughter and
Erika Berthold daughter of Director of the Institute of Marxism-
Lenini in were given suspended sentences of 20 months. Sandra
Weigl, a relative of Brecht’s widow was given two years and Horst
Bonnet, Director of the Berlin comic opera got two and a half
years and his wife two years prison. The two teen aged sons of
Prof. Robert Havemann, the marxist scholar have been arrested.
Actions of protests against the occupation took place not only in
Mo cow but also in the three capitals of the Baltic Soviet Republics,
in Charkow and in the Caucasus. In Leningrad a group of 5 people
was arrested because they collected signatures for a document which
called for solidarity with the Communists in Prague. Two of them,
the chemist Danilov, and the engineer Studenkov, were put imme­
diately into a lunatic asylum. The other three, the jurist Gendler,
the chemist Gladschewskij and the engineer Schadlenkow are charged
witli ‘anti-soviet agitation’.

It is significant that when the SDS in Germany marched on
and occupied the Soviet Military Mission in Frankfurt in protest
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against the invasion, the Russians caught under-staffed called upon
the American Military Mission to help them evaluate the students.
It is significant that Bertrand Russell, who set up as International
Tribunal on Vietnam, is now in the process of setting up a com­
mission on Czechoslovakia.

The world continually convulses with this kind of authority,
maintained by a generation that has many of the same instincts
throughout the world. The force that sends young Poles and Russians,
Germans and Hungarians into Czechoslovakia is the same force that
sends young Americans into Vietnam, that beats up young people
in the streets of Paris, Madrid, Chicago, Berkeley and Rome. Systems
groping to perpetuate themselves, cause and condone death every
day.

We have tried in OUR GENERATION to concentrate our
energies primarily in understanding North American society and
helping the peace and freedom movement here. We have covered
developments outside of this context only when we have something
to learn from those struggles for our own work. If we do not deal
with every critical question that appears on the world scene it must
not be construed that we are not concerned. In our expanded Lite­
rature Department we shall be adding pamphlets, reprints from the
work of our friends in other countries on such questions as Biafra,
Greece, NATO, Latin America, Africa and Southeast Asia to mention
a few.

OlZR GENERATION
invites you to submit manuscripts.
The program of the journal is the encouragement
of a revival of radical analysis, scholarship and
action. In line with this goal, the policy of the
editors is to publish articles and reviews by new
left radicals of the whole movement.

Since we are a new and young journal, we cannot
afford — as yet — to pay a fee. Articles should be
15-25 double-spaced typewritten pages; or book
reviews 10-15 double-spaced typewritten pages
accompanied by return addressed, postage-paid
envelopes.
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RADICAL PERSPECTIVES 1969

by Herbert Marcuse

The following is the complete text of a talk given by Herbert
Marcuse at the 20th anniversary program of the Guardian, as taped
by Radio Tree People and transcribed unedited by Liberation News
Sendee. Marcuse was introduced by Bernadine Dohrn, Inter-or­
ganisational Secretary of SDS, who called him, “a writer, philo­
sopher, a man whom The New York Times called 'the ideological
leader of the New Left/” Prof. Marcuse is author of “Reason
and Revolution”, “One-Dimensional Man”, “Soviet Marxism”, and
“Eros and Civilisation”.

r
m not responsible for what the New York Times calls me. I

never claimed to be the ideological leader of the left and I don’t
think the left needs an ideological leader. And there is one thing the
left does not need, and that’s another father image, another daddy.
And I certainly don’t want to be one.

There’s one thing, I would like to resume what Carl [Oglesby]
just said. We cannot wait and we shall not wait. I certainly cannot
wait. And not only because of my age. I don’t think we have to wait.
And even I, I don’t have any choice. Because I literally couldn’t stand
it any longer if nothing would change. Even I am suffocating.

I want to give you today as realistic a picture of the situation
of the left as I can think of. This will require some theoretical re­
flection for which I do not really apologize, because if the left gets
allergic against theoretical consideration, there’s something wrong
with the left. (Applause.)

Let me start by pointing out the two contradictions with which
our movement — and I say our — is faced. On the one hand, we all
feel, we experience, we have it in our bones, that this society is
getting increasingly repressive, destructive of the human and natural
capabilities to be free, to determine one’s own life, to shape one’s
own life without exploiting others.

9



And we — let us not only mean we here in this room, it means
all tho e who are repressed, who are enslaved by their jobs, by the
unnecessary and still so necessary performances that are required
from them, by the morality that is required from them, all those
who are exploited by the internal and external colonization policy
of this country — this large we, in bad need of change, but, on the
other hand, I think we have to admit that in large part if not the
majority of this population does not really feel, is not aware, is not
politically conscious of this need for change. This presents, as I
can see it, the first great problem for our strategy.

The second great problem for our strategy — we are constantly
faced with the demands, "What is the alternative?” "What can you
offer us that is better than what we have?” I do not believe that
we can simply brush a~ide this question by saying, "What is neces­
sary is to destroy; afterwards we will see what comes.” We cannot
for one very simple reason. Because our goals, our values, our own
and new morality, our own morality, must be visible already in our
actions. The new human beings who we want to help to create — we
must already strive to be these human beings right here and now.
(Applause.)

And that is why we cannot simply brush this question aside.
We must be able to show, even in a very small way, the models of
what may one day be a human being. But the alternative, precisely
in these terms, I still believe the alternative is socialism. But social­
ism neitheir of the Stalinrt brand nor of the post-Stalinist brand,
but that libertarian socialism which has always been the integral
concept of socialism, but only too easily repressed and supressed.

Now, if this is the alternative, how do we transmit it, because
people will look around and will say, "Show us, where is this kind
of socialism”. We will say, it is perhaps, it is probably going to be
built up in Cuba. It is perhaps being built up in China. It is cer­
tainly fighting in Vietnam {against} the supermonster. But they
see it, socialism is what we have in the Soviet Union. Socialism is
will look around and say, "No, this isn’t socialism. Socialism, as we
the invasion of Czechoslovakia.” Socialism, in other words, is a
crime.

And how can we meet this contradiction? The two contradic­
tions which I just outlined, I think, can be telescoped into one.
Radical change without a mass base seems to be unimaginable. But
the obtaining of a mass base — at least in this country — and in
the foreseeable future — seems to be equally unimaginable. What
are we going to do with this contradiction?
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The answer seems to be very easy. We have to try to get this
support. We have to try to get this mass base. But here we meet
the limits of democratic persuasion with which we are confronted
today. Why the limits? Because a large, perhaps a decisive, part of
the majority, namely the working class, is to a great extent in­
tegrated into the system; and on a rather solid material basis, and
not only superficially. It is certainly not integrated for ever. Nothing
is forever in history.

And the contradictions of corporate capitalism are more serious
than ever before. But this does not and cannot and should not
foster the illusion that such an integration, temporary integration,
has indeed taken place, that can be loosened only if the contradic­
tions widiin the system become more aggravated. They do, we have
seen it during the last years and it is our task — since such a disin­
tegration will never happen automatically — it is our task to work
on it.

The second item — why we are here faced with the limits of
democratic persuasion — is the mere fact that the left has no adequate
access to the media of mass communication.

Today, public opinion is made by the media of mass com­
munication. If you cannot buy the equal and adequate time, if you
cannot buy the equal and adequate space, how are you supposed to
change public opinion, a public opinion made in this monopolistic
way.

The consequence: we are, in this pseudo-democracy, faced with
a majority which seems to be self-perpetuating, which seems to
reproduce itself as a conservative majority immune against radical
change. But the same circumstances that militate against democratic
persuasion also militate against the development of a revolutionary
centralized mass party, according to the traditional model. You can­
not have such a party today, not only because the apparatus of sup­
pression is infinitely more effective and powerful than it ever was
before, but even more and perhaps more so, because centralization
today does not seem to be the adequate way of working for change
and obtaining change. I will come back to this in a few moments.

Here I want to add one more thing. I said that the contradic­
tions of corporate capitalism today are as serious as ever before, but
we have immediately to add that today the resources of corporate
capitalism are equally strong and they are daily strengthened by the
cooperation, or shall I say, the collusion, between the United States
and the Soviet Union. What we are faced with, and I think this is
one of the old-fashioned terms we should save and recapture, is a
temporary stabilization of the capitalist system, and in any such
period, the task of the left is a task of enlightenment, a task of
education, the task of developing a political consciousness.
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I would like to discuss under three headings very briefly the
target of the strategy of the New Left, the methods and finally, the
organization of the New Left. First, as to the target: we are faced
with a novelty in history, namely with the prospect or with the need
for radical cnange, revolution in and against a highly developed
technically advanced industrial society, which is at the same time a
well-functioning and cohesive society. This historical novelty demands
a re examination of one of our most cherished concepts. I can here
of course only give you a kind of catalog of such re-examination.

First, the notion of the seizure of power. Here, the old mode!
wouldn’t do any more. That for example; in a country like the
United States, under the leadership of a centralized and authoritarian
party, large masses concentrate on Washington, occupy the Pentagon
and set up a new government, seems to be a slightly too unrealistic
and utopian a picture (laughter).

We will see that what we have to envisage is some kind of
diffuse and dispersed disintegration of the system, in which interest.
emphasis and activity is shifted to local and regional areas.

The second concept that should be re-examined is the role of
the working class. And here I would like to say a few words to one
of the most defamed notions today, namely the concept of the new-
working class. I know what can be said against it, and what has
been laid against it. It seems to me that the concept of the new
working class simply comprehends and anticipates tendencies that
are going on before our own eyes in the material process of produc­
tion in capitalism, namely that more and more highly qualified
salaried employees, technicians, specialists, and so on, occupy a de­
cisive po.ition in the material process of production. And even in
orthodox Marxian terms, just in this way become members of the
industrial working class. VCQiat we see, I submit to you, is an exten­
sion of the potential mass base over and beyond the traditional in­
dustrial working class to the new working classes that extends the
range of the exploited.

Now this extension, which indicates a large but very diffuse and
dispersed mass base, changes the relationship between what we may
call leading minorities or cadres of the left, politically militant, and
the mass. What we can envisage is not, as I said, this large central­
ized and coordinated movement, but local and regional political
action against specific grievances — riots, ghetto rebellions and so
on, that is to say, certainly mass movements, but mass movements
which in large part are lacking political consciousness and which
will depend more than before on political guidance and direction by
militant leading minorities.
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A few words on the strategy of the New Left. To the degree
to which the pseudo-democratic process, with the semi-monopoly of
the conservative mass media, creates and constantly reproduces the
same society and a largely immune majority, to that degree must
political education and preparation go beyond the traditional liberal-
istic forms. Political activity and political education must go beyond
teaching and listening, must go beyond discussion and writing. The
Left must find the adequate means of breaking the conformist and
corrupted universe of political language and political behavior. The
Left must try to arouse the consciousness and conscience of the
others, and breaking out of the language and behavior pattern of
the corrupt political universe, a pattern which is imposed on all
political activity, is an almost super-human task and requires an
almost super-human imagination, namely the effort to find a lan­
guage and to organize actions which are not part and parcel of the
familiar political behavior, can perhaps communicate that what is
here at work are human beings with different needs and different
goals which are not yet and I hope never will be co-opted.

In terms of the establishment and in terms of the rationality of
the establishment, such behavior would and must appear as foolish,
childish and irrational, but that may very well be the token attemps,
and a temporarily successful attempt, to go beyond, to break out of
the repressive universe of the established political behavior.

Now, to die organization of the New Left. I already men­
tioned the obsolescence of traditional forms of organization, for
example, a parliamentary party. No party I can envisage today
will not within a very short time fall victim to the general
and totalitarian political corruption which characterizes the political
universe. No political party, but also no revolutionary centralism
and no underground — because both are all to easy victims of the
intensified and streamlined apparatus of repression.

As against these forms, what seems to be shaping up is an
entirely overt organization diffused, concentrated in small groups
and around local activities, small groups which are highly flexible
and autonomous.

I want to add one thing here that may almost appear as heretic
— no immature unification of strategy. The left is split! Tae Left
has always been split! Only the right, which has no ideas to fight
for, is united! (much laughter).

Now the strength of the New Left may well reside in precisely
these small contesting and competing groups, active at many points
at the same time, a kind of political guerrilla force in peace or in
so-called peace, but, and this is I think the most important point,
small groups, concentrated on the level of local activities, thereby
foreshadowing what may in all likelihood be the basic organization
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of libertarian socialism, namely councils of small manual and intel­
lects! workers, sov’ets. if one can still use the term and not
think of what actually hanpened to the soviets, some kind of what
I would like to call, and I mean it seriously, organized spontaneity.

Let me say a few wnrds on the alliance which I th;nk should
be di -cussed in the New Left. I would suggest not an alliance even
with evil, as Len;n ra;d, becauce the Devil today has become
much too strong. He will eat us up. No alliance with liberal', who
have taken over the job of the un-American Committee (annlause).
Who have taken over the iob of the un-American Committee in
denouncing the left, doing the iob the Committee has not vet do^e.
and I think I don’t have to mention names, you know perfectly well.
But instead, alliance with all thoce. whether bourgeois or not. who
know that the enemy is on the right, and who have demonstrated
this knowledge.

Let me come to the summary of the perspectives for the New
Left. I believe, and this is not a confession of faith. I think this is
at leart to a great extent baced on what you may call an analysis of
the facts. I believe that the New Left today is the only hope we
have. Its ta-k — to prenare itself and the others, not to wait or to
prepare today, yesterday and tomorrow, in thought and in action,
morally and politically, for the time when the aggravating conflicts
of corporate capital rm dissolve its regressive cohesion and open a
space where the real work for libertarian socialism can begin. The
prospects for the next year, the prospects for the New Left are good
if rhe' New Left can only sustain its present activity. There are
always periods of regression. No movement can progress at the
same pace; sustaining our activity would already be a success.

And, a word on a friend or enemy on the left. Thoce who
denounce especially the young of the New Left — those who fight
for the great refusal, those who do not conform to the fetishism and
the fetishist concepts of the Old Left and the Old Liberals — those
who denounce them as infantile radicals, snobish intellectuals, and
who in denouncing them, invoke Lenin’s famous pamphlet; I suggest
to you that this is a historical forgery. Lenin struck out against
radicals who confronted a strong revolutionary ma<s party. Such a
revolutionary mass party does not exist today. The Communist Party
has become and is becoming a party of order, as it itself called itself.
In other words the shoe is today on the oher foot. In the absence
of a revolutionary party, these alleged infantile radicals are, I believe.
the weak and confused but true historical heirs of the great socialist
tradition.

You all know that their ranks are permeated with agents, with
fools, with irresponsibles. But they also contain human beings,
men and women, black and white, who are sufficiently free from
the aggressive and repressive inhuman needs and aspirations of the
exploitative society sufficiently free from them in order to be free
for the work of preparing a society without exploitation. I would
like to continue working together with them as long as I can.
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Neo-Imperialism :

WHY THE SOVIETS INTERVENED
By David Horowitz

David Horowitz is the author of “The Tree World Colossus” and
editor of “Containment and Revolution”, both dealing with the
cold war. Mr. Horowitz is on the staff of the bertrand hussetl Pe^ce
Foundation. This article first appeared in the Guardian.

V ictonous socialism must necessarily establish a full democracy
and, consequently, not only introduce full equality of nations but
aLo realize the right of the oppressed nations to self-determination,
i.e., the right to free political separation. Those socialist parties that
do not show by their whole activity, that they will liberate the
enslaved nations and build up relations with them on die basis of
a free union—and free union is a false phrase without the right to
secede—diose parties will be betraying socialism.”

These words written by Lenin and embodying one of the
central principles of the original program of the Russian Bolsheviks,
express a truth which is still obscured for many after die long night
in which Stalinism weighed down upon die horizons of the socialist
left. The Russian invasion of Czechoslovakia stands condemned first
of all in die name of socialism itself, which the Kremlin leaders
have betrayed by their arbitrary, brutal and oppressive actions.

This recrudescence of Stalinist methods points to the underlying
cause of this tragic pass of events: the incompleteness and arrest of
de-Stalinization and the failure to institute socialist forms and or­
ganizational relations based on the principles of equality, democracy
and self-determination either within the Soviet bloc, in die decade
following Khrushchev’s famous denunciation of Stalin in 1956.
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Grave digger

The Stalinist system which became entrenched in the course of
Stalin s revolution from above in 1929-30 and reinforced by the
terror neces ary to sustain it, has undergone many changes in the
cour e of de-Stalinization. In a sense, Stalinism was its own grave
digger, for it created new social conditions in which the repressive
system could no longer thrive. Many of its trappings have teen of
necessity cast off by the Soviet leaders.

The train of de-Stalinization and liberalization was in due course
set in motion. But from the very outset, the Soviet leaders acted to
ensure that this process would have definite and ultimately very
severe limits.

The Kremlin leaders denounced Stalin, but they acted to prevent
a real probing of the Stalin era and the Stalin phenomenon, a fact
expre;sed in their failure to rehabilitate to this day the most im­
portant victims of Stalin’s purges, towering figures of the Russian
Revolution like Trotsky, Bukharin, Zinoviev and Kamenev. The
po t-Stalin leaders liquidated the Stalin terror and much of the ap­
paratus of that terror, and even permitted a significant liberalization
of the political and cultural atmosphere, but they acted to preserve
the bureaucratic-manipulative structure of the Soviet system and to
prevent the emergence of any authentic democratic political forms.
The trade unions are still appendages of the stage, as are all other
organs of potential opposition, criticism and dissent. The funda­
mental rights to strike, to organize, to publish freely are denied to
the Soviet people by the present Soviet rulers.

Even the much-vaunted economic reforms which have been
encouraged can be seen as basically administrative measure: to avoid
recognition of political realities. The basic source of misallocation of
social resources, and the source of social tension in the Soviet system,
is that the economy is under bureaucratic, not social, control. Russia
is still a privilege-ridden society (one of Stalin’s most sustained
attacks was against the egalitarian demands of the sociali:t-Marxist
tradition) and decisions are concentrated in the hands of the privileg­
ed, minority stratum.

At the outset of the de-Stalinization, intentions appeared gen­
erous; serious steps were taken to remedy the injustices of the preced­
ing period. The Yugoslavs, who had been denounced as fascists for
defending their sovereignty against Russian chauvinism, were ac­
cepted back into the fold with suitable apologies. The joint-stock
companies which had been instruments of Russian economic exploit­
ation of her weaker allies were liquidated.
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Chinese sabotaged

Aid to China, an important index of Soviet internationalism, wa>
stepped up, and attained the most generous levels to date. But the
impulse did not last, and the restoration drive began. The drive
re ulted in the Sino-Soviet split, precipitated by the ruthless with­
drawal of Soviet technicians and their blueprints from China in i960,
a sabotage of that underdeveloped ally.

In short, in foreign affairs as at home, the Kremlin rulers show­
ed themselves incapable of pursuing the logic of de-Stalinization to
its natural conclusion: die liquidation of the legacy of the Stalin era
and the return to the egalitarian, democratic socialist program of the
Leninist party which it claims as its heritage and invokes as its
inspiration.

What accounts for this? Why has de-Stalinization been carried
out hypocritically and incompletely, with consequences like the
debacle in Czechoslovakia which has all the air of a deja vu about
it? Briefly, the answer is that de-Stalinization has been carried out
by the Stalinists themselves. Khrushchev, Brezhnev and Kosygin are
all men who e stars rose in the darkest night of the Stalinist epoch.
Their liberalism was pressed on them from the outside rather than
felt from within.

Fear of the past

The old Stalinist distrust of the people, the fear of opposition.
the penchant for manipulation backed by naked force—all of these
factors are still present. Moreover, there is on the leader hip’s part
a positive fear of confronting the facts of the Russian past, or of
looking the system in the face. The leaders’ very existence is his­
torically and existentially at stake. It is they who are the privileged
beneficiaries of Stalin s stratified system, die heroes of the rewritten
Stalinist hiztory. The basic Stalinist program, including "peaceful
coexistence” revolving around the Great Russian Center (with all
the other socialist revolutions bowing to the needs and requirements
of the First Socialist State and waiting on its future triumphs) is the
program to which they have dedicated their political lives. Despite
the verbal denunciation of the "excesses of Stalin,” they are not
likely to abandon diis program.

It is thus no accident that this Stalinist faction, which rules the
Soviet Communist party, fears "ideological coexistence,” fears the
freedom which would expose itself to the harsh light of historical
truth and to the demands of socialist forces from below.

Of course, diere are forces in Czechoslovakia which want free­
dom to push for a capitalist rcstoratoin (although the forces of clas­
sical reaction are probably far weaker in Czechoslovakia than in most 
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East European countries). But it is naive to imagine, as some misguid­
ed defenders of the recent intervention do, that the Soviet leaders
understand and can estimate the forces of Czechoslovak reaction and
counterrevolution better than the Czechoslovak Communist party
itself, which would be decimated and destroyed in any restoration.
Moreover, it cannot be forgotten by socialists and Marxists with any
sense of history that the present Soviet leaders and their faction in
the Russian party executed the whole Bolshevik old guard under the
pretext that they were attempting to re:tore capitalism. This has
been the staple excuse for sundry persecutions, jailings and so forth.
which arc often later deplored as errors.

Soviet security

However, this is not the only major factor in the present situ­
ation, nor the only determinant of Soviet policy. The Soviet Union
is trying to establish its security vis-a-vis an imperialist system that
aims at world domination and has perpetrated the most flagrant
aggressions on socialist and colonial countries. The Warsaw Pact
was formed in 1955 as a response to the rearmament of West Ger­
many and its integration into NATO, which is one of a series of
Western military alliances which form an encircling net around the
borders of the Soviet Union. To understand the dynamics of the
events in Czechoslovakia and the vicissitudes of the policy co-exis­
tence, it is necessary to review in a general way Russia’s relations
with the Wc:t and with her Communist allies in and out of power.

The defeats suffered by revolutions in Europe and elsewhere
after World War I led to the isolation of the Soviet regime. Thus
was inspired the program of self-sufficient ’’socialism in one country”
which endured through World War II. This policy, with its thinly
veiled appeal to nationalist sentiment, changed Bolshevism’s attitude
towards socialist revolutions in other countries.

Stalin’s new foreign policy discounted the possibility of such
revolutions and sought instead to achieve and preserve an intern­
ational status quo which gave the Soviet Union breathing and living
space, however precarious. ’’Not an inch of foreign territory” be­
came the slogan of Russian foreign policy, peaceful coexistence its
goal.

Manipulation

Far from being encouraged to make actual revolutions, foreign
Communist parties were manipulated and persuaded by the Russians
to act as pressure groups on their capitalist governments to pursue
friendly policies toward the Soviet Union. Agitation in India against
die British Empire was discouraged for the greater interest of Soviet
trade with England. Chiang Kai-shek was invited to take an honorary
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seat on the Communist International and the Chinese communists
were instructed to subordinate themselves to his "progressive” leader­
ship, with the result that 40.000 communists were massacred in a
blood purge not dissimilar to that in Indonesia in 1965. (It was as
a result of this costly lesson that a young Mao Tse-tung learned to
pursue his own path, free from Russian tutelage, to ultimate victory.)

Perhaps the supreme example of the Kremlin’s manipulative
attitude towards foreign communist and leftwing movements was
the Nazi-Soviet Pact. The tactical justification for the pact from the
Russian point of view is not subject to much dispute. The unwilling­
ness of the Western powers to form a collective security arrangement
with Russia left the Kremlin few options. However the Soviet
leadership revealed a callous disregard for the intense political emo­
tions that pervaded the anti-fascist popular front movements in the
West, and which had been inspired by the Communrt parties in
days when Russia hoped to form an alliance with the liberal capit­
alist states against the Nazi axis. Thus Stalin hailed his pact as
making possible a permanent withdrawal from what had now become
merely an inter-imperialist conflict; Molotov said fascism was a
que tion of "taste.” The Germans were even described by Moscow
as peace-loving. The result was the demoralization of the greatest
left-wing mass movement of the inter-war period.

The past also represented a radical departure from the self­
containment principle of Soviet foreign policy, as Stalin’s armies
moved abroad to occupy buffer regions of the cordon sanitaire
established by We tern capitalism to isolate the revolution. Such was
the genesis of the "absorption” of the Baltic states, Bessarabia and
the attempted conquest of Finland which were to play such a
significant role in the coming Cold War.

The way the war was fought, after Russia had been attacked in
June, 1941, could not but confirm some of Stalin’s worst suspicions
as to the irreducible hostility of the West to the Soviet state. For
though aid was generously offered when Russia was attacked, and a
Second Front to relieve Russia was promised for spring 1942. the
aid turned out to be mainly materiel while the vital Second Front
was not opened until June, 1944, when the Red Army was already
advancing towards Berlin. Because of the great delay in opening the
Second Front, the Russians engaged more than 90% of the German
armies for most of the war, and never less than 75%. The result
was that Russia suffered more devastation and greater loss of life
in World War II than any country in history. A second consequence
of the West’s willingness to allow the European war to take on a
predominantly Russo-German character was the emergence of die
Red Army throughout the whole of Eastern Europe as an occupying
and liberating force.

With Germany for the moment prostate, the object of Soviet
foreign policy became the preservation of the wartime entente with
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the We:tern allies, particularly the U.S. The famous spheres of in­
fluence deal between Stalin and Churchill, which was formalized at
Yalta, became the basis of Soviet policy and its manipulative attitudes
towards revolution in the various zones. The powerful Communist
parties of Western Europe were instructed to support conservative
figures like De Gaulle.

Chess game

Communists in East Europe sought to secure governments
’friendly’ to the Soviet Union, but not socialist (which migat anger
Washington and destroy the coexistence spirit). The most brazen
instance of this chess game with world revolution was perhaps Yugo­
slavia. There Stalin tried to prevent Tito from consolidating the
revolution and tried to convince him instead to form a coalition
regime and even to restore King Peter (Yugoslavia was on the border
of the two Churchill-Stalin zones and had been divided 50-53 bet­
ween them).

However, as the Cold War heated up—as Washington with its
atomic monopoly, its string of bases encircling the Soviet Union and
its overwhelming economic power began its global campaign to roll
back Soviet influence—the Kremlin attitude towards it; strategic
buffer began to change. With each new U.S. blow in the developing
Cold War, Soviet reins on the region were tightened. Independent
governments fell. One by one, the Ea t European regimes were in­
tegrated into the Soviet defense system.

Proclaimed as a socialist community by its Russian founders,
Eastern Europe was organized along Russian nationalist and bureau­
cratic lines. Not unmindful of Eastern Europe’s inten ely anti-Rus-
sian and anti-communist past (Bulgaria and Czechoslovakia were ex­
ceptions, the latter on both counts) the Russians did not want to
form a truly international economic community with an international
plan. Instead they wrote tough bilateral treaties with each of the
satellite regimes. In that way, as Sartre has pointed out, they suc­
ceeded at the same time in humiliating and arousing national pas­
sions.

Defensive machine

All of the construction plans, moreover, were Russian-conceived
and were geared to the overriding necessity, as seen from the Krem- ;
lin, of creating a defensive war machine to fend off the threat from ;
the West. Capital goods production became the order of the day, •
not necessarily a bad thing for underdeveloped Romania and Bui- •
garia, but a disaster for Czechoslovakia’s sophisticated light industrial
economy. The seeds of national resistance to Russian domination m
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Eastern Europe were sown at the outset, and were dealt with in the
purges of national communist leaders like Rajk, Slansky, and Cle­
mentis.

The national forces for democratization of the Soviet bloc thus
parallel the liberal forces in their challenge to the Stalinist Soviet
leadership. Indeed, the link up goes much further. A spearhead of
the liberalization drive in Czechoslovakia has been the Slovak wing
of the Communist party led by Alexander Dubcek, whose national­
ism had been outraged by the chauvinistic policies of the Novotny
regime. Even more interesting is the fact that the national minorities
of the Soviet Union, the Ukranians in particular, have been pressing
for greater cultural autonomy and national representation within the
existing structures of party and government

Thus the defensive buffer erected by Stalin has become the
source of powerful pressures again:t the Stalinist leadership (though
not, as many Western leaders would hope, against the social base of
the communist system).

However, there is more to the story than this, for liberals and
conservatives alike in the bloc countries (like their counterparts in
the West) must look over their shoulders at the international situ­
ation and the forces which control the millions of foreign troops in
the heart of Europe.

Lenin on Nationalism & Self-Determination

“In my writings on the national question I have already said
that an abstract presentation of the question of nationalism is of no
use at all. A distinction must necessarily be made between the
nationalism of an oppressor nation and that of an oppressed nation,
the nationalism of a big nation and that of a small nation.

“In respect of the second kind of nationalism zvc, nationals
of a big nation, have nearly always been guilty, in historic practice,
of an infinite number of cases of violence; furthermore, we commit
violence and insult an infinite number of times without noticing
it...

“That is why internationalism on the part of oppressors or
‘great nations, as they are called (though they are great only in
their violence, only great as bullies), must consist not only in the
observance of the formal equality of nations but even in an ine­
quality of the oppressor nation, the great, nation, that must make up
for the inequality which obtains in actual practice. Anybody who
does not understand this has not grasped the real proletarian at­
titude to the national question, he is still essentially petty bourgeois
in his point of view and is, therefore, sure to descend to the bour­
geois point of view.”

Last Testament, December 31, 1922
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The Russian policy of coexistence contains not only self-con­
tradictions, but also expectations about Western behavior which have
not been fulfilled. The liberalizations and nationalist uprisings of
the 1953-1956 period were accompanied in the We:t by German
rearmament, the first Quemoy-Matsu crisis and the imperialist in­
vasion of Suez in 1956. Since the detente of 1963, the nigh-tide of
the coexistence policy, the Kremlin leaders have watched the U.S.
conduct a massive aggression in Asia, and a lesser one in the Carib­
bean. U.S.-NATO inspired coups have toppled governments in
Brazil, Indonesia, Ghana and elsewhere, ana the military-industrial
complex in Washington has successfully lobbied for an anti-ballistic
missile system, reopening the arms race as a major source of world
tensions. In brief, Soviet moderation (many in the Kremlin must
be calling it appeasement) has been responded to by U.S. aggressive­
ness on a scale unmatched since the early Cold War period. Accord­
ingly, the reflex reaction of the Kremlin to the events in Czecho­
slovakia, which it regards as a weakening of the alliance, is no cause
for surprise.

Who benefits?

The irony of all this is that the Kremlin seems to produce the
action it seeks to avoid. The chief beneficiaries of the August in­
vasion of Czechoslovakia have been the right wings of the various
NATO powers, and the German right wing in particular.

But not all the ironies are negative. Indeed, the most intriguing
irony of all is indicated by the opposition to the invasion by com­
munists in the West, and, one can only glean, in the communist
countries themselves. For the forces of democracy and self-determin­
ation, both historic demands of the socialist movement, are in the
end irresistible. By attempting to prevent democratization in Czecho­
slovakia and the Soviet bloc, the Soviet leaders may well have hasten­
ed its advent in the USSR.

SUPPORT
CZECHOSLOVAKIA

by Michael Randle
April Carter and others

a 72 page pamphlet with photos explains an
international project against the invasion.

from OUR GENERATION
Only $1.00
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A MEW LEFT OPEN LETTER
TO FIDEL CASTRO

DEAR FIDEL :
IVe are writing to you in connection with the in­

vasion of Czechoslovakia by the armed forces of the
Soviet Union, Hungary, Poland, Bulgaria ana East Ger­
many. An invasion which you have described a • a flag­
rant violation of Czech sovereignly, but which never­
theless you have gone on to justify in political terms.

Having read your speech on the subject we gather
that your main excuse for supporting Czech in'ervention
was your belief that the new regime was : “marching
towards capitalism and inexorably towards imperial­
ism—we did not have the slightest doubt about that”.

We disagree with you Comrade. There was not the
slightest evidence to suggest that the socialised proper­
ty re'at ions which prevail inside Czechoslovakia were
in danger. Does this mean that we justify the economic
policies of the Dubcek regime. No ! A hundred times
no ! But then there is very little difference between the
economic trends in Czechoslovakia and other East Eu­
ropean countries including the Soviet Union. If the
Czechs were moving “inexorably towards capi'a'i^m”
then so are the Russians, so are the Poles, the Bulga­
rians and the Rumanians. Surely you know of the fi­
nancial deals the Soviet bureaucracy has contracted
with capitalism. Surely you know the deal made with
Italian capital to produce Fiat cars in the Soviet Union
—to name but one firm I

There is also talk of ‘imperialist elements9 in Cze­
choslovakia. What elements are these ? West German
tourists ? There are more of them in Bulgaria ! Ame­
ricans ? There are more of them in the Soviet Union
Bself ! Capitalist propaganda ? It flourishes throughout
Eastern Europe.

No Fidel! What the leadership of the CPSU feared
most was the penetration of critical COMMUNIST
ideas inside a communist state. They are frightened
that the example might spread as indeed it will. What
they fear is NOT the penetration of cam*  al but the
penetration of ideas. What they fear is that soon the
new generation inside the Soviet Union itself will begin
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to demand that the platform of the Left Opposition be
published ! That the butchery, both physical and in-
tellectual, perpelra’ ed by Stalinism be exposed for once
and for all and that the present bureaucratic regime
in the Soviet Union be exposed as having beirayea me
fundamental tenets of Leninism.

Fidel you IMPLY that a few *honest revolutionaries'
asked for Soviet intervention. The Koldar clique—all
three of them—are neither honest nor revolutionaries.
They are the most backward and Stalinist elements
inside the bureaucracy who want to preserve the status
quo. They are the Escalantes of Eastern Europe ! !

Of course there are bourgeois forces present in
Czechoslovakia as there are in most communist countries
but they had been politically sterilised by the actions
of the Czech communists. If anything has revived them
it is the Soviet intervention. The Dubcek regime had
laid the BASIS for a genuine political revolution which
would have progressed with the growth of a genuine
revolutionary movement in the whole of Europe. The
Stalinists in the Kremlin have tried to crush this, but
in the long run they will not succeed. How can they.
(History is begining to catch up with them~.)

Fidel you know better than us that revolutionary
socialism cannot be forced down people's throat s at
bayonet point. If it is politically justifiable for a Com­
munist country to intervene in order to remove a regime
it DISLIKES, how can we argue that it is wrong for
Yankee Imperialism to try and preserve its client states
by military force ? The moral base of Marxism must
not be debased.

Stalinism has converted the ideas of Marx and
Lenin into a sterile dogma in much the same way as
a Roman Catholic catechism. Stalinism has made East­
ern Europe comple’ely apolitical so that it cannot
understand the nature of the struggles taking p’ane
in Vietnam, Latin America and Africa. It will take time
for revolutionary politics to flower inside Eastern Eu­
rope and the Soviet Union again but flower they will
and when they begin to bloom it will sound the death­
knell of neo-capitalism in Western Europe.

The Soviet Union refuses to recognise that the
main enemy is U.S. Imperialism. How can it with its
declared aim of ‘peaceful co-existence'. The Soviet Union
prefers to concentrate its wrath on ‘German revanchism'
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which it knows full well is merely an offshoot of a
larger monster.

Soviet intervention has come as a blow to the anti­
imperialist movement in the West.

It is for all these reasons that we are saddened by
your support of the Russian intervention because we,
Fidel, never thought that you could ever be on the
same side, albeit objectively, as men like Monje and
others of his ilk in Latin America, men who have dis­
honoured Marxism and are betraying the Revolution.
All of us have supported the achievements
of the Cuban Revolution ! Most of us have visited Cuba
since its liberation ! We still do I We are in complete
solidarity with the struggle begun by Che in the jungles
of Bolivia and we shall continue to help in the struggle
against U.S. Imperialism. But it is precisely because of
our political position on these questions that we ask
you Fidel: WHY ???

Tariq AU,
Clive Goodwin,
David Mercer,
Roger Smith,
Irving Teitlebaum, London, England.

26



ITJEBLO. UNETE A TUS HIJOS ! — NO QUEREMOS OLIMPIADAS;
QUEREMOS REVOLUTION — GRANADEROS ASESINOS ! — PREN-
8A VEN J J IDA I — ANO DEL OLIMPICO RIDICULO ! — LIBROS
SI, BAYONETAS NO ! — PORFIRIO DIAZ ORDAZ ! — LIBERTAD
O MUERTE ! LIBERTAD O MUERTE ! LIBERTAD O

MEXICO'S NEW MOVEMENT
by Nardo Perello

Nardo Pesello is a pen-ame for a Mexican activist who sent this
article to OUR. GENERATION. This article has been slightly
edited.

I—(written August, 1968)
The student upheavels which broke out in Mexico City at the

end of July still have the country attentive to the demands of a
strong and unified national student strike. Not since 1958, when the
Railroad and Electrical workers paralyzed the country for eight days,
has the government been so threatened. The present situation marks
a first in Mexican political history.

In the first place, most observers here feel impressed by the
fact the students are able to hold their extremely intelligent and
valiant position in the face of the clever methods of a government
which is an old hand at '’playing” with its opponents as well as its
people, and a press campaign which has been, and continues to be,
absolutely sold out to the government (the Administration provides
paper for all large newspapers, thus assuring coverage in its favour).

Perhaps it was the monumental humiliation of the Olympic
preparation, perhaps it was the brutal greeting of the legal demon­
strations of the 26th and 29th of July, more probably it was a
complex combination of forces that finally broke the student resign­
ation — and by the effort and example of the student vanguard the
apathy of an entire country.

The 1958 uprising produced the new ’’crime” of Desilusion
Social (Clauses #145 and #145-bis. of the Mexican Penal Code, and
a point under attack in the present crisis) and there are still several
hundred political prisoners serving indefinite sentences under that
pretext. Demetrio Vallejo, head of the Railroad Workers’ Union,
has been behind bars for these ten years and was on the 18th day
of a hunger strike when the current uprising broke out. The past
few years have been marked by demonstrations demanding the release
of Mexican political prisoners, among other indications of dissatis­
faction, but the Mexican government — ’’revolutionary but instit­
utionalized” — knows how to deal with its opposition.
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In Mexico, bribery and "official coercion" are the routine of
every day. The quietest middle-class citizen lives this as much as
anyone, and the poor know it as an albatro .s too heavy to be remov­
ed by anything but Christian death. Entering the country, the cus­
toms official is the first to hold out his hand. Hardly a motorist in
the country accepts a traffic violation ticket; ten or twenty nesos is
almo t always enough to urge the friendly cop to forget that you
did or did not run through that red light. The "did" or "did not"
is not important. Mexico’s government offices have been dubbed
"the A’rchwitz” of Latin America with the paperwork reduced by a
palm grea-ed here and there.

For years — indeed, since the famou-. revolution in 1910 —
attempt; at any kind of organization or reformation among the
peasants in the provinces has resulted in outright assassination of the
agitators. There has never even been an attcmnt to adequately cover
the news of these killings. In the capitol. a‘tention to the "rules of
the bribe game" supposedly saves one from this fate.

Condit:ons, even of bribery, are no longer simple. Mexico wants
to imitate her neighbor to the North in every way possible; this
includes the "civilized veneer." Sometimes *'t  is difficult to know
who to Tin the folded bill to. This is the land for things being what
they’re not, and not being what they are. As complexities increa e,
the graft mounts in size and scope. Forged military cards are ea_y to
come by (many Mexicans avoid doing the’r year of military service
this way) but it may take time to find the General or Ma’or who
wants to make that extra 500 pesos ($40). Thousands of university
profe^or' and other teachers yearly wait six to eight months for
their first pay cheque (then are paid the six or eight months’ salary
at once). The situation is accepted (union' are almost all govern­
ment run) and chalked up to "bureaucratic mismanagement.” The
truth of the matter rests in the hands oc '■nveral emoloyees of the
Treasury Denartment who yearly make a half a million peso profit
on their investments of payroll money.

Do we hate the traffic policeman (or inordilones as thev are
disrespectfully called here), or do we accept them as an evil part of
the system? Up until the current strike, unfortunately, we have done
both.

* Throughout this article there are a number of figures given and
events recorded as “fact.” In other articles about the Mexican
situation, figures may differ slightly; facts may be slightly dif­
ferent. It should be remembered that the entire development of
the student strike as well as the repression which followd it — and
still follows it — has taken place in an atmosphere of lies and
distortions on the part of the authorities. Mexico city has a popul­
ation of almost 7,000,000, newspapers and radio give out the
“official line” at all times, and contact with the provinces has
been virtually cut off as far as the movement is concerned. The
figures and facts adhered to in this piece are usually a result of a
number of coinciding and authoritative sources, and whenever
possible they are the result of eye-witness accounts.
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The system generates itself; the Mexican citizen will automatic­
ally flee die scene of a serious accident even if it means leaving his own
vehicle and/or the dead or dying. No one in his right mind would
stop to attend an accident victim in Mexico; not because the Mexican
has acquired anything near the New York City indifference for
human welfare and life, but because he knows from bitter experience
that in Mexico “involvement” makes one an accessory, and an ac­
cessory is worse than a victim any time.

Note of Similarity with Canadians

Something in the collective and cultural inferiority complex
from which die average Mexican suffers is also undoubtedly respons­
ible for the “sheep’s” attitude in acceptance of a self-generating and
degrading system. Colonialization, from the Spanish 503 years ago
to die subtler but just as powerful North Americans of today, has
a great deal to do with this collective complex. The Mexican is still
not sure if he is Spanish, Indian, 20th-century American, or none of
these. Or all of them. His national pride is a dispersed and complex
thing. Unfortunately, in an article of this size, these aspects can only
be suggested. (Read The Labyrinth oj Solitude, Lije and Thought in
Mexico, Octavio Paz, trans, by Lysander Kemp, Grove Press, New
York, 1951. Exceptionally probing essays on the Mexican mind and
emotions).

Mexico is shown off to foreign investor and tourist alike as
the “advanced” country of Latin America, the most economically
stable, die most replete in social aids, the most caring of its poor.
Enormous Social Security plants are almost passed off as socialized
mediane. Great housing projects are displayed without the added
information regarding the bribery involved in securing one living
unit in these projects. Mexico City’s many parks and fountains make
it one of the greenest and most beautiful cities in the world; tourists
rarely enter the half of the city’s neighborhoods which are without
running water.

What about the 20 million Indians who barely know Spanish,
let alone are able to participate in the necessary social and cultural
advantages of modern life? What about the treatment given the poor
or humildes when they present the same Seguro Social card as their
better off neighbor at the local Seguro Social clinic? What about
the teachers who are rarely in their classrooms in the schools in
poorer neighborhoods? (Their salaries, even when not held up,
usually necessitate their holding two, and sometimes three jobs):
What about the students of these teachers? What about the three
women to a bed in the General Hospital’s maternity pavilion? And so
on... We live with all this, until recently it was easier not to ask
questions.
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The students have taught us to "ask questions." PUEBLO, UNETE
A TUS HIJOS! (People, unite with your sons and daughters 1)

Mexico is held up as an example among the countries of Latin
America, and it is certainly true that here the misery is less apparent,
less widespread and, if it makes any difference, less extreme. It’s
still misery. Imperialism exploits its colonies to the degree it is able
to withstand the international prestige limits at any given time and
place. Given the country’s natural resources, foreign trade, technical
advances and monetary stability, Mexico should be five times as
advanced as it is — with the logical benefits to all levels of society.
Advanced, that is, as regards people — but it’s a long way from
government to people, and there are a lot of pockets in between.

Here the Mexican Revolution is a myth which continues to be
used as rhetoric by the government to placate the masses. "We’ve
/wj our revolution; ours is a revolutionary government.’’ The PR!
(official party, Partido Revolucionario Institutional) is just what
it’s name implies. In Mexico the government employs the leading
leftists in government positions, thus assuring their complete control.
Many of the "intellectuals” were on safe government stipends, as­
suring low-voiced dissent.

The government even permitted and underwrote a certain amount
of dissenting literature, to keep the avenues o*  "free press” evident.
The Communist Party is semi-official, and although periodically used
by the government as a scapegoat for disturbances, it is actually quite
safe and dead. (Just before the current upheaval the central com­
mittee of the Mexican Communist Party had met with President
Diaz Ordaz regarding plans for a more official status, legalization,
etc., and the CP divergence with the idea of armed struggle is well
known by now all over the zvorld.)

Why, then didn’t we just go right on accepting the everyday,
the ordinary? Undoubtedly, the Olympic preparations had a great
deal to do with both sides of the question. Expensive and ostentatious
planning has been a constant sore point during the past year. A
variety of taxes were raised without prior warning (such as the
sudden doubling of the yearly automobile tax). Along with the in­
credible Olympic installations and general renovation of the parts
of the city which would be used by the visitors, the Olympic Com­
mittee (through the city’s department of Action Social) had the
audacity to paint the fronts of the squalid community housing in
the poorest neighborhoods bright, Mexican colors! If an Olympic
tourist happens to wander into one of these terrifying and suffocat­
ing neighborhoods, appearances will still be "picturesque.” *

* Montrealers remember similar efforts by their Municipal Govern­
ment to cover up the slums of the city during EXPO ’67.
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It was obvious that the most militant leftists (perhaps student
groups in the majority) would plan some kind of demonstration of
di agreement during the game. The government, on July 26th, began
to provoke this ahead of time, thereby hoping to have the key
troublemaker, in jail or dead by Olympic time. (Here, again, a lesson
well-learned from the “neighbor” to the North: King’s death as a
provocation to abort summer ghetto violence.)

Whatever the multiple factors in provoking the current situation,
the mo:t important aspect to date is the continuing strength and
unity in a movement which does not yet command total support
from either the workers or the public at large, and which arose from
a very disperse and politically undeveloped 500.000 students! Before
attempting to analyse the current movement in any depth, however,
I will go over the major events leading to the situation to date.

July 26

On July 26th the CNED (Centra! National de Estudiantes
Democraticos, a Communist Party-affilated youth group) organized
a march of solidarity with the Cuban revolution’s date. The FNET
(Federation National de Estudiantes Tecnicos. a right-wing govern­
ment student organization) held its own march the same day. Their
expressed reason for demonstrating was in protest for an incident
on Tuesday, July 23rd, in which a riot squad had entered Vocational
School #5, injuring several students and teachers and reportedly
killing one girl student. Authoritative sources say there had been
some trouble in Vocational School #2 and that, with it, usual
ineptitude, the riot squad had been called to and entered the wrong
school. All informed sources, however, acknowledge the fact that
the obvious reason for the FNET’s march was to draw attention
away from the march offering solidarity with the Cuban Revolution.

Why did a student death at the hands of a city riot squad bring
no dis ent on July 24th? Why not July 25th? (The FNET has long
been known as a group formed to control student dis ent throughout
the nation. Every year the more naive and unsophisticated students
from the provinces are urged — to the tune of expensive orqie' in­
cluding blond women and plenty of promises — to join the FNET.
These are the future members of the PRI...).

Both marches took place in the center of Mexico City. Things
progressed in a more or less orderly manner, until a group of
students from the National Polytechnical Institute decided to go to
the Zoca'o (central square, bordered by the Presidential Palace and
other public buildings) to protest more forcefully the violence which
took place at the Vocational School #5. The FNET tried to prevent
this but the Polytechnical students succeeded in getting to the Zocalo.
(It is now known that the leader of the FNET himself was res­
ponsible for calling out the riot squad, and he tried to clear himself 
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of this accusation by the only means at his disposal: a public letter,
printed in the local newspapers, from the Mexico City chief of
police!)

In the city’s central square the first blood bath began. Riot
squads began beating the students, leaving many of them unconscious
on the streets. Onlookers immediately took the students’ side and
began throwing flower pots and rocks at the police. This public
solidarity with the students seemed a constant as regards the on the
spot incidents during the first weeks of violence (the witnessing of
actual brutality, incidents in which cars were stopped and people
asked for money and aid ) but the totally distorted press camp­
aign had the mass of public opinion against the students — at least
during the first two weeks of upheaval.

All during the afternoon of July 26th the students — in various
factions — and the police and riot squads battled back and forth
between the Zocalo and the Hemiciclo Juarez, on the city’s main
avenue some 15 blocks away. At one point a number of windows
were broken in the elegant shops along the Avenida Juarez: police
estimates say a million pesos worth of merchandize was looted from
jewelry stores and other establishments. Later, near the Zocalo, the
police confused a group of students leaving their classes at Prepar­
atory School #3 with demonstrators and began stoning and beating
them. The students took that as a signal to begin barracading the
street ; they occupied city busses and forced them to park sideways
blocking off traffic on several main arteries. They burned two busses
as well. The toll of the first day: 500 wounded, 4 in a state of coma,
3 or 4 dead and 300 arrested.

That night the School of Economics at the National Polytech­
nical Institute and the Preparatory School #3 went on strike protest­
ink the brutality of the riot squads. It was too late for the events to
have made the newspapers. The government occupied the Communist
Party headquarters as well as many private homes making indis­
criminate arrests. The old scapegoat, the entire central committee of
the CP, was in prison. Many others militant leftists were behind bars
as well.

July 27

The morning of July 27th saw the beginning of what may be
among the most completely false news campaign in recent times.
The newspapers — from tightest to ''liberal” — chalked the violence
up to a "communist plot,” accused the Cuban embassy of support and
of having taken part in the manifestations. It wasn’t until a few days
later that charges of "CIA and FBI infiltration” as well as "intern­
ational student agitation” became fashionable explanations for the
disturbances.
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All deaths were denied. The radio gave news of the violence,
but also in a biased and partial manner. The National University
radio station began giving the only real news of the events; members
of the University judicial department even made hourly calls to
parents who'-e sons were missing, to help in the investigations. The
univer~ity radio station then suffered a two-day ban from the air,
for "unknown” reasons. When it returned to broadcasting, it had
been tempered to fit in with other official media. Vocational School
#5 joined the strike, a great number of students from all over the
city went to the Polytechnical Institute to discuss plans, liberate
busses, and so on.

July 29

On Monday, July 29th, all the vocational and prevocational
(equivalent to technical high schools and technical junior highs)
schools in the city joined the general strike. All the preparatory
(pre-univer ~ity) schools ioined too. with the exception of #5 and #6.
Preparatory' School #7 blocked off the Viga, a main artery of the
city, with 25 busies liberated by them. Vocational School #7 section­
ed off the whole Nonoalco area. Preparatory School #3 was also
blocked off and occupied by students. A general meeting was called
at 5:00 that afternoon in the Zocalo to protest riot squad brutality.
The Zocalo was occupied by police and riot squad however, and the
meeting never took place.

The students, frustrated in their need to demonstrate, began
taking over busses and occupying — for brief periods of time —
different parts of the center of the city. Forty busses were liberated,
streets were closed off, and a great deal of‘damage was done. It is
interesting to note that, contrary to recent expressions in France and
the United States, as well as other parts o*  Latin America, no im­
mediate student leaders emerged during these first demonstrations.
(As the strike progresses, this becomes an important aspect: the
traditional Mexican student leaders who are always found on their
way to national political leadership, have had no place in this strike.
New spontaneous leaders, and, especially groups of students, are
taking charge of the situation.)

At 8:00 the night of the 29th. a clach between students of
Preparatory School #3 and riot squads in the Zocalo blew up into
a virtual war u'ing molotov cocktails, rocks, clubs, sticks. A bus was
burned. The battle lasted four hours, and at 1:00 a.m. the army was
called in. A bazooka was fired to break down the 400-year old
colonial door of Preparatory School #3 — occupied at that time by
the students — and it was taken over by the army. Tanks and bayonet­
welding soldiers were everywhere. The firing of the bazooka took
the lives of a number of students standing behind the door. By this
time there were many seriously wounded among both students and
authorities. Six hundred students were arrested that night alone.
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The newspapers still reported ’'no deaths”, as well as ’’not a
shot fired by the army”. But the more sensationalist press showed
huge displays of photographs, including one showing die firing or
the bazooka at die door of Preparatory School #3, and few could
help but "read between the line”. And, of course, the shattered door
remained for anyone taking the trouble to pass by to see.

In the School of Humanities at the National University a general
assembly was attended by almost the entire student body. A strike
of clas es was agreed upon with continuous debates, and the students
asked the faculty to give them classes on the French uprising of May
and June, the Columbia University strike, and other recent student
revolts. Fighting commissions formed; brigades were assigned for
propaganda, finances, political action, medical aid, and so on. Medical
students at the National University who tried to aid wounded
students, however, were clubbed and arrested for trying to interfere.
Red Cross workers suffered the same fate, and, it is said, one of them
was killed on the night of the bazooka firing. The repression made
an absolute body count impossible. More than one eye-witness has
demanded investigation of bodies "carried away from the city Red
Cross stations and later incinerated at the Marte Military Camp”.
The government still admitted no deaths, intent at all costs on
preserving its image of "sunny” Mexico for its Olympic visitors.

The government occupied Vocational Schools #5 and #2 on
July 29th. A protest march underway at the National University left
in full force to defend Preparatory School #1 and, taking advantage
of die opportunity, the army roped off die entire National Univer­
sity.

"University autonomy” is a national banner in Mexico. The
army, in the last few years, has entered a number of national univer­
sities, including those in Sonora, Morelia and Chihuhua. But the
mo t incredible offenses to personal and collective liberty have often
been overlooked in the provinces. What called for only the protest
of a few’ intellectuals and students when it took place in the provinces,
became the banner of Dr. Barros Sierra, rector of the National
University, when it happened in die capital. The "protest” march
he headed, following the bloody events of the 29th, had as its central
theme "a flag at half mast for the infringement of university au­
tonomy”.

The National Polytechnical Institute also had its march, some­
what more militant but still headed by school authorities, who, in
the last analysis, always were forced to take the side of the govern­
ment. On August 2nd, however, the rebellion had gone beyond any
one controlling force. A demonstration beginning in the Casco de
Santo Tonias and going several miles to the central Zocalo, was
composed of 200.000 people. The students were absolutely orderly;
the dictum was "don’t give them any provocation for violence”. A
National Strike Committee (Consejo National de Huelga) had been
formed, and the students gave die government 72 hours to answer
their five central demands:
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1. Immediate release of all political prisoners taken
July 28th.

2. Immed’atc removal of Police Chiefs Cueto, Mendlolcs.
and Police Captain Frias.

8. Immediate abolishment of the riot squads and other
repressive organs of the government, without their being
replaced by other repressive organs.

4. Indemnfzation for the families of dead and woundcai
students.

5. Abolishment of Clauses #145 and #145-bis. in the
Mexican Penal Code.

On August 2nd, with 200,000 voices filling the central square,
the students advised the government of two additional pleas. They
would no longer ask permission for any demonstration, realizing
the right to demonstrate as one safeguarded by the national constit­
ution. And they would demand "freedom of the press” in reality
instead of simply in name.

Two hundred thousand orderly students and citizens shouted
insults at Mayor Corona de Rosal and President Diaz Ordaz. Neither
the mayor nor the president showed his face. The public dispersed
and went home. But the barrier of control had been broken; the
strike was now nation-wide: every public institution of higher educ­
ation in the country was officially closed.

The government began making all sorts of false moves to “come
to terms” with the students. Through the usual emissaries, the
bargaining began to take place. But, much to the surprise of a govern­
ment whose people are used to bribes and easily fall into the tempta­
tion of the "highest offers”, the students wouldn’t budge. The
National Strike Committee announced it would be glad to speak with
the government, but on two conditions: 1) that either point 1 or
point 2 of the petition be honored before any talks took place and
2) that all talks take place in public, without intermediaries, to the
satisfaction of the public at large. Assemblies held daily in all the
schools at the University as well as the Polytechnical Institute have
repeatedly offered dialogue with senators, political leaders and
otner government officials; with a roundabout vocabulary — often
seeming like consent to the uninformed public — all these offers
have been turned down.

Government terrorism continued; leading student agitators’
houses were entered daily, their families were beaten up, mothers of
dead or missing sons were denied the opportunity to make public
notice of their losses in the city newspapers. Only one Mexican pu­
blication, a magazine called POR QUE? (edited by a group of
radicals) published the truth in word and photograph. The press
machinery where the first issue of POR QUE? dealing with the strike
was printed was burned to the ground, and an attempt was made on
the editor’s life. The magazine circulated widely in Mexico, however,
in spite of the repression, and several weekly issues were devoted to
the progression of events surrounding the conflict.
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And so, the students, afraid of remaining in their homes or
simply too involved in their new work to leave campus, set up giant
living quarters on the national university campus and in the build­
ings of other schools. They took over cafes and cafeterias (forcing
the concession managers to provide them with food, and offering a
10% increase in salaries to the workers to show they were serious!).
They set up their own loudspeaker "radio stations”. They renamed
university buildings after Che Guevara, Demetrio Valle,o, Nugen
Van Troi. Daily mimeographed bulletins gave information regard­
ing the progress of the strike.

The work of the brigades

The brigades went out among the people. Daily hundreds of
groups of two to four students visited markets, factories, parks. A
fellow with a guitar, accompanied by two friends — one with leaflets
and the other to collect money — would board a city bus, sing a
revolutionary song, explain briefly the aims of the strikers, make a
collection and climb down. The brigades talked to the people and
explained die students’ position. Slowly, the public opinion began to
swing to the students’ side.

On campus, press committees tried to get the truth of the strike
to foreign news services without the interference of national media.
At Chapingo, die National Agricultural School, the government
supplied food to die students who lived on campus. When the army
cut off the food supply in an attempt to get the students to capitulate
the people from the surrounding areas began bringing supplies, and
soon the Chapingo students began trading the milk of the school’s
prize cows for their daily bread.

Brigades began working in the hospitals too, trying to involve
the underpaid doctors and nurses in the strike. Several different
groups of workers are now at the point of joining the strike, but
government pressure was strong. At one point a rumour that auto­
mobile ga.oline in Mexico City was running out, mobilized the entire
population in endless lines before every one of the city’s gas stations.
One didn’t know if the government had cut off the gas supply to
pressure the strikers — and the public at large —, or what had
happened. It might have been a rumour, but no one was willing to
chance that. Several hours after thousands of worried citizens had
filled their tanks, the radio began repeating "there is no shortage
of gas, there will be no shortage of gas, all rumours to the contrary
are completely false”. It was later discovered, however, that the
rumour reflected threat of two sections of the Petroleum industry
to join the strike. The army stepped in and prevented the strike
being carried out, but the intention, at least, had been there.

At all costs, the Olympics were to be saved ■ the coming Olym­
pics, as well as the President’s state of the union message due Sep­
tember 1st, seemed responsible for at least a temporary sense of
truce.
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One o*  the most exciting incidents related to the strike was the
incident of Topilejo. Topilejo is a town of some 15,030 inhabitants,
approximately 20 kilometers outside Mexico City. The population
is largely rural, peasants in majority. They are serviced by a line of
run-down second rate busses, and towards the end of August two of
these busses crashed into one another, causing an accident in which
ten people died. The simple towns-people mourned their dead with­
out realizing they were in a position to ask indemnity, nor, of course,
did the government advise them of that right. But the striking
students heard about the accident; the young lawyers from die school
of law at the university went out and told the victims’ families how
to go about asking for aid from the bus companies themselves.
Medical students went out to attend the wounded and diey ended
up setting up free consultation for the villagers themselve,. Other
brigades began to work in the town: they educated die people regard­
ing the strike, they set up hygiene centers and reading and writing
classes. In a matter of a week, the entire town '’belonged” to the
students. On that day several neighboring villages sent represent­
atives to find out ‘'what it was all about”, die government had the
riot squad and army surrounding the area and diat put an end to
this small-scale but unusual social reorganization program.

Lesser, but also interesting sidelights to the central events was
a message of solidarity from Genaro Vasquez (guerrilla leader in
the mountains of south Guerrero) which had been received and
distributed by the students; for many this was the first proof of a
guerrilla nucleus in the country (though others are aware of die fact
that there are guerrillas operating in at least three states: Guerrero,
Sonora and Chihuahua). The FNET has been completely discredited
by the bulk of the Polytechnical students. A group representing at
least a considerable part of Mexico City’s police has released a state­
ment of solidarity with the students (against their superiors). A
committee set up by the National Strike Committee, reports 2,700
hotel accomodations cancelled so far in connection with the Olympic
games.

Some of Mexico’s leading painters (Jose Luis Cuevas, Manuel
Felgueres, Felipe Ehrenberg, Jose Icaza,) painted a collective
mural of protest on the wide column of metal covering the extinct
statue of Miguel Aleman on tbe esplanade of the University. (The
statue it.elf, long a sore point with the students, was blown up
during a demonstration last year). Mexican poets and theatre people
held several Sunday festivals on campus, during which the strike
^as explained to the public by members of the Strike Committee
and donations were collected.

What will the outcome of the strike be? It would be naive, at
this point, to assume this is the beginning of the real Mexican RevoL
utl°n, but it is the beginning of something. If nothing else, the
students and public are developing their political consciousness. The
government still has many repressive carets in its hand, but it seems
probable that at least one or two of the student demands will have 
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to be met. Nothing will be the same in Mexico after this. The
students have taught the nation never again to accept things as they
are.

II—(Written October, 1968)

A tremendous demonstration on August 27th saw half a million
citizens marching down Reforma from the Anthropology Museum
in Chapultepec Park to the Zocalo. Even the local newspapers ad­
mitted 400,000 participants. The marchers were by no means all
students: by tliis time there were also housewives, workers, pea ants,
professional people and intellectuals. Complete order was maintained
throughout the march and during the speeches in the Zocalo. Insults
to the president came from anonymous — but loud and consistent —
sources in the huge crowd. A few individual provocations, such as
the raising of the black and red flag on the Zocalo pole and the
ringing of the cathedrals bells, didn’t seem to be sufficient for any
sizeable response from the ever present army and police forces.

After the demonstration of the 27th of August, the National
Strike Committee had decided to leave a permanent vigil group
at the Zocalo. The vigil consisted of representatives of all the schools
and other units. Some 3,500 who remained there at eleven that night
were dispersed by the army in the early morning hours. Students
were forced down the narrow streets leading from the Zocalo to
San Juan de Leiran. Light tanks ran over more than a few. The
fighting lasted till the next day, and by noon reports were that ap­
proximately 30 had been killed. There were rumours that one of the
dead was not a student: the first non-movement death to date. Other
rumours placed the bodies inside the National Palace courtyard. (It
should be noted that these ’’rumours” usually turned out to contain
more truth than any published or ’’official” report. Newspapers at
this point — and only in the more liberal ones — allowed the in­
dignation of individual reporters to be read between Lie lines. But
the official line was still cautious liberalism. And the extent of the
re^res'ion made accurate investigation all but impossible.) Any
public reaction that had simmered down by this time, flared up now
in the face of these new atrocities.

On the first September, the president makes his yearly State of
the Union speech which is televised to the nation. Gu tayo Diaz
Ordaz was stiff and serious at the rostrum. His appearance in every
way confirmed widespread rumours that he had been shot and
missed a month before while on tour in Guadalajara, and then ma­
chine-gunned while driving along one of Mexico City’s freeways
several weeks later. From this last incident, it was said the president
had received a wound in his left arm. Those who had heard the
rumour were interested to note he never moved that arm during the

televised message.
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After several hours of ‘‘economic” and ’’social” national statist­
ics, the president talked about the student conflict. Most listeners
conscious of the significance his verbal reaction could have (he had
been notably silent during the ent:re conflict), expected him to follow
the line of least resistence: liberalism based on cooptation, some
government concessions at least on paper. They were in for a surprise.
Diaz Ordaz was adament, absolute, and hard-lined all the way. He
ignored or dismissed any mention of government brutality and instead
dwelt for some time on ’’students who had knocked over the veget­
able stands of miserable small businessmen, beggars who had been
trampled by students during necessary police control,” and so on.

He went so far as to say ’’there is not one political prisoner in
Mexico” and challenged all with that absurd statement. (Only a
few months before, the newspapers themselves had onenly stated the
State’s reason for refusing to grant amne ty to Valentin Campa,
leader in prison since the 1958 strike: ’’unwillingness to change
political beliefs” was the written charge.) The president got around
the popular question — especially among the liberal sector — of
university autonomy by claiming ‘‘the University is part of the
nation, and when national security is involved, protection comes fir t.”
On this point he has loudly maintained that the role of the student
is to study. And Diaz Ordaz added: ’’The University deserves au­
tonomy when the students and professors are engaged in the work
of a University: their books”. In his denunciation of the student
movement, he paved the way for a complete government over-throw.

The September drama

Students and others involved in the movement expected a
confrontation to happen sooner. No one believed the government
would allow the 15th and 16th of September (anniversary of the
initiation of the national independence) to pass with the schools
still occupied by students. Although the majority of students unable
to return to their homes for reasons of safety were still living on
campus (as well as working on campus: turning out their daily news
releases, holding press conferences, organizing brigades, printing
po ter», etc.) many of the more political members of the movement
were making plans to go into relative hiding. Plans, at the very
least, involved getting the equipment (medicines, mimeograph
machines, paints, etc.) into hiding.

Just before the weekend of September 15-16, on the 13th, a dull
rainy day with many of the students already in hiding, a silent march
was held. It followed the same route as the first big march but
dispersed completely at the Zocalo. The only incidents recorded this 
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time were the destruction of some 200 cars (witnesses testify to
Mexican soldiers banging on fenders and hoods with rifle butts)
parked by the marchers at the National Anthropology Museum. Only
100.000 students participated this time, but public support was ob­
viously still very much with them.

The night of September 15th is a national fieta in Mexico.
Thousands fill the central square year after year to hear the president
repeat Hidalgo’s shout of "Viva Mexico”. This year few wrere present,
there were government employees forced to attend, and even among
them the silence and hissing and whistling far outweighed any spont­
aneous enthusiasm. (Witnesses testify to this; on the televised ver­
sions, tapes of dubbed cheering replaced reality.) Elsewhere in the
city, however, the people took their national celebration into their
own hands (and out of the president’s). On the campus of the
University, at the National Polytechnical Institute, in the neighbor­
hood plaza of Coyoacan and elsewhere people gathered to hear
companions pronounce the shout of ’’Viva Mexico” and they respond­
ed as they couldn’t to their president. People brought tamales and
home-made sweets, and the fiesta became truly popular.

On the morning of the 16th, the traditional military parade,
augmented for the first time this year with the presence of the great­
ly feared mounted guard of the provinces, brought obvious adverse
reaction from the sidelines. Otherwise, there were no incidents. (Here
it should be brought out that the provincial mounted police is that
group most feared by the peasantry. They are the ones who have
slaughtered countless peasant leaders, razing their homes and leaving
behind die smoldering bodies as a warning to others).

The National Strike Committee continued to meet and publish
reiterations of its demands in the daily newspapers. The tremendous
splits already developing within the Committee were not yet public
domain (revolutionaries and tho"e with more conservative short-
range views were splitting along several lines). The government
continued to ignore all demands, while cloaking its attitude in the
language of condescension, well-meaning phrases and other forms
of cooptation. (The president, in his speech, had said ”To our know­
ledge. no formal demand has been presented in writing by these
students; we have had to intuit their desires...”) There was only
partial coverage in the foreign press (all part of the same intern­
ational vow of silence when it comes to damaging tourist trade,
economic stability in the "free world”, the XIX Olympics). Unof­
ficial communications nationally had been more effective, than
anyone realized. At a meeting of the Strike Committee on the
University campus, two Taharamaura Indians appeared. They had
come from their home in Sonora, several thousand kilometers to the
north. The representatives from this rapidly diminishing and an­
guished tribe knew all about the strike. In their broken Spanish they
told the students: "... we can’t understand it. We can’t understand
how they treat you like this. We understand it when they treat us
bad, when they kill us. But you are their sons! What evil must be
in them, to treat their own sons like this..
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From time to time news leaked out of army personal trying c-s
sneak arm; to the students. All arms stores were closed by the govern­
ment. Hooded figures machine-gunned several schools, passing fc<
rightist terrorists but using arms typical of the Mexican army. Ano­
nymous letters from a few men trapped in the armed sen-ices
were made public, blowing holes in the "terrorist” stories.

On Wednesday night, the 18th of September, around ten p.m—
heavy artillery started rolling along the Avenida Universidad, headed
towards the National University. Many students were on campus. 2-s
well as several hundred parents attending a parents’ meeting, profes­
sors, janitors, workers of various kinds. Some parents who got word
of the approaching tanks and knew their sons or daughters were
on campus, rushed to the University (several of these were arreted
later, while the:r more agile offspring managed to e cape). By eleven
o’clock the university buildings were surrounded and everyone there
picked up. Some students managed to escape between one tank and
another, but hundreds were taken to various prisons. The president
had made good the promise of his September 1st address.

Immediate public reaction was intense but an atmosphere of
legality continued with daily debates in the Senate regarding univer­
sity autonomy, the pros and cons of the laws #145 and #145-bis>
One young PRI senator had the audacity to join members of lesser
parties in their verbal outspokcness, but was silenced quickly and
came back the following day to eat his previous words. While these
’’men of state” held their discussions in a ’’democratic” atmosphere,
young boys were being beaten up in prison and members of the
Mexican armed forces were taking their booty from the National
Univer;ity campus (typewriters, projectors, laboratory equipment
including Mexico’s only electron microscope, etc., — property evalu­
ated at 25,000,000 pesos was missing when the army finally retreated
almost two weeks later).

The rector of the University, Dr. lavier Barros Sierra, made his
public resignation several days later. This was not accepted by the
government university board, however, and he was forced to stay;
face-saving devices and demogogery on all sides.

The army was finally called out of the University on September
30th. the rame day a grout) of some 500 mothers (including mothers
of dead and wounded students) marched in black down the Reforma
and cried their protezt before the Senate. Members of the Senate
who appeared on the steps to receive them, had the audacity to ' add
a few words”.

Three Cultures

On October 2nd the National Strike Committee called a public
meeting at the Plaza de las Tres Culturas (Square of the three
cultures: Indian, Colonial and Modern) at the housing project o
Tlatelolco. The residential area had already been radicalized to a 
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large extent by having been made witness to the destruction of a
nearby school, as well as by the liberal quantities of tear gas filling
the housing project itself at a previous meeting some weeks before.
The October 2nd meeting was called to debate or reaffirm the
opinion of the student base, as regarding the return to classes (pleaded
for by the directors of the various educational centers) or the con­
tinuance of the strike until the six points on the list of demands were
met.

This was later termed El scgundo noche triste de Mexico
(making reference to the first tragic night on which, 500 years ago
on this same spot, die Spaniards betrayed and assasinated Cuauh­
temoc, die Aztec king.) On this twentieth-century parallel, the mas­
sacre was much greater: the official figures were 27 dead and 150
wounded. All witnesses, including impartial foreign corre” non dents
(there were 35 of there nreent in Mexico for the Olymnics)
put the death toll at between 200 and 400, the wounded uncountable.

The meeting was comprised of some 10 000 citizens. The plaza
was filled and the speakers’ rostrum occupied a balcony on the 3rd
floor of the ’’Chihuahua”, one of the apartment buildings. The
original plans had been to hold a brief meeting and then march, en
masse, to the Casco de Santo Tomas, one section of the Polytechnic­
al Institute still held by the army. Due to word that the repressive
forces were expected at any moment, however, the Committee speak­
ers suddenly announced a change in nlan~: the meeting would
break up and avoid confrontation with the police.

At the moment of that announcement, with people still wonder­
ing whether to stay or leave, a helicopter overhead dropped two
flares, one green and one red, into the midst of the crowd. At the
same time, the shooting began. The public, hysterical after the first
shots, quickly saw that the plaza was completely surrounded: the
army had blocked off every possible exit. Tanks and light artillery
were everywhere; 9 mm. weaponry was used (in other words, war
materiel). The only escape seemed towards the insides of the build­
ings themselves. People began running, in any and every direction.
The army followed orders to shoot ’’anything that moves”. Men,
women, children, pregnant women and old people fell right and
left.

The battle lasted six hours. Many of tho^e killed were hit on
the stairs and in the halls of the buildings where they had tried to
take refuge. Agents later identified as plainclothesmen with white
handkerchiefs tied around their right hands operated at close, range
throughout the crowd. Even if the official explanation of "sniper
fire” had any truth to it at all, the extent of the shooting went far
beyond any kind of retaliatory measure. It was a mass assasination.
There is no other word for it.

Inside the buildings, the occupants — already in full sentiment
with the movement in spite of their natural fear — hustled students
and public alike into apartments. The army, searching all these build-
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ings throughout that long night, picked up those who tried to protect
as well as those hiding. An anthropological "cave” in the ruins os
the plaza became a hasty dungeon where many sources later tet’fi^
to the on-the-spot shooting of several of the Strike Committee
members.

Ambulences were not let into the plaza for five hours. For th-^r
reason alone, many of the wounded simply died on the stones cf
the square. Others, who were somehow brought to Red Cross statio'
and public hospitals (already manned by army personnel in additio-s
to their regular staffs) died while bookings took precedence over
medical attention. Some doctors who tried to intervene and attest
the casualties, disappeared temporarily.

Some people managed to escape that Noche Triste. One studem
tells how ne hid in an apartment the police didn’t get to till the
following day. In the early morning hours he " went out with
the lady of the house, milk pails over both our arms, we w*re  mother
and son”. But several thousand were not that lucky. Those wh*
escaped death were taken to the Military Camp #1, or the Carr.^.
Marte as it is sometimes called. There were thousands of prisoners
there. While the slow process of investigation began, prisoners tokf
stories of 203 in cells built for 20. Not being able to sit or lie dov,r
was a common complaint. But not being able to unbend was ooc
always due to lack of room. The beatings and tortures which began
to leak out from the morning of the 3rd on, left no doubt in anyone’s
mind as to what Mexico was up against.

The standard World-Wide Catch-All

Following the catch-all of "foreign agitators”, u«ed by the
authorities extensively up to this point in the strike, various foreign­
ers who haonened to be in the meeting at Tlatelolco were treated
exceptionally badly. They were given parafin tests and it was chimed
their ’’finger prints” were on all manner of "weaponry” found in the
buildings. It was immediately deduced that they must be the master­
minds of the ’’anti-Mexican plot”, and several of them were im­
mediately given long sentences which they only managed to get O-t
of after weeks of torture or mistreatment and the intervention of
U.S. authorities willing to act in their behalf.

The foreign press was incredulous. A German journalist, ir
Mexico to cover the Olympics for a major German magazine, spear
a day and a half at the Military Camp. All his possessions were taker
from him, including travellers’ checks, cameras, etc. He said uMy
father was a Nazi. I’m not proud of my country. But I’ve never seer.
anything to equal what happened at Tlatelolco”. Two BBC newsmer
suffered the same loss of property, the same imprisonment They
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spoke of the students’ heads being shaved en masse in the court­
yards of the compound; once they were released they’d be marked
for further action. Oriana Fallaci, Italian writer and journalist, was
wounded twice. In the Hospital Vicente Lenero, she returned the
flowers sent by the president, with a few well-chosen words on the
events of the past days. Then she left die hospital, rccoverd in a
private sanitarium, and returned to Italy.

The dead: dozens of them (?), hundreds of them (?) were in­
cinerated as the previous martyrs of the movement had been. The
few indispensible funerals were allowed to be held. Inside the
prisons: the convicts were questioned and tortured until the necessary
’organizers” were uncovered. The daily papers held to their story
of ’’snipers”, "foreign snipers,” and then began focusing attention
on the "sensational revelations made by members of the Strike Com­
mittee who had been arrested”.

At Tlaltelolco, the army patrolled the buildings and grounds.
Bavnnets drawn, the soldiers walked back and forth on the tops of
buildings as well as down below. Tanks remained, circling the
premi.es. A large army truck, filled with men, was parked before
the passport offices in the State Department Building (on one side
of the plaza). One of the soldiers was singing and plucking a guitar.
Another was reading a copy of POR QUE? (still the only publication
in the country to have published the facts throughout the events of
these three months). Lines of "refugees”, families leaving their
apartments in the huge projects, could be seen walking away with
their belongings and children.

The International Olympic Committee had an emergency meet­
ing the following morning, but nothing was changed. The Mexican
government had repressed the movement with brute force, and the
Olympic preparations went on as if nothing had happened. Slogans
and exhortations painted all over the city were methodically painted
out and over them the Olympic Committee stenciled the words
"BIENVENfDOS — WELCOME — BIENVENUS”. Tourist trade
was reduced by approximately half, many of the great sporting
events were half empty, but the Olympics opened as scheduled with
ostentateous fanfare on October 12th.

The beginn’ng of the end

Thousands in prisons. Hundreds dead. Hundreds more missing.
Hundreds wounded. The city painted exuberent colours. White doves
of peace the repeated motif. Balloons and flags everywhere. The
sense of unreality was hard to cope with, even for those least in­
volved.

The Mexican government systematically used the army in the
last two months of die strike, in order to repress what had obviously
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become a popular movement for a more democratic system (desp^fie
no real effective worker’s support, and in spite of the fact that &
movement itself was engaged in various levels of radicalization>
This consistent intervention by the army led many people to speo-S-
ate on the possibility that the government had in fact been
over by the Army (the ’‘military coup” hypothesis.) It was rumocreC
that Marcial Tarragan, the general who is the army’s chief of sczfr
flew to Washington two days after the massacre at Tlaltelo’c^
Rumours as to President Diaz Ordaz’s silence, awkwardne s as-
general inability to cope, also seemed to point to this possibility.

It was also considered that the government might have bees
taken over by the CIA (the “imperialist coup” hypothesis). The
government itself had spread rumours, more than once featured
die press, as to “CIA infiltration”, and it was abo known (and
seems probably) that there are great schisms within the governmeor
itself.

But it seems evident that the CIA has no need to “rescue” rhe
Mexican government in order to protect American interests. Amer­
ican interests are already well-administered in Mexico in the perfer
table manner: through the facade of Mexico as an independe-rc
sovereign and democratic nation. Mexico is actually owned by U-S.
capital, any “51% theory” to the contrary.

The military coup theory also seems baseless at this point, though.
there is no doubt about the fact that the army is being intentionally-
strengthened. The Mexican army has no tradition de casta (as, fee
example, the Argentine army has), it is small in size, and even in
the unlikely possibility it could take over the government at this
time, it is clear that it could not rule successfully.

It is not enough to seize power: the most difficult problem for
any class is to conserve power, to stay in power. This requires not
only the force of weapons but also the organization — the Parry
organization or any of its equivalents — capable of re-aligning those
sectors of the ruling class which will form the basis of the ne-a
society, the new state. And real discontent with the status quo must
be replaced by an alternative program, no matter how moderate
that program is to begin with. The Mexican army is filled
with discontented individuals, but there are few signs of any read
organized move towards revolt.

If one looks back on the recent history of Mexico, it seems
evident that the latest events represent a continuation of the as­
cendancy of force and violence in the strategy of a government which
has found other methods less effective to maintain its power. The
difference is that now coercion, cooptation, bribes and systematic
lying are insufficient — more and more force is needed to keen the
people in line. From Miguel Aleman to Ruiz Cortines to Lopes
Mateos and now to Diaz Ordaz, the curve of official violence ts
steep. What has been for years taken for granted in the provinces 
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(the open killing of union and peasant leaders, obvious pillage and
gra:t on every level) has now arrived in the capital and is spilling
over the rim of the glass.

(Mid-December 1968): Troops surrounded the University in
Mexico City on December 14 and armed patrols rolled through the
street, after a clash yesterday between 6000 students and paratroops.
The Attorney General’s department said 500 people, mostly students,
were arrested. The march was organized to protest against the
continued detention of students and teachers jailed during the actions
this summer before the Olympic Games.

THE EDITORS.

from
OUR GENERATION LITERATURE DEPT.

MEXICO 1969
A STORY OF DOMINATION

AND REPRESSION

51 pages $1.25

published by: North American Congress on Latin America.
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INTER VJJE W
Jim Harding, an associate editor of OUR GENERATIC--^

spent a month in Europe this summer sponsored ty the
rctariat of the Canadian Un’on of Students. He attended *
ninth World Youth Festival in Soph’a, Bulgaria, as one <--
four CUS delegates. He also visited West Germany, Ozccbo^-^"
vakia, France, and England.

H’s ma n concern was to study tho role of students --
the French and West German crisis this past year, and
learn about the evolution of radical student politics in Es^-'
ern and Western Europe.

Hard ng reported his findings to Bill Fletcher, who inter­
viewed him for The Peak.

The Peak : What did the Youth Festival show about studenzs
and youth internationally?

Jim Harding : There were 20,000 delegates from 120 countries.
Some international generalizations are thus possible. First, 1 wo-l2 -
say university issues now have a worldwide significance. In a3
industrial societies (capitalist and socialist) the issue of studexx
participation exists. You, however, see different demands around
this theme in different countries. In Canada radical students want o
make the university independent of corporate interests and to replace
training with critical education. This is true for radical students in
all capitalist societies.

Growing demand

In Yugoslavia, in contrast, students who demonstrated in June
were demanding that university education more fully prepare them
to participate skillfully in the economy and society. This seems to
be a growing demand in socialist societies. My conclusion is that
radical students in capitalist societies are critical of corporate society
and see no possibility of democratic participation in it; while in
socialist societies they are opposed to bureaucratic elites who keep
from building participatory democracy upon socialism.

Secondly, universities in the Third World are creating issues for
students. Research and training go hand in hand with economic
development or exploitation in these countries. If the "development
is ba ed on capitalism, the universities are linked to the interests of
the national bourgeoise, and foreign investors. Hence there is a brain-
drain on the country (professionals travelling to die U.S.) and the
skills needed to bring the country out of poverty aren’t produced.
Universities in neo-colonial countries are themselves institutions or
exploitation, and this is an issue for revolutionary students.

The Peak : How representative was the Youth Festival?
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Jim Harding : World Youth Festivals were begun by youth
groups of the ’’Allies” after WW II. The Cold War split youth
organizations into communist and anti-communist and World Fes­
tivals became organized by Eastern European groups. This summer’s
festival reflected the end of Cold War politics among students. CUS
and UGEQ were officially represented. The vast majority of non­
communist student groups were there. So the delegation was broad.
The actual organization of the Festival was a different thing, how­
ever. It was highly centralized, pre-planned and bureaucratic. It was
like a multiversity, with lectures, huge meetings, etc. The Festival
didn’t allow participatory democracy in any way.

Neo-Stalinist

The Peak : Why do you think this was the case?
Jim Harding : Bulgaria is still a neo-Stalinist country. There

are few signs of a radical youth movement with an international
perspective. Thus student radicals from West Europe and North
America and some long-haired Czechoslovakians weren’t tolerated.
Our leaflets calling for teach-ins were often taken away, and we had a
tough time raising questions critical of the USSR in forums. There
is no doubt that an authoritarianism still exists in Eastern Europe.

They just don’t understand the new radicalism developing in
Europe and America. When we (about 800 new leftists) demonstrat­
ed at the U.S. Embassy the Bulgarian police stopped us with horses
and trucks as a barricade. Then Communist Youth had a counter­
demonstration. It boggles your mind and makes you think Eastern
European Socialism is as conservative as Mao argues.

The Peak : What about Czechoslovakia?
Jim Harding : I’ve done an extensive analysis of the Czech

reforms and the Soviet-led occupation for a new Canadian student
journal ’’Marxist Perspectives”. It really takes a long analysis to
understand what’s happening there. The North American press
doesn’t give many clues either.

1) The Czech movement has broad support;
2) there are 3 main reforms: a) ’’special status” for the Slovak

people, b) abolition of the centralized power of the Communist Party
to be replaced by a socialist pluralism allowing many interests and
groups to participate in government; and c) the adoption of a Yugo­
slav-type economy.

1 strongly favour the first two, but the latter has too many over­
tones of a managerial-efficiency socialism. There is no doubt this is
better than an authoritarian socialism, but I prefer a socialist human­
ism where status groups do not exist.

Exploitation
The Peak : Is there a real difference between these two types

of socialism?
Jim Harding : It depends on how the economy is organized,

and how wealth is distributed. Eastern European socialism is tied to
the exchange-currency system of the world market. Nations compete
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in this world market. Thus the person who produces is often exploit­
ed since the ends of production are not human liberation from labour
and destitution, but building up a hard international currency. It's
because of this that management in a Bulgaria furniture factory 1
visited stressed growing export production over lowering hours of
work.

This managerial-socialism is of course inevitable as lone as tb«
U.S. dominates the world market. People in national socialist eco­
nomies are being conditioned to labour, wages and consumption
(though not debt as in capitalism), and real communist values
(“from each according to his ability, to each according to his needs”)
are not being actualized. Instead you get status groups (though nor
exploitative classes) which get some vested interests over others.

The Peak : Is this what is happening in Czechoslovakia? Is this
why USSR leadership considers the reforms “counter-revolutionary?"

Jim Harding : This is what seems to be happening all over
Eastern Europe, whether their economies are centralized (planned)
or decentralized (with a market place). The charge that Czech re­
forms are “counter-revolutkmary” is rhetorical. The fact that the
USSR is an industrial empire and Czechoslovakia is a part of it. and
the added fact that a USSR-type Communist party is needed to
integrate it into the empire, is the real basis of the Soviet-led oc­
cupation.

The Peak : Let’s move on to the French and West GermiD
students. Dutschke and Cohn-Bendit have become well known in
North America. What are the roots of the~e student movements?

Jim Harding: Authoritarian universities, the integration of
West Europe economies into the U.S. Empire, growing neo-fascism.
and the Vietnam war — all the^e have led to die revolutionary tactics
of students in these countries. These students are firstly internation­
alists: they understand the political and social conflicts in their
countries in relationship to U.S. imperialism, Third World liberation
movements, and the significance of youth in the struggle for self-
determination. I would now say tliat a new “Internationale” of
revolutionary students is evolving in the world.

Slow to develop

The Peak : Are Canadian students part of this movement?
Jim Harding : We are slower to develop this consciousness be­

cause our society is so totally integrated into the continental capital­
ism of the U.S. Objectively, we are an industrial satellite with a
colonial mentality. And Trudeau’s branch-plant liberalism which
focuses on legalism when economic realities are undermining our
independence, further hampers us.

Still our condition is making us radical. The CUS conference
took a significant turn to the left, though many liberal-reformers
have just adopted a radical jargon without political experience to
give it personal meaning. As the myths of the “great society”
exposed by the Vietnam War, the ghetto and the repression of 
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blacks and youth (e.g. Chicago), Canadians are turning inwards. It’s
hard to identify with a crumbling empire. This is tne basis of a
growing nationalism in this country. Whether this nationalism be­
comes a chauvinism that cloaks a liberal corporate society, or develops
into a national liberation movement, depends greatly on the leader­
ship of radical youth and students. In the last year radicals have
begun to debate the relationship between the multiversity and Ca­
nada’s satellite economy. If and when we demand university reform
to gain control over our education to redirect it away from a branch­
plant function, for our own national liberation, we will begin to
give diis leadership.

Still niggers

The Peak : Does our struggle at SFU for reform relate to this
growing international movement for national liberation?

Jim Harding : It doe;, if we learn from our mistakes. In the
last year, we have seen this campus go through a Weberian-like cycle:
from traditional authority, (e.g. McFog), through charismatic author­
ity (c-g- Loney) to legal-rational authority (e.g. Strand). Radicals,
mainly the SDU, helped expose and challenge the undemocratic
structure here, but ’’Faculty Power” has (for the time being) stabiliz­
ed the campus around Strand. The students have won nothing.

We remain niggers in the classroom, and the university remains
an appendage of the continental market-place. I think that many
students have learned something basic about institutions in a corpor­
ate system, and there are now more radicals and more strategic
radicals here. Also, students now have a base in some departments
to work for meaningful reforms (abolition of grades, free education,
etc.) Now that Canadian students have joined together with the
radical policies in CUS we can expect a higher level of activity for
educational and national freedom.

Fantasy world

The Peak : How did the trip affect you personally? How did
you change?

Jim Harding : I was in eastern and western Europe in 1962.
Patty and I attended the last World Youth Festival in Helsinki that
summer. Immense changes have occurred since then. Radical students
have become a significant political force in many societies. A move­
ment opposing authoritarian socialism is growing in eastern Europe.
In western Europe students are beginning to make alliances with
workers, and in the U.S. students are helping to expose the imperialist
nature of American capitalism.

In Canada we are moving into the critical period for student
radicalism. Will ’’student power” lead to the co-management by
students in a corporate training? Ct will it lead to a social move­
ment for Canadian self-determination? The danger that it will be­
come the former is clear to me. But the commitment to make it
the latter is now greater.
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Middle class Canadian students can live in a fantasy world
not face the violence and exploitation of the 20th century bed* 3*
their individualism keeps them ignorant of the world around the&-
But this can only last so long. We are being affected by the co&
tinentalism and violence that comes with U.S. dollars. I realize
that we have to make important choices, each of us, if we are
avoid the turmoil across the border.

More than anything, meeting with the NLF people at Sophia
a gracious group of people, established my existential commitme^-
to work for our own liberation. This is a central part of my 11/-
now. One girl from the NLF put it this way: "We’d appreciate it tf
you’d stop arms shipments to tne U.S., but never separate such actions
from your own national freedom.”

One world

I saw and heard too much about the world to repress it co
returning home. We are living in one world, with a set of fund­
amental problems. My hope is that more students will commit their
lives to their solution — and that means a world-wide revolution ra
all societies — and not hiding in status, beer and jargon. The more
we postpone the needed changes in Canada the more difficult it wiL!
be to avoid what is happening across the border.

WHAT'S HAPPENING AT SIMON

FRASER UNIVERSITY?

by Jim Harding

Students occupied the SFU Administration Building ll'ednes-
day night, Nov. 20, after three years of negotiations through ‘ legi­
timate” channels had failed utterly. That evening the SFU Senate
had refused even to debate student demands for an end to secret
discriminatory admissions policies, and for free transfer to SFU
from other schools. The students zvere getting nowhere.

SDU (Students Democratic University) students had been
picketing the Simon Fraser Administration Building since the
previous Thursday, when 500 students sat-in there to dramatise
their demands, only to be turned down by the Senate Undergraduate
Admissions Committee. Their four demands, evolved in the previous
3 months, zvere for:

1) Free transfer and automatic acceptance of credits wit
the BC public education system;

2) An elected parity student faculty Admissions Board;
3) Opening of all administration files; . .
4) More money for education as a whole and equitable firUJ

ing zvithin post-secondary education.
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Elsewhere in this section, readers will see the report “S.F.U.
Bust”. Jim Harding, an activist at Simon Eraser wrote the fol­
lowing article before the dramatic events of late November and
December.

few years ago the new left talked of "The System.” Whether
it was our growing awareness that the military tecnnology of the
Cold War threatened us — and was out of our control — or our
growing awareness that the market place and its bureaucracies op­
pressed us, we referred to The System as the other side of our felt
powerlessness.

Our awareness is beginning to change. We now know that the
"status quo” of The System was greatly our own fixation. We no
longer see tlais society one-dimensionally. We recognize areas of
conflict, and that diverse groups are starting to recognize their actual
and potential power. Fantasy about activism is being replaced with
organized radicalism.

Now that a sort of "cultural revolution” and our political
skills have been nurtured, we have begun to threaten our corporate
and imperialistic society1; we need to face a whole new set of
questions. Perhaps, individually, we are doing this. Our local strug­
gles may be leading us to the same questions; some self-critical
and organizational and others analytical, but this cannot be assumed
automatically. So allow me to project my own concerns onto you to
test then out.

We can learn nothing about how to integrate theory and prac­
tice unless we learn to understand our local situation (institutions),
and to see the intricate relationships between our base of organized
radicalism and wider social forces. At Simon Fraser University
(SFU) we have had enough specific experiences to see this dialectic
operating. If we can engender sufficient degrees of awareness we
can see how various forces are begining to consolidate and react to
our organized radicalism, and how this "gestalt” will affect short­
term, and long-term outcomes. In doing this we can begin to evaluate
the nature of our organized radicalism so as to affect society in the
way we desire.

I consider our organized radicalism at present to have one major
strategy: to dislocate people ideologically, which (as SFU shows)
affects the workings of an institution so as to expose the realities
that complement the rhetoric (whether conservative or liberal) of
the university. This strategy is fundamental to more political ones
(let us distinguish the two for our own clarity) because without
ideological dislocation among people in an institution there is no
way that participatory democracy (by which I mean control over,
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aot participation in, i.e. not co-management of the corporate unI’*rZFz=
sity) and revolutionary movement (people re-building their s-oO-"
environment themselves) can begin to occur. This distinction —
help break "radicals” from their "metaphysics” and force u5 —
analyse, specifically, the social psychology of the institution we 's—
within and wider forces that shape the behavior and experiences c-
those we wish to organize. We too often confuse our ideology------
identity — with the institutional realities within which we are org^2^
izing.

Perhaps ironically, we have found that as we have beo>—
relatively effective within the situation at SFU (and I use the
“we” advisably since there is no static "WE”), ideological indwidu
ism (doing your own thing ideologically, in abstract from the re­
alities around you) has decreased; though not disappeared. It is
harder to put a label on SFU radicals, whereas, for the pa:t yex=-r
we saw a variety of radical vocabularies in conflict, devoid of acr-t-sJ
campus action. We are begining to debate campus strategy in tenr_s
of shared, institutional experience. In this sense, it is an “end c-f
ideology.”

Seeing this transition from ideological individualism to a more
pragmatic use of ideas leads me to warn others that it is a destructive
waste of time to debate ideology unless points are specifically rel­
evant to a practical setting within which you are organizing. (Radic­
al theory is often “specifically relevant” to a practical setting — st>
don’t think I am coming on anti-intellectually.) Is this warning ob­
vious? I think not. Few people are actually organizing at this stage
in the Canadian student movement. If we had an organizer for every
radical ideologue, we’d be a powerful movement.

To see beyond “The System” and to break out of ideological
individualism certain forces have to affect your institution. SFJ is
a good case study. It is a relatively isolated campus (on Burnaby
mountain) and thus exagerates the dialectics that have to operate
to expose ’The System”. So let me trace, briefly, the chronology of
events that led to a growing awareness. Most of my chronology will
be in terms of the painful growth of the STUDENTS FOR A
DEMOCRATIC UNIVERSITY (SDU).

Formation of the SDU

The SFU-SDU was formed in January 1968. It was not a^y
specific understanding of the workings and contradictions of the
campus that led to the formation of the group. It was rather the
radical ideology of many youth that is growing in this culture. That
is not to say that radicals with past on and off campus experience
(CUS, SUP A, NDY, etc.) did not play important roles.
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Now (12 months later) we have a more specific and shared
understanding, which allows us to think in terms of strategies and
tactics. This transition has changed the nature of the SDU — made
it one of many institutional forces, rather than an isolated radical
sub-culture, on campus. The SDU has a political relevance because
of what we have gone through, not because of our radical ideology
per se.

This transition will probably occur in every situation where
effective radicalism evolves. And if sectarian and isolationist ap­
proaches are to be avoided (a precondition for effectiveness) or
outgrown, it is useful to consciously work for the transition. We
did not, and can only use retrospect on our errors.

The SDU began as an organization with decentralized groups,
and larger projects that were to develop into a participatory process
rather than into an elitist leadership. This didn’t work.

Our very formulation of the role of organized radicalism on
campus proved to be incorrect. This probably relates to the generaliz­
ed level of criticism (rather than criticism from experience) of the
un.ver ity by SDU members. Our '’thinking” was deductive and
mechanical, and we existed as one of many sub cultures of students
on campus. And the rationalism (rather than activism) of our ap­
proach would never have, in itself, broken us into the lives of most
students.

This happened through unfolding, circumstances, not through
our own strategy. We didn’t even relate to the circumstances tactically.
Issues did exist on campus (as they do everywhere) and we got
drawn into the debate and action over them. But, they were not
issues, stemming from a radical strategy. We were reacting to faculty
issues (e.g. hiring, firing and tenure), and we are still dealing with
the results of this reaction. It is possible that others can avoid the
traps we are in at SFU by deliberately acting differently than we have
in conflict situations.

Linking to faculty issues served to expose the institutional rhe­
toric existing at that time (institutions can change their rhetoric
quickly when they have to). The demystification of authority that
occurred (for some students) allowed students to then act, i.e. to
confront that very authority. Mass meetings (called after the left­
liberal student council was impeached) heard debate about Board
interference into academic matters and, at the same time SDU people
were trying to mobilize students to confront the Board (on the issue
of openness), and, later in the semester, the Senate, over its com­
plicity in smears against "radical” professors in one department.
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Because a professor’s contract was not being renewed by
Board we were able to discuss the authority system at SFU,
through direct action (about 200 at each of 2 sit-ins in the
’68 semester) many students saw and heard in person the people
authority. This linked an issue to theory and to first-hand experien^
All three are needed to expose (demystify) institutional rhetoric
Direct action is not only needed to add a political process to
institution, it is necessary for practical education, especially **
universities — where people are trained in verbal masturbation.

The impeachment of the student council left a void on camp>-^
that the SDU partly filled with its growing analysis of the univers-JJ
and society. Mass student meetings attempted to develop an alterc-
ative to the traditional elitist student government. The impeachmecc
indicated that the students were alienated from such elitism. SOU*
people advocated a ’’direct democracy” where students would debare
policies and direct a ’’union executive” to initiate certain strategies.
Thus the term ’’participatory democracy” (implying a generalized
critique of representative-liberal democracy) grew into a more
concrete idea, ’’participatory unionism.”

This proposal failed to engender enough support, and SFU
went without a student government for the rest of the spring se­
mester. The proposal was in fact utopian since it failed to take into
account the "student as nigger” analysis. At that time the SDU was
not thinking much about how to act to confront students, and. co
move campus issues from liberal to radical ones. Our new leftism
was still formalistic, not strategic.

Once we actually tested our support. A referendum (initiated
by an SDU member) called for the resignation of the Board and
President for interfering in academic matters was lost 700 to 500.
This dirillusioned some, but in retrospect, polarization on this issue.
at that particular time, was vital. I argued then that getting 1,200
to declare themselves on the legitimacy or illegitimacy of the ad­
ministration was more significant than the vote per se; and when
the Canadian Association of University Teachers (CAUT) censured
this same administration 2 months later (for maladministration). Our
early polarization clearly was educational.

Still, we were unable to organize so as to further mobilize the
500 who supported the radical position. This inability to mobilue
support that we know exists is still our basic weakness. Both the
President and Chancellor (also British Columbia Hydro Chairnuo
— remember the Columbia River Treaty?) spoke to student ral *es
before this vote, and their rhetoric succeeded in confusing most
present. After the CAUT censure, however, many learned because
of these earlier ’’performances” — about the function of rhetoric
in maintaining authoritarian-corporate institutions.
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Other issues continued to build SDU support and demystify
SFU authority. Gunther Frank’s hiring was impeded and finally
turned down, with the conservative ideology of Senate being exposed
in the process. Again large rallies served to relegitimizc campus
authority. Later that semester a wall was built in the "Faculty Lounge"
(to keep hippy-type undergrads out) and again the rhetoric about
an "academic community” was exposed. Opposition to this wall
grew, with the help of Provo-type tactics, and with it radicalism in
and around the SDU grew.

The SDU was poorly organized through this whole semester.
We were carried along by events radier than deciding how to affect
them. But die momentum was there, issues were diere, and our
response did serve to build a more conscious radical community on
campus.

The next semester the SDU shifted from this rather disorganized
approach to a more conscious one. What did we learn from our
flirtation with electoral politics over the summer months?

Into Student Government

During the semester break the SDU decided to enter student
elections, 'lhe impeachement of student council necessitated a special
council for the Summer semester. This decision had ramifications
none of us saw at the time.

We ran a slate on a radical on and off campus programme.
Events in France had helped break many of us out of the bind of
reform versus revolution. Though some on the slate proved unable
to apply the approaches of revolutionary reformism to the crisis
over die summer (beware of abstract "liberal-radical" categorizing
of people) giving further indication of our immaturity, tnis was
nevertheless the perspective of these instrumental in organizing the
slate.

The "plan" was to run a campaign outlining our programme
for action and, win or lose, go on building the support of people
willing to act.

The fact that the "student power" — SDU slate won 10/13
council seats with the largest (to that date) percentage vote in
campus history (we received about 550/900 votes) deserves analysis.
Clearly the SDU leadership had become "authoritative" on campus
issues after the impeachment; and due to our role in earlier issues
a large enough constituency of support had developed to allow
electoral victory, at that stage in SFU history. Perhaps it will be the
last time electoral politics will be possible. As you push radical issues
on campus, radier than micky-mouse "student government focused
(read "administration front") you are bound to get a reaction and
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draw more people into debate. There is no doubt most SFU
are conservative, have individualistic motives and thus you ca^ < ~
on elections except as an initial tactic.

If we are to glean any lessons from our experience in
Council we need to look back critically, to see the effects *
proaches, and to imagine alternative ones.

The censure was declared on a Thursday. Part of our —
already been elected (or acclaimed). Most of the rest of cr-xr
won the following day. Demands for restructuring the campexs ( -
eight minimum demands”) were passed overwhelmingly by'
1,000 students the first day of the censure. No strategy undertzj —
tactic ’, so it wasn't a tactic. Then die following day, two referee-——=L

were presented: one calling for the resignation of the
and the other for a boycott of classes if our demands
met by a stated deadline. Already die ’’utopian radicalism” —-
false consensus of the earlier day — was breaking down, and tii
traditional liberal argument that "we agree with your ends, b-t - ~
your means” was being stated. Many faculty and students
against a strike, and confusion set in.

The weekend followed. Over the two days the Council
about 200 students (many not of the SDU ’’core”, but attracted —
the activity) established diree projects (off-campus work, free ua?
sity preparation, and political strategy) to prepare for the
of the referendum.

Spontaneous activity grew over the weekend. A social rooverr-er'.
contra ting sharply with what I call the ’’collective individualism" c?
the corporate-like university, was underway. But, blinded by
roles and political rationalism, many on Council didn’t sen e,
work with, this potential. Strategizing was being done in a vacxr—rz-
It was ba ed on speculation rather than the proce:s already under^.-z^
Theory and practice were blatantly separated. I saw a transition frrtn
’’ultra-lefti m” to parliamentary socialism in some people in 
around the student power Council. This sugge ts that the ideolo-^SzzZ
individualism I referred to may lead to a split between politlzzJ
identity and actual leadership abilities in conflict situations.

Some on Council were thinking in terms of ’’democratic ceaerz3-
ism” around the Council, while others (with various orientatlorzs}
were thinking about mobilizing more people to act, building on those
already mobilized. These two trends were in conflict, not dee
theory, but due to differing ways of operating in conflict situataoetsi
And we could never get to the point of evaluating our ways of oper­
ation. There was little real communication among radicals durirtj;
the crisis.

A hang-up with representative democracy also developed-. Scene
took their Council roles seriously per se, rather than putting the2r~
elect on in the context of past and present events. When you be^-Zja
to think of yourself as ’’Representatives”, rather than as initiators,
you will ultimately get stopped by ’’the tyranny of the majority
And that’s what happened.
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Legal-political criteria rather than activistic criteria dominated
the Council as we prepared for the referendum. There was even
conflict over the Council issuing a pamphlet in support of the boy­
cott on the last morning of voting. Some thought this was unwise
since it would alienate some students. We were supposed to sit back
and wait for the results, not affect them. The habits of liberal de­
mocracy were deeply ingrained in people.

This divergence among the Council itself and among others
centrally involved during the ’’crisis” led to ’’tactical” differences
over how to treat the referendum results. And, because legal-political
thought dominated, it was pushed to a council vote of whether 50%
or 66% was needed to have the boycott (we passed 50%). We should
have debated what wc would do whatever the vote was, but the
consciousness of many was now a majoritarian-consensus type and so
that debate was impossible.

The boycott vote received 58% support (900 of 1300), but put
to a vote as to whether 50% or 66% was needed, the vast majority
at the mass meeting said 66% (with the help of the then Ombuds­
man, now reactionary student president, who used his position and
legalisms to stop the boycott), the action was stopped. The fact that
83% voted for the resignation of the Board, but only 58% for the
boycott showed the dangers of this kind of thinking and the need
to organize a link between theory and practice.

When you have 900 out of 2,400 students ready to act, and
there is no action, disillusionment sets in. And it did. There was no
leadership independent of the Council able to establish mass action
when the Council failed. Instead we were left with minority action
by the SDU core off Council.

A SDU sit-in 4 began in the Administration building. It had an
effect on Joint Faculty since, until it began, they refused to include
student participation in their list of reforms. But the main ’’reason”
for the sit-in was the belief that without direct action the crisis would
turn into a legalistic game.

We ’’escalated” the sit-in from the lower hall to the President’s
floor, and ultimately into the Board room. During this period the
SDU core (aided by a few faculty) dismantled the wall in the Faculty
Lounge.

Then, finally getting into the Board room, we declared the
newly “liberated zone” a children’s nursery. We knew by this time
that there was no way to use the sit-in to refocus the confrontation
onto the Board, so we felt we’d better establish the precedent of using
university space for the needs of students.

The ’’confrontation-liberation” model seemed to evolve naturally
from the SDU core. I have since thought critically about it since
many North American radicals seem to have identifications with
third world revolutionaries that may not be relevant to our own
context.
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Holding the Board room we ’’bargained” for space for a perr^
anent nursey, and it was later obtained. For three years stude-^1
councils and others had asked for such space, without success.
nursery, now called the ’’Co-op Family” remains the only liberal
(non-incorporated) zone on the campus.

After the boycott failed most students looked to Joint Faculty
Pressure was off the Board and the crisis turned institutional, rath£*
than political in the broad sense. This was the beginning of student­
faculty confrontations that were to continue until the end of tbe
summer.

Joint Faculty meetings (Arts, Science, and Education) had theo-
selves been opened through an earlier confrontation. Several students
sat in tnelr tir.t crisis meeting, forcing a vote on openness. That one
was lost, but at the next meeting the same motion carried. This is just
one of many examples of how important reforms came from minor
confrontations. It also shows how attitudes can change when people
are faced with a human reality, not just a resolution or a committee-

The pre:ence of large numbers of students in tense meetings
certainly affected the faculty decisions. Whereas most faculty wanted
to lift the censure, through minor reforms within the same university
structures, they ended up passing principled statements that had a
similarity with the students demands (limiting Board power, all
academic senate, democratization of departments, students particip­
ation). Though it took many hours of petty debate to do it, the
faculty ended up granting student parity on the presidential search
committee (with veto) and on the Implementation Committee, pie
establishment of these procedures initiated a period of bargaining
which has since served to expose (to SDUers) the inability of most
faculty to replace traditional approaches with inquiry into and change
toward an autonomous, self-governing university. The nature of
faculty power” also became clear through this bargaining, and they

ewre added to the list of authorities demystified on campus.

The presidential search committee exposed the deceitfulness
of many faculty. The student committee (initially split between
militant and compromise positions) finally presented John Seeley as
their presidential choice, but, the majority of that committee agreed
to compromise on the faculty choice if certain procedures could be
criticized before Joint Faculty. The ’’compromise” was undermined
by faculty themselves, (they pushed their man through without
student criticism) once again showing that compromisizing without
power is cutting your own throat.
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The same dynamics existed on the implementation committee.
The faculty ended up undermining their own principles with pseudo­
arguments that cloaked their timidity in the face of the power of
the Board or the Social Credit government. They showed they prefer
a saw-off with these groups, to basic reform. They ended up rejecting
any form of student participation in the university that would allow
us to have real controls over our education.

The summers activities themselves became mystified across En­
glish Canada. I am still amazed how the capitalist media creates
myths that many radicals believe. The affect of SFU delegates on
the Canadian Union of Students Congress may have partially been
a result of this mystification.

This year. CUS went ’‘radical” in policy, partly because the
summer at SFU — linked to impressions of Paris and Columbia in
this country — gave student radicalism a certain status to liberals
and activist students. It remains to be seen whether radicalism is suf­
ficiently organized in the country to put some power in CUS policies,
before “student power” is itself turned into rhetoric. The reaction
to CUS by conservative student forces is a challenge to radicals to
organize for an independent (ultimately voluntary) national student
union to give a political base for the Canadian student movement.

National Liberation and University Reform

The Fall ’68 semester began with the new President (Strand)
giving his “address to the union” to students. The me^ia had con­
tinually projected an image of chaos and anarchy at SFU, and the
cry “the taxpayers can’t tolerate student anarchy” was heard over and
over. Most students “wanted” to have institutional stability more
than institutional reforms, and it became clear that a reaction to
student power was developing. This culminated in the election of
a reactionary (they call themselves “moderates’’) Student Council.

A comment on the Fall elections is needed. The first vote (the
election of SFU’s Council is done in two, week-apart votes) gave the
so-called “moderates” 1800 of 2,700 votes. Half the studet body
voted. The second vote gave the “moderates” 800 of 1,400 votes. The
vote dropped from 50% to 30% in one week.

Many radicals were further disillusioned by the loss of the
election, showing they had not understood the revolutionary reform­
ist perspective underlying our entrance into student government in
the summer. The ideology of representative, liberal democracy
again showed its power to cloak facts. The fact is. the moderates
received fewer votes the second vote than the radicals did on the
first.

Many radicals confused votes for conservatives with support
for the status quo. In reality the vote was a reaction to the mystique
surrounding radicals from the summer. Though we “lost (by liberal
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criteria) we clearly have a committed constituency and succeeded
in moving issues to a new level. The moderates will incre^5”
ingly be schizophrenic since they had to ’’agree” with our program!#*-
though attacking us and our means, as a means of legitimizing then**
selves.

Abstract ideology still keeps many radicals from critically eval-
ating campus dynamics — to enable us to persistently organize a#
autonomous base of student power. When we entered electoral
politics in the summer we were ignorant of our naivete about the
workings of liberal democracy. We were trapped, and failed to do
the self-criticism necevary to learn from our errors. This still
characterizes the SFU-SDU.

The SDU is now clearly in a minority position and all liberal
majoritarian tactics (for now at least) have to be rejected. Those
who believed that revolutionary reforms — reforms that enhance
conrc:ousness and build strength for more fundamental reforms —
could be had without a struggle, are again cynical. But we have a
solid base of support to build from on campus. We are in a better
position than at any previous time to organize for basic reform, if
we can learn from our twelve months experience.

The revolutionary reformist perspective is the only one that
allows us to build support around issues arising out of liberal capital­
ist ideology and, through praxis, push for more basic changes. Radic­
alism that is sectarian or academic it simply irrelevant to the task
of mobilizing people for social change. But, to ensure that univer ity
reforms are building radical consciousness (and not leading to the
co-management by students of branch-plant universities) we now need
to concentrate on building an effective organization. We have arrived
at the point where an organization has an objectivity in the situatioti­

lt will be an extra-parliamentary opposition on and off camnus
which rai'ei issues of control and utilizes confrontations to further
strategies aimed at gaining real victories for students.

The Fall election itself shows the potential for education through
confrontations. Our militant programme clearly provoked verbal
confrontations throughout the campus. We succeeded in breaking
large numbers on campus out of their narrow existence to begin to
ask critical questions about the environment.

The pattern seems clear. There has been a reaction to militant
student power, but on our terms. This is reason for confidence, no*
disillusionment. The reaction occured around issues we have pushed.
thus the level of awareness has been raised. The fact that 50%.
the students voted has brought 3.000 students into the continuing
debate. This shows that confrontations can undermine apathy, even
if conservatism replaced much of the apathy for now. We can expect.
as in the past, that many who reacted to us will learn, through on­
going events, that our analysis simply is more accurate even for short
term reforms. Already the rhetorical and irrational nature of the 
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so-called moderates’ appeal to the fears of the unorganized students
is being exposed.

So the SDU must now operate on a higher political level. We
can no longer wait for liberal issues to build from. We must initiate
debate and pu:h reforms through strategically based confrontations.

An organization form is required to do this. At present the SDU
operates with a steering committee, membership meetings, and com­
mittee-. But radical forces on campus are broader than this. There is
the Women’s Caucus which grew out of the summer crisis, which
raises political issues relevant to the experience of females in this
society; but more importanly, helps liberate females from their in­
ferior status and roles in our culture.

Then there are all those doing explicit campus organizing. Or­
ganizing in departments is increasing. The Student Implementation
Report (from the summer crisis) has published a radical set of
demands for democratizing all aspects of the university — not just
formal deci ion-making. This again pushes issues to a more radical
level. There is, a> one example, a major push for abolition of grades,
as one way to democratize controls in the university increases.

Then there are tho'e who are injecting debate and activity
around a strategy for the national liberation of Canada. This is,
after all, the revolutionary issue underlying all our action for reform.
We need to mobilize students around issues that will exnose con-
tinentalism and imperialism. And the university issues do just that.

We obviously must think tactically about both the media and the
police. Expectations grow for a major confrontation, with the
vicious circle following. And there is no doubt that this is feasible
within the present dynamics. We must ensure that the struggle is on
our terms and not the result of romantic actions and stereotyped
reactions to them. Strategic thinking is a priority now since spon­
taneous activism is on the increase. This is why the research and
strategic debate within the SDU must now be solidly organized.

In twelve months we have pushed the debate of issues from
narrow, vested interests to the structure and function of the univers­
ity. We have largely reacted, even when the SDU slate was on
Student Council. Now the lines are drawn and out of confrontations
between students and the faculty and administration, we may be
able to evolve an organization which can work strategically for
reforms, both to free students to learn critically and to build a revol­
utionary movement in Canada.

Once institutional reforms are won around the issue of control,
on and off campus issues begin to complement each other. It is now
our task to push the struggle to the stage where educational and
broader political issues become the same.

Since the SDU formed, the SFU administration has changed
from a conservative to an explicitly corporate form. We had a
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British, civil servant type President before the censure. Now
have a ’’Yankee”, with all the liberal management skills ’’sent od’
to U.S. colonies. Our work for campus reform and the more fund'
amental issue of national liberation are therefore linked, ar i
because of this our continuing struggle which now involves
demystification of branch-plant corporate liberalism may yet beTp
evolve a student liberation front in this country.

FOOTNOTES:

1. Canada can bo considered a satellite colonizer. Though a U.S
economic satellite, our own national bourgeoisie are imperlalis--*
in Latin America (e.g. Brazil, Guyana, etc.) Our political economy
clearly functions as part of the world imperialist system. Our
complicity in Vietnam is symptomatic of this more bas’c reality.

2. See J. Harding, “The Function of University Rhetoric” CUS pam­
phlet #233.

3. See J. Harding. “Students and Revolutionary Reformism in Eng­
lish Canada.” CUS pamphlet #339.

4. For a detailed analysis of direct action and issues at SFU
summer, see J. Harding. “From the Midst of a Cr’s’s: Student
Power in English Canada”, Student Protest, G. McQuiggon (ed.)
in paperback, Methuen, 1968.
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S.F.U. BUST:
“...WE SPENT MOST OF OUR TIME FREAKING OUT

THE COPS.. r

jle bust at Simon Fraser last Saturday night is now a
matter of history, but strange things happened (and are
still happening) to people's heads as a result of this affair.
I was arrested along with 113 others on charges of mischief
through obstruction. 1 want to let you know what happened
during the actual bust and in jail waiting to be bailed out.

Just before the bust / was at a meeting downstairs with
about seventy-five others discussing how community seemed
to be breaking down, and talking about how maybe we
should think about pulling out before the whole thing fucked
up. It wasn't really that bad, but people were tired after
three days without sleep and the strain was terrific. Upstairs
others were singing, sleeping, talking politics efc. and gener­
ally preparing for the bust that most people figured would
come the next night. Some kids were watching a film of
Alice in Wonderland.

I remembered that the doors upstairs were unguarded,
rushed up and sure enough some asshole had got scared,
split, and left the door unbarricaded. This was about one
minute before the cops got there. I got some help and quickly
replaced the barricade. I sat on it while the mee1ing was
going on. Through the cracks in the papered windows 1
could see the yellow stripes on the Mounties' leas, and every
once in a while an eyeball when they got curious. To keep
them hapng I loudly mumbled about orders from Peking,
and how Mao told us to keep the faith.

When the cops finally made it in. they spread like flies
to search every corner of the place. The cop read Srrand's
eviction notice, gave people another chance to leave, and
then started arresting us. We were singing “Gimme That
Old Time Religion'' when they came in. and we continued to
sing everything from Roaring Twenties numbers to IWW
labour ballads. The cops were clearly freaked, they were
expecting a group of wild-eue*  serious revo^^nrips; in­
stead they found a group of calm, happy revolutionaries.

O-O-O-O-O M-M-M-M M-...
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A cat was playing the guitar, and they took a specie­
interest in photographing him. The singing and mu*ic  ure
something they could not compute. It made them deal irif*
us as people rather than objects. It kept our morale up. TP-'
actual naked fact of Establishment power in the person c
the police was a real mindfuck.

The cat who was playing the guitar fainted. He had nc
slept for five days or eaten very well, and the cops were
hassling him because of the beautiful effect the music trvz*
having. The cops left him lying there, taking pictures
him. When a couple of his brothers tried to get him to c
drinking fountain, the cops were sure it was a rusk to escapc-
They hassled them all of 50 feet (in plain sight) to the
fountain.

Arresting 114 people took a helluva long time. The cop *
took photos for busy work. The flashes came so often that
it was a’most like a strobe. Outside the building, as people
were removed through a basement door, a crowd of
people was freaking the cops and making the V sign to the
prisoners. Finally they got us all loaded into paddy wagons.
and took us down to the Burnaby jail.

Strangely enough, the Burnaby Public Safety Building
has the same style architecture as the University. It was
built soon afterward. We were all deposited in a concrete
bay like a place where garbage is loaded. There we were
guarded by six fuzz, all armed with Smith & Wesson 38’s, a ?
one curious person took pains to ascertain.

Next the chicks were segregated out. They gave the
guys goodbye kisses, to the vocal disgust of the cons, who
loudly professed their inability to tell the “girls from the
boys.” I replied that if he didn't know the difference by
now he really had problems. He became quite indignant and
stated that he was married, to which I replied that he really
had problems. He choked and we all had a good laugh. It
is indica'ive of the poor exploited Establishment cop
ideologue that he cannot prove his existence or potency
other than by attacking dissent on sexual grounds. You can
only project a sad image of how sterile their lives must be.

Then we had to go through booking and the Alice’s
Restaurant process of having our belts, wallets and nos-
sessions taken away from us. (“Officer Obie do you think
Tm going to hang myse'f for occupying?”) Then even took
our buttons away, as they figured we were going to slash
our wrists or commit murder with the pins. Cleaning out
my pockets I found a piece of garbage about a sauare inch
large which I just threw on the floor. The con jumped over
the counter, carefully unfurled the thing, and still not con­
vinced that it was just garbage, carefully listed it us n 
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possession. The cops started to become laughable in their
confusion. Actually, 1 don’t envy anyone charged with having
to hassle 114 aware radicals.

Nevertheless, I became aware of a lot of legends in my
head that were being quickly blown up. When we insisted
on our rights to see a lawyer, to make a phone call, and not
to give information without the advice and aid of legal
counsel, we were hassled to the point where people had their
arms twisted behind their backs by the cops who were trying
hard to nail us in any way they could.

From then on we spent most of our time freaking out
the cops, who just couldn’t cope with people who were as
close-knit as we had become. We pulled off a lot of Marat/
Sade games. By the time we were getting bailed out the
cops were obviously up against the wall. We told them so
often that WE were on the outside, and they were the real
prisoners, that they were almost beginning to act like they
believed it.

At first they had refused to feed us. Now they were
constantly bringing in food and coffee. When we had some­
thing to decide we became quiet and orderly and held cell
votes as to what we would do as a collective group. The
next minute we would be climbing on the bars gibbering like
monkeys and arguing as to whether we should let them in.

All laughing aside though, there is a deadly serious side
to the whole thing. The charges prefered against us could
put us away for a long time, and definitely will fuck us up
for a while. After 3 days of occupation, our brains were
pretty tired in jail, and stoned from the high of being
together with a purpose and the stuff that overworked
brains produce. It wasn’t till we had been bailed out and
we thought about it for a while that the reality hit uft9 That
they were out to destroy us because we pose a definite threat
to their fucked-up system, not just because we happened to
be occupying a building. They have chosen the weapons and
forced us to respond. It may look like they have the upper
hand right now but they can’t keep down the legitimate voice
of a whoJe generation. It’s just starting here in Canada but
it’s starring oft with a big one and it’s their turn to watch
out. KEEP THE FAITH, BABY...
Ed. Note : Lawver Bill Devcrall has stated that the felony charge
in this case—“mischief: the unlazvful and willful obstruction of the
lawful use of private property”— as opposed to a misdemenor
charge of trespass, represents the beginning of an attempt by the
Social Credit government to crush the student movement in British
Columbia. He is counsel for the accused.

Don’t universities belong to the students who go to them, rather
than a digue of bureaucrats? Should the students do five years
for sitting-in THEIR university for 3 days?

from the Georgia Straight — Dec. 5, 196S
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FROM ABOVE OB FROM BELOW :

THE TWO SOULS

OF SOCIALISM

by Hal Draper

Hal Draper is author of "BERKELEY: THE HEW STUDENT
REVOLT” (Evergleen Black Cat Book), and is on editor of
Politics. Mr. Draper is on the staff of the University of Califorms
Library since 1960.
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KJ OCIALISM’S crisis today is a crisis in the meaning of socialism.

For the first time in the history of the world, very likely a
majority of its people label themselves "socialist” in one sense or
another; but there has never been a time when the label was less
informative. The nearest thing to a common content of the various
’’socialisms” is a negative: anticapitalism. On the positive side, the
range of conflicting and incompatible ideas that call themselves
socialist is wider than the spread of ideas within the bourgeois world.
nnA mh ^■capitalism holds less and less as a common factor. In
virtiiniiv °r -e sP^trum> a number of social-democratic parties ha\e

Z ° un,na.t?d anX specifically socialist demands from their
flhlp Tk’ promising to maintain private enterprise wherever pos-
f”Ac emot prominent example is the German social-democracy.
\ an idea, a philosophy, and a social movement, socialism in
D A rL ? 1:10 represented by a political party,” sums up

Th^rS rKCDt book The Social Democratic Party of Ger-
rbp tn .a .Raf* 1*3 have defined socialism out of existence, but
kt Wh,ch they have formalized is that of the entire reform-

emocracy. In what sense are these parties still "socialist”?
states, whose ^larni^m^b?6 P,ctur.e> there ure the Communist
abolition of the caninlkt S0CJal,’sf' is based on a negative: the
class which rules does not^n^’^f fit .s^stem’ and the fact 11131 1116
the positive side, however °nhS’St^f.pnvate owners of property. On
replaced capitalism socl° economic system which has
The state owSX ±7,dfOt.be Cognizable to Karl Marx.
Certainly not the ma« production—but who "owns” the state?
alienated from all lovpre° rW°r^rS’ who are exploited, unfree, and
rules, the bureaucratic bn°^ !?C-a and PolltIcal control. A new dass
bureaucratic collective ft6? !t rules ovef a collectivist system—a
with "socialism ” in . C Un ess statification is mechanically equated

socialism, m what sense
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These two self-styled socialisms are very different, but they
have more in common than they think. The social-democracy has
typically dreamed of ’’socializing” capitalism from above. Its prin­
ciple has always been that increased state intervention in society and
economy is per sc socialist. It bears a fatal family resemblance to
die Stalinist conception of imposing something called socialism from
the top down, and of equating statification with socialism. Both have
their roots in the ambiguous history of the socialist idea.

Back to the roots: the following pages propose to investigate
the meaning of socialism historically, in a new way. There have
always been different ’’kinds of socialism,” and they have custom­
arily been divided into reformist or revolutionary, peaceful or violent,
democratic or authoritarian, etc. These divisions exist, but the under­
lying division is something else. Throughout the history of socialist
movements and ideas, the fundamental divide is between Socialism-
Front- Above and Socialism-From-Below.

What unites the many different forms of Socialism-from-Above
is the conception that socialism (or a reasonable facsimile thereof)
must be handed, down to the grateful masses in one form or another,
by a ruling elite which is not subject to their control in fact. The
heart of Socialism-from-Below is its view that socialism can be realiz­
ed only through the self-emancipation of activized masses in motion,
reaching out for freedom widi their own hands, mobilized ’’from
below” in a struggle to take charge of their own destiny, as actors
(not merely subjects) on the stage of history. ’’The emancipation of
the working classes must be conquered by the working classes them­
selves”: this is the first sentence in the Rules written for the First
International by Marx, and this is the First Principle of his life­
work.

It is the conception of Socialism-from-Above which accounts
for the acceptance of Communist dictatorship as a form of ’’social­
ism.” It is the conception of Socialism-from-Above which concen­
trates social-democratic attention on the parliamentary superstructure
of society and on the manipulation of the ’’commanding heights”
of the economy, and which makes them hostile to mass action from
below. It is Socialism-from-Above which is the dominant tradition
in the development of socialism.

Please note that it is not peculiar to socialism. On die contrary,
the yearning for emancipation-from-above is the all-pervading prin­
ciple through centuries of class society and political oppression. It
is the permanent promise held out by every ruling power to keep
the people looking upward for protection, instead of to themselves
for liberation from the need for protection. The people looked to
kings to right the injustices done by lords, to messiahs to overthrow
the tyranny of kings. Instead of the bold way of mass action from
below, it is always safer and more prudent to find the ’’good” ruler
who will Do the People Good. The pattern of emancipation-from-
above goes all the way back in the history of civilization, and had
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to show up in socialism too. But it is only in the framework of
modern socialist movement that liberation from below could beccK^
even a realistic aspiration; within socialism it has come to the for^
but only by fits and starts. The history of socialism can be read
a continual but largely unsuccessful effort to free itself from
old tradition, the tradition of emancipation-from-above.

In the conviction that the current crisis of socialism is intelligit-2
only in terms of this Great Divide in the socialist traditon, we turo
to a few examples of the two souls of socialism.

I. Some Socialist "Ancestors"

Karl Kautsky, the leading theoretician of the Second International.
began his book on Thomas More with the observation that the r*-  o
great figures inaugurating the history of socialism are More and
Miinzer, and that both of them "follow the long line of Socialiscs-
from Lycurgus and Pythagoras to Plato, the Gracchi, Catalina-
Christ ..

This is a very impressive list of early "socialists,” and consider­
ing his position Kautsky should certainly have been able to recognize
a socialist when he saw one. What is most fascinating about this list
is the way it falls apart under examination into two quite different
groups.

Plutarch’s life of Lycurgus led the early socialists to adopt him
as the founder of Spartan "communism”—this is why Kautsky lists
him. But as described by Plutarch, the Spartan system was based oa
equal division of land under private ownership; it was in no way
socialistic. The "collectivist” feeling one may get from a description
of the Spartan regime comes from a different direction: the way
of life of the Spartan ruling class itself, which was organized as a
permanent disciplined garrison in a state of siege; and to this add
the terroristic regime imposed over the helots (slaves). I do not see
how a modern socialist can read of the Lycurgan regime without
feeling that he is meeting not an ancestor of socialism but a fore­
runner of fascism. There is quite a difference! but how is it that it
did not impress itself on the leading theoretician of social-democracy'.

Pythagoras founded an elite order which acted as the political
arm of the landed aristocracy against the plebeian-democratic move­
ment; he and his party were finally overthrown and expelled b) a
popular revolutionary rising. Kautsky seems to be on the wrong
side of the barricades! But besides, inside the Pythagorean
regime of total authoritarianism and regimentation prevai ed. n
spite of this, Kautsky chose to regard Pythagoras as a socialist an­
cestor because of the belief that the organized Pythagoreans practi
communal consumption. Even if this were true (and Kautsky
out later it was not) this would have made the Pythagorean or
exactly as communistic as any monastery. Chalk up a second ances
of totalitarianism on Kautsky’s list.
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The case of Plato's Republic is well-enough known. The sole
element of ’’communism” in his ideal state is the prescription of
monastic-communal consumption for the small elite of ’’Guardians”
who constitute the bureaucracy and army; but the surrounding social
system is assumed to be private-property-holding, not socialistic.
And—here it is again—Plato’s state model is government by an
aristocratic elite, and his argument stresses that democracy inevitably
means the deterioration and ruin of society. Plato’s political aim, in
fact, was the rehabilitation and purification of the ruling aristocracy
in order to fight the tide of democracy. To call him a socialist ancestor
is to imply a conception of socialism which makes any kind of de­
mocratic control irrelevant.

On the other hand, Catiline and the Gracchi had no collectivist
side. Their names are associated with mass movements of popular-
democratic revolt against the Establishment. They were not socialists,
to be sure, but they were on the popular side of the class struggle
in the ancient world, the side of the people’s movement from below.
It seems it was all the same to the theoretician of social-democracy.

Here, in the pre-history of our subject, are two kinds of figures
ready-made for adoption into the pantheon of the socialist move­
ment. There were the figures with a tinge of (alleged) collectivism,
who were yet thorough elitists, authoritarians and anti-democrats;
and there were the figures without anything collectivistic about them,
who were associated with democratic class struggles. There is a
collectivist tendency without democracy, and there is a democratic
tendency without collectivism but nothing yet which merges these
two currents.

Not until Thomas Miinzer, the leader of the revolutionary left
wing of the German Reformation, do we find a suggestion of such
a merger; a social movement with communistic ideas (Miinzer’s)
which was also engaged in a deep-going popular-democratic struggle
from below. In contrast is precisely Sir Thomas More: the gulf bet­
ween these two contemporaries goes to the heart of our subject.
More’s Utopia pictures a thoroughly regimented society, more reminis­
cent of 1984 than of socialist democracy, elitist through and through,
even slaveholding, a typical Socialism-from-Above. It is not surpris­
ing that, of these two ’’socialist ancestors” who stand at the threshold
of the modern world, one (More) execrated the other and supported
the hangmen who did him and his movement to death.

What then is the meaning of socialism when it first came into
the world? From the very beginning, it was divided between the two
souls of socialism, and there was war between them.

2. The First Modern Socialists

Modern socialism was born in the course of the half century or
so that lies between the Great French Revolution and the revolutions
of 1848. So was modern democracy. But they were not born linked 
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like Siamese twins. They traveled at first along separate lines.
did the two lines first intersect?

Out of the wreckage of the French Revolution rose differ^3*
kinds of socialism. We will consider three of the most important
the light of our question.

I. Babeuf. — The first modern socialist movement was that
in the last phase of the French Revolution by Babeuf ("the ConsptT'
acy of the Equals"), conceived as a continuation of revolutionary
Jacobinism nlus a more consistent social goal: a society of communist
equality. This represents the first time in the modern era that the
idea of socialism is wedded to the idea of a popular movement—a
momentous combination.*

This combination immediately raises a critical question: Whit
exactly in each case is the relationship that is seen between this social­
ist idea and that popular movement? This is the key question for
socialism for the next 200 years.

As the Eabouvists saw it: The mass movement of the people
has failed; the people seem to have turned their backs on the Revol­
ution. But still they suffer, still they need communism: zue know
that. The revolutionary will of the people has been defeated by a
conspiracy of the right: what we need is a cabal of the left to re­
create the people’s movement, to effectuate the revolutionary wilL
We must therefore seize power. But the people are no longer ready
to seize power. Therefore it is necessary for us to seize power in
their name, in order to raise the people up to that point. This means
a temporary dictatorship, admittedly by a minority; but it will be an
Educational Dictatorship, aiming at creating the conditions which
will make possible democratic control in the future. (In that sense
we are democrats.) This will not be a dictatorship of the people,
as was the Commune, let alone of the proletariat; it is frankly a
dictatorship over the people—with very good intentions.

For most of the next fifty years, the conception of the Educ­
ational Dictatorship over the people remains the program of the
revolutionary left—through the three B’s (Babeuf to Buonarroti to
Blanqui) and. with anarchist verbiage added, also Bakunin. The new
order will be handed down to the suffering people by the revolution­
ary band. This typical Socialicm-from-Above is the first and most
primitive form of revolutionary socialism, but there are still today
admirers of Castro and Mao who think it is the last word in revol­
utionism.

H. Saint-Simon. — Emerging from the revolutionary period. 3
brilliant mind took an entirely different tack. Saint-Simon was ins­
pelled by a revulsion against revolution, disorder and disturbances.
What fascinated him was the potentialities of industry and science.

• Strictly speaking, this combination had been anticipated by Ger­
rard Winstanley and the “True Levelers,” the left wing of the EngH8“
Revolution; but it was forgotten and led to nothing, historically
speaking.
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His vision had nothing to do with anything resembling equality,
justice, freedom, the rights of man or allied passions: it looked only
to modernization, industrialization, planning, divorced from such
considerations. Planned industrialization was the key to the new
world, and obviously the people to achieve this were the oligarchies
of financiers and businessmen, scientists, technologists, managers.
When not appealing to these, he called on ‘Napoleon or his successor
Louis XVIII to implement schemes for a royal dictatorship. His
schemes varied, but they were all completely authoritarian to the
last planned ordinance. A systematic racist and a militant imperialist,
he was the furious enemy of the very idea of equality and liberty,
which he hated as offspring of the French Revolution.

It was only in the last phase of his life (1825) that, disappointed
in the response of the natural elite to do their duty and impose the
new modernizing oligarchy, he made a turn toward appealing to the
workers down below. The ’’New Christianity” would be a popular
movement, but its role would be simnly to convince the powers-that-
be to heed the advice of the Saint-Simonian planners. The workers
should organize—to petition their capitalists and managerial bosses
to take over from the ’’idle classes.”

What then was his relationship between the idea of the Planned
Society and the popular movement? The people, the movement, could
be useful as a battering-ram—in someone’s hands. Saint-Simon’s last
idea was a movement-from-below to effectuate a Socialism-from-
Above. But power and control must remain where it has always
been—above.

III. The Utopians. — A third type of socialism that arose in the
post-revolutionary generation was that of the utopian socialists
proper—Robert Owen, Charles Fourier, Etienne Gabet, etc. They
blueprinted an ideal communal colony, imagined fullblown from the
cranium of the Leader, to be financed by the grace of the philan­
thropic rich under the wing of Benevolent Power.

Owen (in many ways the most sympathetic of the lot) was as
categorical as any of them: ‘‘This great change... must and will be
accomplished by the rich and powerful. There are no other parties
to do it... it is a waste of time, talent and pecuniary means, for the
poor to contend in opposition to the rich and powerful...” Naturally
he was against “class hate,” class struggle. Of the many who believe
this, few have written so bluntly that the aim of this “socialism is
“to govern or treat all society as the most advanced physicians govern
and treat their patients in the best arranged lunatic hospitals, with
“forbearance and kindness” for the unfortunates who have become
so through the irrationality and injustice of the present most irration­
al system of society.”

Cabet’s society provided for elections, but there could be no
free discussion; and a controlled press, systematic indoctrination, and
completely regimented uniformity was insisted on as part of the
prescription.
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For these utopian socialists, what was the relationship bct^^
the socialist idea and the popular movement? The latter was
flock to be tended by the good shepherd. It must not be su
that Socialism-from-Above necessarily implies cruelly despotic
tentions.

This side of these Socialisms-from-Above is far from outln'e--
On the contrary, it is so modern that a modern writer like
Buber, in Paths in Utopia, can perform the remarlcable feat of trear­
ing the old Utopians as if they were great democrats and "liberta­
rians”! This myth is quite widespread, and it points once again ts
the extraordinary insensitivity of socialist writers and historians c
the deeprooted record of Socialism-from-Above as the domina^r
component in the two souls of socialism.

3. What Marx Did

Utopianism was elitist and anti-democratic to the core because £
was utopian—that is, it looked to the prescription of a prefabric­
ated model, the dreaming-up of a plan to be willed into existence.
Above all, it was inherently hostile to the very idea of transforming
society from below, by the upsetting intervention of freedom-seeking
masses, even where it finally accepted recourse to the instrument cf
a mass movement for pressure upon the Tops. In the socialist move­
ment as it developed before Marx, nowhere did the line of the So­
cialist Idea intersect line of Democracy-from-Below.

This intersection, this synthesis, was the great contribution of
Marx: in comparison, the whole content of his Capital in secondary.
What he fused was revolutionary socialism with revolutionary de­
mocracy. This is the heart of Marxism: "This it the Law; all the rest
is commentary.” The Communist Manifesto of 1848 marked the
consciousness of the first movement (in Engels’ words)
notion was from the very beginning that the emancipation of t±*e
working class must be the act of the working class itself.”

The young Marx himself went through the more primitive stage
just as the human enbryo goes through the gill stage; or to put it
differently, one of his first immunizations was achieved by catching
the most pervasive disease of all, the illusion of the Savior-De^pot-
When he was 22, the old kaiser died, and to the hosannahs of *
liberals Friedrich Wilhelm IV acceded to the throne amidst expect­
ations of democratic reforms from above. Nothing of the sort 3P~
pened. Marx never went back to this notion, which has bedevile ---
of socialism with its hopes in Savior-Dictators or Savior-Pre>i en

Marx entered politics as the crusading editor of a newspaper
which was the organ of the extreme left of the liberal democracy
the industrialized Rhineland, and soon became the foremost e
voice of complete political democracy in Germany. The first 1
he published was a polemic in favor of the unqualified free o|
the press from all censorship by the state. By the time the unp 
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government forced his dismissal, he was turning to find out more
about the new socialist ideas coming from France. When this leading
spokesman of liberal democracy became a socialist, he still regarded
the task as the championing of democracy—except that democracy
now had a deeper meaning. Marx was the first socialist thinker and
leader who came to socialism through the struggle for liberal de­
mocracy.

In manuscript notes made in 1844, he rejected the extant "crude
communism" which negates the personality of man, and looked to
a communism which would be a "fully developed humanism.” In
1845 he and his friend Engels worked out a line of argument against
the elitism of a socialist current represented by one Bruno Bauer. In
1846 they were organizing the "German Democratic Communists” in
Brussels exile, and Engels was writing: "In our time democracy and
communism are one." "Only the proletarians are able to fraternize
really, under the banner of communist democracy."

In working out the viewpoint which first wedded the new com­
munist idea to the new democratic aspirations, they came into conflict
with the existing communist sects such as that of Weitling, who
dreamed of a messianic dictatorship. Before they joined the group
which became the Communist League (for which they were to write
the Communist Manifesto), they stipulated that the organization be
changed from an elite conspiracy of the old type into an open
propaganda group, that "everything conducive to superstitious au­
thoritarianism be struck out of the rules," that the leading com­
mittee be elected by the whole membership as against the tradition
of "decisions from above." They won the league over to their new
approach, and in a journal issued in 1847 only a few months before
the Communist Manifesto, the group announced:

We are not among those communists who are out to destroy
personal liberty, who wish to turn the world into one huge
barrack or Into a gigantic workhouse. There certainly are
some communists who, with au easy conscience, refuse to
countenance personal liberty and would like to shuffle it out
of the world because they consider that it is a hindrance to
complete harmony. But we have no desire to exchange free­
dom for equality. We are convinced . . . that in no social order
will personal freedom be so assured as in a society based upon
communal ownership... [Let us put] our hands to work in
order to establish a democratic state wherein each party would
be able by word or in writing to win a majority over to its
ideas . ..

The Communist Manifesto which issued out of these discussions
proclaimed that the first objective of the revolution was to win
the battle of democracy." When, two years later and after the decline
of the 1848 revolutions, the Communist League split, it
conflict once again with the "crude communism of putschLm,
thought to substitute determined bands of revolutionaries for the
real mass movement of an enlightened working class. Marx to
them:
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UOt?5on U from H G- Wells’ autobiography. Inventor of
wX Lh° gIimrae8t Socialism-from-Above utopias in all literature.
wells is here denouncing Marx for this historic step.

The minority... makes mere will the motive force of the
revolution, instead of actual relations. Whereas we say to tt*
workers: “You will have to go through fifteen or twenty or
fifty years of civil wars and international wars, not only ir.
order to change extant conditions, but also in order to changX
yourselves and to render yourselves fit for political dominion,’
you, on the other hand, say to the workers: “We must atiair.
to pouer at once, or else we may just as well go to sleep."

“In order to change yourselves and to render yourselves fit for
political dominon”: this is Marx’s program for the working-class
movement, as against both those who say the workers can take power
any Sunday, and those who say never. Thus Marxism came into being.
in self-conscious struggle against the advocates of the Educational
Dictatorship, the Savior-Dictators, the revolutionary elitists, the com­
muni.t authoritarians, as well as the philanthropic do-gooders and
bourgeois liberals. This was Marx's Marxism, not the caricatured
monstro ity which is painted up with that label by both the Establish­
ment’s professoriat, who shudder at Marx’s uncompromising spirit
of revolutionary opposition to the capitalist status quo, and also by
the Stalinists and neo-Stalinists, who must conceal the fact that Marx
cut his eyeteeth by making war on their type.

"It was Marx who finally fettered the two ideas of Socialism
and Democracy together”* because he developed a theory which
made the synthesis possible for the first time. The heart of the theory
is this proposition: that there is a social majority which has the
interest and motivation to change the system, and’ that the aim of
socialism can be the education and mobilization of this mass-ma­
jority. This is the exploited class, the working class, from which
comes the eventual motive-force of revolution. Hence a socialism-
from-below is possible, on the basis of a theory which sees the
revolutionary potentialities in the broad masses, even if they seem
backward at a given time and place. Capital, after all, is nothing but
the demonstration of the economic basis of this proposition.

It is only some such theory of working-class socialism which
makes possible the fusion of revolutionary socialism and revolution­
ary democracy. We are not arguing at this point our conviction that
this faith is justified, but only insisting on the alternative: all social­
ists or would-be reformers who repudiate it must go over to some
Socialism-from-Above, whether of the reformist, utopian, bureau­
cratic, Stalinist, Maoist or Castroite variety. And they do.

Five years before the Communist Manifesto, a freshly conv^^£^
23-yearold socialist had still written in the old elitist tradition: ‘we
can recruit our ranks from those classes only which have enjoyed a
pretty good education; that is, from the universities and from die
commercial class...” The young Engels learned better, but this ob­
solete wisdom is still with us as ever.
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4. The Myth of Anarchist "Libertarianism"

One of the most throughgoing authoritarians in the history of
radicalism is none other than the ’’Father of Anarchism," Proudhon,
whose name is periodically revived as a great "libertarian" model,
because of his industrious repetition of the word liberty and his
invocations to "revolution from below."

Some may be willing to pass over his Hitlerite form of anti-
Semitism (’’The Jew is the enemy of humankind. It is necessary to
send this race back to Asia, or exterminate it..."). Or his principled
racism in general (he thought it was right for the South to keep
American Negroes in slavery, since they were the lowest of inferior
races). Or his glorification of war for its own sake (in the exact
manner of Mussolini). Or his view that women had no rights ("I
deny her every political right and every initiative. For woman liberty
and well-being lie solely in marriage, in motherhood, in domestic
duties...”)—that is, the Kindcr-Kirche-Kilche of the Nazis.

But it is not possible to gloss over his violent opposition not
only to trade-unionism and the right to strike (even supporting police
strikebreaking), but to any and every idea of the right to vote,
universal suffrage, popular sovereignty, and the very idea of constit­
utions. ("All this democracy disgusts me... What would I not give
to sail into this mob with my clenched fists!”) His notes for his
ideal society notably include suppression of all other groups, any
public meeting by more than 20, any free press, and any elections;
in the same notes he looks forward to "a general inquisition" and
the condemnation of "several millions people" to forced labor—
"once the Revolution is made.”

Behind all this was a fierce contempt for the masses of people—
the necessary foundation of Socialism-from-Above, as its opposite
was the groundwork of Marxism. The masses are corrupt and hope­
less ("I worship humanity, but I spit on men!”). They are "only
savages... whom it is our duty to civilize, and without making
them our sovereign," he wrote to a friend whom he scornfully chided
with: "You still believe in the people." Progress can come only
from mastery by an elite who take care to give the people no sover­
eignty.

At one time or another he looked to some ruling despot as the
one-man dictator who would bring the Revolution: Louis Bonaparte
(he wrote a whole book in 1852 extolling the Emperor as the bearer
of Revolution); Prince Jerome Bonaparte; finally Czar Alexander II
("Do not forget that the despotism of the czar is necessary to civiliz­
ation”).

There was a candidate for the dictator’s job closer to home, of
course: himself. He elaborated a detailed scheme for a "mutualist”
business, cooperative in form, which would spread to take over all
business and then the state. In his notes Proudhon put himself down
as the Manager in Chief, naturally not subject to the democratic
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control he so despised. He took care of details in advance: "Drar*
up a secret program, for all the managers: irrevocable elimination of
royalty, democracy, proprietors, religion £ and so on ].”—"The Man­
agers are the naturel representatives of the countrv. Ministers are
only superior Managers or General Directors: as I will be one day
When we are masters, Religion will be what we want it to be; dirv-
Education, philosophy, justice, administration and government.* ’

The reader, who may be full of the usual illusions abou*
anarchict ’’libertarianism,” may ask: Was he then insincere about bb
great love for liberty?

Not at all: it is only necessarv to understand what anarchic
"liberty” means. Proudhon wrote: "The principle of liberty is that
of the Abbey of Theleme £ in Rabelais]: dot what you want!” and
the principle meant: "any man who cannot do what he wants and
anything he wants has the right to revolt, even alone, against the
government, even if the government were everybody else.” The onf
titan who can enjoy this liberty is a despot: this is die sense of the
brillant insight by Dostoyevsky’s Shigalev: "Starting from unlimited
freedom, I arrive at unlimited despotism.”

The story is similar with the second "Father of Anarchism,’*
Bakunin, whose schemes for dictatorship and suppression of de­
mocratic control are better known than Proudhon’s.

The basic reason is the same: Anarchism is not concerned with
the creation of democratic control from below, but only with the
destruction of "authority” over the indivdual, including the authority
of the most extremely democratic regulation of society that it is
possible to imagine. This has been made clear by authoritiative an­
archist expositors time and again; for example, by George Wood­
cock: "even were democracy possible, the anarchist would still not
support it... Anarchists do not advocate political freedom. Whar
they advocate is freedom from politics...” Anarchism is on principle
fiercely anti-democratic, since an ideally democratic authority is still
authority. But since, rejecting democracy, it has no other way of
resolving the inevitable disagreements and differences among the
inhabitants of Theleme, its unlimited freedom for each uncontrolled
individual is indistinguishable from unlimited despotism by such an
individual, both in theory and practice.

The great problem of our age is the achievement of democratic
control from below over the vast powers of modern social authority.
Anarchicm, which is freest of all verbiage about something-from-
below, rejects this goal. It is the other side of the coin of bureau
crat e despotism, with all its values turned inside-out, not the cure
or the alternative.

5. Lassalle and State Socialism

That very model of a modern social-democracy, the German 



Social-Democratic Party, is often represented as having arisen on a
Marxist basis. This is a myth, like so much else in extant histories
of socialism. The impact of Marx was strong, including on some of
the top leaders for a while, but the politics which permeated and
finally pervaded the party came mainly from two other sources. One
was Las alle, who founded German socialism as an organized move­
ment (1863); and the other was the British Fabians, who inspired
Eduard Bernstein’s ’’revisionism.”

Ferdinand Lassalle is the prototype of the state-socialist—which
means, one who aims to get socialism handed down by the existing
state. He was not the first prominent example (that was Louis Blanc),
but for him the existing state was the Kaiser’s state under BLmarck.

The state, Lassalle told the workers, is something ’’that will
achieve for each one of us what none of us could achieve for him­
self.” Marx taught the exact opposite: that the working class had to
achieve its emancipation itself, and abolish the existing state in the
course. E. Bernstein was quite right in saying that Lassalle "made a
veritable cult” of die state. "The immemorial vestal fire of all ci­
vilization, the State, I defend with you against those modern bar­
barians { the liberal bourgeoisieLacalle told a Prussian court.
This is what made Marx and Lassalle ’’fundamentally opposed,”
points out Lassalle’s biographer Footman, who lays bare his pro-
Prussianism, pro-Prussian nationalism, pro-Prussian imperialism.

Lassalle organized this first German socialist movement as his
personal distatorship. Quite consciously he set about building it as
a mass movement from below to achieve a Socialism-from-Above
(remember S lint-Simon’s battering-ram). The aim was to convince
Bismarck to hand down concessions—particularly universal suffrage,
on which basis a parliamentary movement under Lassalle could be­
come a mass ally of the Bismarckian state in a coalition against the
liberal bourgeoisie. To this end Lassalle actually tried to negotiate
with the Iron Chancellor. Sending him the dictatorial statutes of his
organization as "the constitution of my kingdom which perhaps you
will envy me,” Lassalle went on:

But this miniature will be enough to show how true it is that
the working class feels an instinctive inclination towards a
dictatorship, if it can first be rightly persuaded that the
dictatorship will be exercised in its intertsts; and how much,
despite all republican views—or rather precisely because of
them—it would therefore be inclined, as I told you only
recently, to look upon the Crown, in opposition to the egoism
of bourgeois society, as the natural representative of the social
dictators!! p, if the Crown for its part could ever make up
its mind to the—certainly very improbable—step of striking
out a really revolutionary line and transforming itself froru
the monarchy of the privileged orders into a social and revo­
lutionary people’s monarchy.

Although this secret letter was not known at the time, Marx
grasped the nature of Lassalleanism perfectly. He told LaSalle to
his face that he was a "Bonapartist,” and wrote presciently that His
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attitude is that of the future workers’ dictator.” Lassalle’s tended?
he called "Royal Prussian Government socialism,” denouncing b-2
"alliance with absolutist and feudal opponents against the bo-^'
geoisie.”

'Instead of the revolutionary process of transformation of »
ciety,” wrote Marx, Lassalle sees socialism arising "from the ’s£2^
and’ that the stage gives to the producers’ cooperative societies
which die state, not the worker, 'calls into being.’ ” Marx derides
this. '’But as far as the present cooperative societies are concerned,
they are of value only insofar as they are the independent creation
of the workers and not proteges either of the government or of the
bourgeoisie.” Here is a classic statement of the meaning of the word
independent as the keystone of Socialism-from-Below versus state­
socialism.

There is an instructive instance of what happens when an Amer­
ican-type academic anti-Marxist runs into this aspect of Marx. Mayo’s
Democracy and Marxism (later revised as Introduction to Marxist
Theory) handily proves that Marxism is anti-democratic mainly by
the simple expedient of defining Marxism as "the Moscow ortho­
doxy.” But at least he seems to have read Marx, and realized that
nowhere, in acres of writing and a long life, did Marx evince concern
about more power for the state but rather the reverse. Marx, it
dawned on him, was not a "statist”:

Tbe popular crit’sm leveled against Marxism la that it tends
to degenerate into a form of ‘statiam’. At first sight [l.e_
reaa ngi the criticism appears wide of the mark, for the virtue
of Marx’s political theory ... is the entire absence from it cf
any glorification of the state.

This di.covery offers a notable challenge to Marx-critics, who
of course know in advance that Marxism must glorify the state. Mayo
solves the difficulty in two statements: (1) "the statism is implicit
in the requirements of total planning...” (2) Look at Russia. But
Marx made no fetish of "total planning.” He has so often been
denounced (by other Marx-critics) for failing to draw up a blue­
print of socialism precisely because he reacted so violently against
his predecessors’ utopian "plannism” or planning-from-above. "Plan-
nism” is precisely the conception of socialism that Marxi m wished
to de troy. Socialism must involve planning, but "total planning
does not equal socialism—just as any fool can be a professor but not
every professor need be a fool.

6. The Fabian Model

In Germany, behind the figure of Lassalle there shades off a series
of "socialisms” moving in an interesting direction.

The so-called Academic Socialists ("Socialists of the Chair,
Kathedersosialisten—a current of Establishment academics) looked
to Bismarck more openly than Lassalle, but their conception of state­
socialism was not in principle alien to his. Only, Lassalle embarked
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on the risky expedient of calling into being a mass movement from
below for the purpose—risky because once in motion it might get
out of hand, as indeed it did more than once. Bismarck himself did
not hesitate to represent his paternalistic economic policies as a kind
of socialism, and books got written about ’’monarchical socialism,”
’’Bismarckian state-‘'ocialrm.” etc. Following further to the right,
one comes to the ’’socialism” of Friedrich List, a proto-Nazi, and’ to
those circles where an anti-capitalist form of anti-Semitism (Duh­
ring. A. Wagner, etc.) lays part of the basis for the movement that
called itself socialist under Adolf Hitler.

The thread that unites this whole spectrum, through all the
differences, is the conception of socialism as equwa'ent merely to
state intervention in economic and social life. ’’Staat, greif zu!”
Lasalle called. ’’State, take hold of things!”—this is the socialism of
the whole lot.

This is why Schumpeter is correct in observing that the British
equivalent of German state-socialism is—Fabianism, the socialism of
Sidney Webb.

The Fabians (more accurately, the Webbians) are. in the history
of the socialist idea, that modern socialist current which developed
in moct complete divorcement from Marxism, the one most alien to
Marxism. It was almost chemically-pure social-democratic reformism
unalloyed, particularly before the rise of the mass Labour and socialist
movement in Britain, which it did not want and did not help to
build (despite a common myth to the contrary). It is therefore a
verv important test, unlike most other reformist currents which paid
their tribute to Marxism by adopting some of its language and
distorting its substance.

The Fabians, deliberately middle-class in composition and anneal,
were not for building any mass movement at all. least of all a Fabian
one. They thought of themselves as a small elite of brain-trusters
who would nermeate the existing institutions of society, influence
the real leaders in all spheres Tory or Liberal, and guide ‘‘ocial
development toward its collectivist goal with the ’’inevitability of
gradua!ne"s.” Since their conception of socialism was purely in terms
of state intervention (national or municipal), and their theory told
them that capitalism itself was being collectivized apace everv day
and had to move in this direction, their function was dimply to
hasten the process. The Fabian Society was designed in 1884 to be
pilot-fich to a shark: at first the shark was the Liberal Partv: but
when the permeation of Liberalism failed miserably, and labour finally
organized its own class party despite the Fabians, the pilot-fish simply
reattached itself.

There is perhaps no other socialist tendency which so system­
atically and even consciously worked out its theory as a Socialism-
from-Above. The nature of this movement was early recognized,
though it was later obscured by the merging of Fabianism into the
body of Labour reformism. The leading Christian Socialist inside the
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Fabian Society once attacked Webb as "a bureaucratic Collectivist
(perhaps the first use of that term.) Hilaire Bellocs once-famc-J

1912 on The Servile State was largely triggered by the
Webb type whose ' collectivist ideal” was basically bureaucratic. G
D. H. Cole reminisced: "The Webbs, in those days, used to be food
ot saying that everyone who was active in politics was either
*B’s °r°a C~~’an anarchist or a bureaucrat—and that they were

vvz u?eSe scarcely convey the full flavour of the
Webbian collectivism that was Fabianism. It was through-and-througb
managerial, technocratic, elitist, authoritarian, "plannist.” Webb was
fond of the term wire-pulling almost as a synonym for politic-. A
^^publication Wro5! that the? wished to be "tbe Jesuits of Social­
ly j Was ^rd?r and Efficiency. The people, who should
riac /J ’Indty» were fit to be run only by competent experts.

s s ugg e, revolution and popular turbudence were insanity. In
and the Empire imperialism was praised and embraced.

ever the socialist movement developed its own bureaucratic col­
lectivism, this was it.

f h t^ou^bt diat Socialism is essentially a movement
e^W,i.a C , s movement,” wrote a Fabian spokesman, Sidney

tfall, to disabuse the reader of this idea; but now socialists "approach
.j601. ^ror? th? scientific rather than the popular view; they

• ««mic a55 theorists,” he boasted, going on to explain that there
c-ar ,nct rupture between the Socialism of the street and the
Socialism of the chair.”

The sequel is also known, though often glossed over. While Fa-
T“- a tendency petered out into the larger stream of

ur arty reformism by 1918, the leading Fabians themselves went
d an°j cl dlxecJJon- both Sidney and Beatrice Webb as well as

.. .w"7"the top trio—became principled supporters of Stalin-
ist totalitarianism in the 1930s. Even earlier, Shaw, who thought

ISnL \a .Superman, had found more than one. In turn he
;<m”ra^e ^ussobni and Hitler as benevolent despots to hand "social-
j.» ?Wn tolldie Yahoos, and he was disappointed only that they

n>\abolish capitalism. In 1931 Shaw disclosed, after a
JbaJ die $tabn regime was really Fabianism in prac-

q ~ . followed to Moscow, and found God. In their
A New Civilization, they proved (right out of

“ docYments a°d Stalin’s own claims, industriously
• ' ™at Russia is the greatest democracy in the world; Stalin
n«Xi.ICi.atOr equality reigns for all; the one-party dictatorship is
• e. mmunist Party is a thoroughly democratic elite bring-

1 1116 SIavs and Mongols (but not Englishmen);
1 emocracy has failed in the West anyway, and there is no

w political parties should survive in our age...
s5au“*̂y  supported Stalin through the Moscow purge

n ..e Hitler-Stalin Pact without a visible qualm, and died
uncritical pro-Stalinists than can now be found on the Polit­
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buro. As Shaw has explained, the Webbs had nothing but scorn for
the Russian Revolution itself, but "The Webbs waited until the
wreckage and ruin of the change was ended, its mistakes remedied,
and the Communist State fairly launched.” That is, they waited until
the revolutionary masses had been straitjackcted, the leaders of the
revolution cashiered, the efficient tranquillity of dictatorship had
settled on the scene, the counter-revolution firmly established; and
then they came along to pronounce it the Ideal.

Was this really a gigantic misunderstanding, some incompre­
hensible blunder? Or were they not right in thinking that this indeed
was the "socialism” that matched their ideology, give or take a little
blood? The swing of Fabianism from middle-class permeation to
Stalinism was the swing of a door that was hinged on Socialism-
from-Above.

If we look back at the decades just before the turn of the
century that launched Fabianism on the world, another figure looms,
the antithesis of Webb: the leading personality of revolutionary
socialism in that period, the poet and artist William Morris, who
became a socialist and a Marxist in his late forties. Morris’s writings
on socialism breathe from every pore the spirit of Socialism-from-
Below, just as every line of Webb's is the opposite. This is perhaps
clearest in his sweeping attacks on Fabianism (for the right reasons);
his dislike of the "Marxism” of that British edition of Lasalle, the
dictatorial H. M. Hyndman; his denunciations of state-socialism; and
his repugnance at the bureaucratic-collectivist utopia of Bellamy’s
Looking Backward. (The latter moved him to remark: "If they brigad­
ed me into a regiment of workers, I’d just lie on my back and kick.”)

Morris’ socialist writings are pervaded with his emphasis from
every side on class struggle from below, in the present; and as for
the socialist future, his News from Nowhere was written as the
direct antithesis of Bellamy’s book. He warned

that individual men cannot shuffle off the business of life on
to the shoulders of an abstraction called the State, but must
deal with it in conscious association with each other. ..
Variety of life is as much an aim of true Communism as
equality of condition, and . . . nothing but a union of these
two will bring about real freedom.

"Even some Socialists,” he wrote, "are apt to confuse the cooper­
ative machinery towards which modern life is tending with the
essence of Socialism itself.” This meant "the danger of the com­
munity falling into bureaucracy.” Therefore he expressed fear of a
"collectivist bureaucracy” lying ahead. Reacting violently against
state-socialism and reformism, he fell backwards into anti-parliament­
arism but he did not fall into the anarchist trap:

... people will have to associate in administration, and some­
times there will be differences of opinion . . . What is to be
done? Which party is to give way? Our Anarchist friends say
tiiac it muse nm t-e carried by a majority; in that case, then,
it must be carried by a minority. And why? Is there any
divine right in a minority?

83



This goes to the heart of anarchism far more deeply than the coo
mon opinion that the trouble with anarchism is that it is over
idealistic.

William Morris versus Sidney Webb: this is one way of sumc-—£
up the story.

7. The "Revisionist" Facade

Eduard Bernstein, the theoretician of social-democratic ’’revision­
ism,” took his impulsion from Fabianism, by which he was heav
influenced in his London exile. He did not invent the reform^
policy in 1896: he merely became its theoretical spokesman. (TT-r
head of the party bureaucracy preferred less theory: ’’One doesn t
say it, one does it,” he told Bernstein, meaning that the politics of
German social-democracy had been gutted of Marxism long befc<e
its theoreticians reflected the change.)

But Bernstein did not ’’revise” Marxism. His role was to uproot
it while pretending to prune away withered limbs. The Fabians Kz.-
not needed to bother with pretense, but in Germany it was not pos­
sible to destroy Marxism by a frontal attack. The reversion to Sociil-
ism-from-Above ("die alte Scheisse”) had to be presented as i
’’modernization,” a "revision.”

Essentially, like the Fabians, "revisionism” found its social tso
in the inevitable collectivization of capitalism itself; it saw the move­
ment toward socialism as the sum of the collectivist tendencies im­
manent in capitalism itself; it looked to the "self-socialHt’ of
capitalism from above, through the institutions of the existing stare.
The equation of Statijication^Socialism is not the invention of
Stalinism; it was systematized by the Fabian-Revisionist-State-socialisr
current of social-democratic reformism.

Most of the contemporary discoveries which announce that so­
cialism is obsolete, because capitalism no longer really exists,. 010
already be found in Bernstein. It was "absurd” to call Weimar
Germany capitalist, he declared, because of the controls exercised
over the capitalists; it follows from Berrrteinism that the Nazi state
was even more anti-capitalist, as advertised ...

The transformation of socialism into a bureaucratic collccdvrs-ra
is already implicit in Bernstein’s attack on workers’ democra<\7-
Denouncing the idea of workers’ control of industry,, he proceeds
to redefine democracy. Is it "government by the people’ ? He reJ s
this, in favour of the negative definition ’’absence of class g° Q~
ment.” Thus the very notion of workers*  democracy as a si**  f**
non of socialism is junked, as effectively as by the clever rede
of democracy current in the Communist academies. Even P0^.
freedom and representative institutions have been defined o
theoretical result all the more impressive since Bernstein himse
not personally anti-democratic like Lassalle or Shaw. It ,s the
of Socialism-fromAbove which requires these formulations. Bcf 
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is the leading social-democratic theoretician not only of the equation
Statification—Socialism, but also of the disjunction of socialism irom
workers’ democracy.

It was fitting, therefore, that Bernstein should come to the
conclusion that Marx’s hostility to the state was “anarchistic,” and
that Lassalle was right in looking to the state for the initiation of
socialism. “The administrative body of die visible future can be dif­
ferent from the present-day state only in degree,” wrote Bernstein;
the “withering away of the state” is nothing but utopianism even
under socialism. He, on the contrary, was very practical; for example,
as die Kaiser’s non-widiering state launched itself into the imperial­
ist scramble for colonies, Bernstein promptly came out for colonialism
and the White Man’s Burden: “only a conditional right of savages
to the land occupied by them can be recognized; the higher civiliz­
ation ultimately can claim a higher right.”

Bernstein contrasted his own vision of the road to socialism
with that of Marx: Marx’s “is the picture of an army. It presses
forward, through detours, over sticks and stones... Finally it arrives
at a great abyss. Beyond it there stands beckoning the desired goal—
the state of die future, which can be reached only dirough a sea, a
red sea as some have said.” In contrast, Bernstein’s vision was not
red but roseate: the class struggle softens into harmony as a bene­
ficent state gently changes die bourgeoisie into good bureaucrats.
It didn’t happen that way—when the Bernsteinized social-democracy
first shot down the revolutionary left in 1919, and then, reinstating
the unrcgencrate bourgeoisie and the military in power, helped to
yield Germany into the hands of the fascists.

If Bernstein was the theoretician of the identification of bureau­
cratic collectivism with socialism, then it was his left-wing opponent
in the German movement who became the leading spokesman in the
Second International of a revolutionary-democratic Socialism-from-
Below. This was Rosa Luxemburg, who so emphatically put her faith
and hope in the spontaneous struggle of a free working class that
the myth-makers invented for her a “theory of spontaneity” which
she never held, a dieory in which “spontaneity” is counterposed to
“leadership.”

In her own movement she fought hard against the “revolution­
ary” elitists who rediscovered the theory of the Educational Dictator­
ship over the workers (it is rediscovered in every generation as The
Very Latest Thing), and had to write: “Without Lie conscious will
and the conscious action of the majority of the proletariat there can
be no socialism ..—“£ We ] will never assume governmental au­
thority except through the clear unambiguous will of the vast major­
ity of the German working class..And her famous aphorism:
“Mistakes committed by a genuinely revolutionary labour movement
are much more fruitful and worthwhile historically than the infal­
libility of the very best Central Committee.”

Rosa Luxemburg versus Eduard Bernstein: this is the German
chapter of the story.
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8. The 100% American Scene

At the wellsprings of American "native socialism,” the picture -
the same, only more so. If we overlook the imported ‘'Gerxr—
socialism” (Lassallean with Marxist trimmings) of the early Sooz>
ist Labor Party, then the leading figure here is, far and away, Ed^ —-
Bellamy and his Looking Backward (1887). Just before him
the now-forgotten Laurence Gronlund, whose Cooperative co­
wealth (1884) was extremely influential in its day, selling 100/»-
copies.

Gronlund is so up-to-date that he does not say he rejects den»
cracy—he merely "redefines” it; as "Administration by the Com"*'
tent,” as against "government by majorities,” together with a modiJ
proposal to wipe out representative government as such as well
all parties. All the "people” want, he teaches, is "administration—
good administration.” They should find "the right leaders,” ar £
then be "willing to thrust their whole collective power into
hands.” Repre entative government will be replaced by the plebisdre.
He is sure that his scheme will work, he explains, because it works
so well for the hierarchy of the Catholic Church. Naturally he rejeczs
the horrible idea of class struggle. The workers are incapable of self­
emancipation, and he specifically denounces Marx’s famous expressic-z
of this First Principle. The Yahoos will be emancipated by an el He
of the "competent,” drawn from the intelligentsia; and at one point
he set out to organize a secret conspiratorial American Socialist Fra­
ternity for students.

Bellamy’s socialist utopia in Looking Backward is expressly
modeled on the army as the ideal pattern of society—regimented.
hierarchically ruled by an elite, organized from the top down, with
the cozy communion of the beehive as the great end. The story itself
pictures the transition as coming through the concentration of society
into one big business corporation, a single capitalist: the state. Uni­
versal suffrage is abolished; all organizations from below eliminated;
decisions are made by administrative technocrats from above. As one
of his followers defined this "American socialism”: "Its social idea
is a perfectly organized industrial system which, by reason of the
close interlocking of its wheels, shall work at a minimum of friction
with a maximum of wealth and leisure to all.”

As in the case of the anarchists, Bellamy’s fanciful solution to
the basic problem of social organization—how to resolve differences
of ideas and interests among men—is the assumption that the elite
will be superhumanly wise and incapable of injustice (essentially the
same as the Stalinist-totalitarian myth of the infallibility of the Par­
ty), the point of the assumption being that it makes unnecessary any
concern about democratic control from below. The latter is unthink­
able for Bellamy because the masses, the workers, are simply a
dangerous monster, the barbarian horde. The Bellamyite movement

which called itself "Nationalism” and originally set out to be both 
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anti-socialist and anti-capitalist was systematically organized on a
middle class appeal, like the Fabians.

Here were the overwhelmingly popular educators of the ’’native”
wing of American socialism, whOiC conceptions echoed through the
non-Marxist and anti-Marxist sectors of the socialist movement well
into die 20th century, with a resurgence of ’’Bellamy Clubs” even in
the 1930s, when John Dewey eulogized Looking Backward as ex­
pounding ’’die American ideal of democracy.” Technocracy, which
already reveals fascist features openly, was a lineal descendant of this
tradition on one side. If one wants to see how thin the line can be
between something called socialism and something like fascism, it is
instructive to read die monstrous exposition of ’’socialism” written
by the once-famous inventor-scientist and Socialist Party luminary
Charles P. Steinmetz. His America and the New Epoch (1916) sets
down in deadly seriousness exactly the anti-utopia once satirized in
a science-fiction novel, in which Congress has been replaced by
direct senators from DuPont, General Motors and the odier great
corporations. Steinmetz, presenting die giant monopolistic corpor­
ations (like his own employer, General Electric) as the ultimate in
industrial efficiency, proposes to disband die political government
in favour of direct rule by the associated corporate monopolists.

Bellamyism started many on the road to socialism, but the road
forked. By tne turn of die century, American socialism developed
the world s most vibrant antidiejis to Socialism-from-Above in all its
forms: .Eugene Debs. In 1897 Debs was still at the point of asking
none other than John D. Rockefeller to finance die establishment of
a socialist utopian colony in a western state; but Debs, who^e social­
ism was forged in the ciass struggle of a militant labour movement,
soon found his true voice.

The heart of ’’Debsian socialism” was its appeal to, and faith
in, the self-activity of the masses from below, oebs’ writings and
speeches are impregnated widi this theme. He often quoted or
paraphrased Marx s ‘ First Principle ’ in his own words: *’ i he great
discovery the modern slaves have made is that they themselves tiieir
freedom must achieve. This is the secret of dieir solidarity; the heart
of their hope..His classic statement is this:

Too long have the workers of the world waited for some Moses
to lead them oul of bondage. He has not come; he never will
come. I would not lead you out if 1 could; for if you could
be led out, you could be led back again. I would have you
make up your minds that there is nothing you cannot do for
yourselves.

He echoed Marx’s words of 1850:
In the struggle of the working class to free itself from wage
slavery it cannot be repeated too often that everything de­
pends on the wonting ciass nself. Tne simple quest on is. can
the workers fit themselves, by education, organization, cooper­
ation and self-imposed discipline, to take control of the
productive forces and manage industry in the interest of the
people and for the benefit of society? That is all there is
to it.
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Can the workers fit themselves... He was under nu starry-eyed
illusions about the working class as it was (or is). But he proposed
a du i er ent goal man the eutists who-e i£>le wisdom consists in point-
ting a linger at the backwardness oi tne people now, and in teaming
that this must always be so. As against tne faith in elite rule from
above, Debs coumerposed the directly contrary notion of tne re­
volutionary vunguard (also a minority) wnose faith impels them to
advocate a harder road for the majority;

It is the minorities who have made the history of this world
[he said in the 1917 anti-war speech for which Wilson’s
government Jailed him]. It is the few who have had the
courage to take their places at the 1'ront; who have been true
enough to themselves to speak the truth that was in them;
who nave dared oppose the established order of things; who
have espoused the cause of the suffering, struggling poor; who
have upheld without regard to personal consequences the
cause of freedom and righteousness.

This ’’Debsian socialism” evoked a tremendous response from
the heart of tne people, but Debs had no successor as a tribune of
revolutionary-democratic socialism. After die postwar period of
radicalization, the Socialist Party became pinkly respectable on the
one hand, and the Communist l-arty became Stalinized on tne other.
On its side, American liberalism itself had long been under-going a
process of “statdication,” culminating in die great New Deal illujion
of the ’30s. Tne elite vision of a dispensation-!rom-above under the
aegis of me Savior-President attracted a whole strain of liberals to
whom the country gentleman in the White blouse was as Bismarck
to Lassalle.

The type had been heralded by Lincoln Steffens, the collectivist
liberal who (like Shaw and Georges Sorel) was as attracted to Mus­
solini as io iuoxow, and tor uie same reasons. Upton Sinclair,
quitting the Socialist Party as too “sectarian,” launched his “broad’
movement to “End Poverty in California,” with a manifesto ap­
propriately called It Governor of California, and How I Ended
Poverty (prooably the only radical manifesto widi two Is in tne
title) on the theme of “Socialism-from-Up-in-Sacramento.” One of
the typical rigures of the tune waj b.uart <nna;>e, wiio wove a zigzag
cour.e irom me reformism of the League for Industrial Democracy
to the semi-fascism of Technocracy. There were die Stalinoid intel­
lectuals who managed to sublimate their joint admiration for Roose­
velt and Russia by hailing both the NBA. and die Moscow Trials.
There were signs of the times like Paul Blanshard, who defected
from the Socialist Party to Roosevelt on the ground diat the New
Deal program of “managed capitalism” had taken the initiative in
economic change away from the socialists.

The New Deal, often rightly called America’s “social-democratic
period,” was also the liberals and social-democrats’ big fling at So-
cialism-from-Above, the utopia of Roosevelt’s “people s monarchy.
The illusion of the Rooseveltian “revolution from above” united
creeping-socialism, bureaucratic liberalism, Stalinoid elitism, and 
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illusions about both Russian collectivism and collectivized capitalism,
in one package.

9. Six Strains of Socialism-from-Above

We have seen that there are several different strains or currents
running through Socialism-from-Above. They are usually interwined,
but let us separate out some of the more important aspects for a
closer look.

(1) Philanthropism.—Socialism (or ’’freedom,” or what-have-
you) is to be handed down, in order to Do the People Good, by the
rich and powerful out of the kindness of their hearts. As the C'ow-
munisl Manifesto put it, with the early Utopians like Robert Owen
in mind, "Only from the point of view of being the most suffering
class does die proletariat exist for them.” In gratitude, the down­
trodden poor must above all avoid getting rambunctious, and no
nonsense about class struggle or self-emancipation. This aspect may
be considered a special case of—

(2) Elitism.—We have mentioned several cases of this con­
viction diat socialism is the business of a new ruling minority, non­
capitalist in nature and dierefore guaranteed pure, imposing its own
domination either temporarily (for a mere historical era) or even
permanently. In eidier case, this new ruling class is likely to see its
goal as an Educational Dictatorship over the masses—to Do Them
Good, of cour>c—the dictatorship being exercised by an elite party
which suppres.es all control from below, or by benevolent despots
or Savior-Leaders of some kind, or by Shaw’s ’’Supermen,” by eugenic
manipulators, by Proudhon’s ’’anarchist” managers or Saint-Simon’s
technocrats or dicir more modern equivalents—with up-to-date terms
and new verbal screens which can be hailed as fresh social theory as
against "nineteenth-century Marxism.”

On the other hand, the revolutionary-democratic advocates of
Socialism-from-Below have also always been a minority, but the chasm
between the elitist approach and the vanguard approach is crucial,
as we have seen in the case of Debs. For him as for Marx and Luxem­
burg, the function of the revolutionary vanguard is to impel the
mass-majority to fit themselves to take power in their own name,
through their own struggles. The point is not to deny tae critical
importance of minorities, but to establish a different relationship
between the advanced minority and die more backward mass.

(3) Plannism.—The key words are Efficiency, Order, Planning,
System—and Regimentation. Socialism is reduced to social-engineer­
ing, by a Power above society. Here again, the point is not to deny
that effective socialism requires over-all planning (and also that
efficiency and order are good things); but the reduction of socialism
to planned production is an entirely different matter; just as effective
democracy requires the right to vote, but the reduction of democracy
merely to the right to vote once in a while makes it a fraud.
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As a matter of fact, it would be important to demonstrate that
the separation of planning from democratic contxol-from-below
makes a mockery of planning itself; for the immensely complicated
industrial societies of today cannot be effectively planned by an all-
powerful central committee’s ukases, which inhibit and terrorize the
free play of initiative and correction from below. This is indeed the
basic contradiction of the new type of exploiting social system repre­
sented by Soviet bureaucratic collectivism. But we cannot pursue this
subject further here.

The substitution of Plannism for socialism has a long history,
quite apart from its embodiment in the Soviet myth that Stah'fic-
ation=Socialism, a tenet which we have already seen to have been
first systematized by social-democratic reformism (Bernstein and the
Fabians particularly). During the 1930’s, the mystique of die "Plan,”
taken over in part from Soviet propaganda, became prominent in the
right wing of the social-democracy, with Henri de Man hailed as its
prophet and as successor to Marx. De Man faded from view and is
now forgotten because he had the bad judgment to push his Revision­
ist theories first into corporatism and dien into collaboration with
the Nazis.

Aside from theoretical constructions, Plannism appears in the
socialist movement most frequently embodied in a certain psycholo­
gical type of radical. To give credit due, one of the first sketches
of this type came in Belloc's The Servile State, with the Fabians in
mind. This type, writes Belloc,

loves the collectivist ideal In Itself . . . because it Is an ordered
and regular form of society. He loves to consider the ideal of
a State in which land and capital shall be held by public
officials who shall order other men about and so preserve
them from the consequences of their vice, ignorance and folly.
(Belloc writes further:] In him the exploitation of man excites
no indignation. Indeed, he is not a type to which indignation
or any other lively passion is familiar . . . [Belloc’s eye is on
Sidney Webb here.] .. . the prospect of a vast bureaucracy
wherein the whole of life shall be scheduled and appointed
to certain simple schemes ... gives his small stomach a final
satisfaction.

As far as concerns contemporary examples with a pro-Stalinist
colouration, examples-a-go-go can be found in the pages of Paul
Sweezy’s magazine Monthly Review.

In a 1930 article on the "motive patterns of socialism,” written
when he still thought he was a Leninist, Max Eastman distinguished
this type as centered on "efficiency and intelligent organization..-
a veritable passion for a plan ... businesslike organization.” For such,
he commented, Stalin’s Russia has a fascination:

It is a region at least to be apologized for in other lands—
certainly not denounced from the standpoint of a mad dream
like emancipation of the workers and therewith all mankind.
In those who built the Marxian movement and those who
organized its victory in Russia, that mad dream was the
central motive. They were, as some are prone now to forget.
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extreme rebels against oppression. Lenin will perhaps stand
out. when the commotion about his ideas subsides, as the
greatest rebel in history. His major passion was to set men
free ... if a single concept must be chosen to summarize the
goal of the class struggle as defined in Marxian writings, and
especially the writings of Lenin, human freedom is the name
for it. . .

It might be added that more than once Lenin decried the push
for total-planning as a “bureaucratic utopia.”

There is a subdivision under Plannism which deserves a name
coo: let us call it Productionism. Of course, everyone is “for” pro­
duction just as everyone is for Virtue and the Good Life; but for
this type, production is the decisive te.t and end of a society. Russian
bureaucratic collectivism is “progressive” because of the statistics of
pig-iron production (the same type usually ignores the impressive
statistics of increased production under Nazi or Japanese capitalism).
It is all right to smash or prevent free trade-unions under Nasser,
Castro, Sukarno or Nkrumah because something known as "economic
development” is paramount over human rights. This hardboiled view­
point was, of course, not invented by these “radicals,” but by the
callous exploiters of labour in the capitalist Industrial Revolution; and
the socialist movement came into existence fighting tooth-and-nail
against these theoreticians of “progressive” exploitation. On this
score too, apologists for modern “leftist” authoritarian regimes tend
to consider this hoary doctrine as the newest revelation of sociology.

(4) “Communwnism.”—In his 1930 article Max Eastman called
this “the united-brotherhood pattern,” of “the gregarian or human­
solidarity socialists”—“those yearning with a mixture of religious
mysticism and animal gregariousness for human solidarity.” It should
not be confused with the notion of solidarity in strikes, etc., and not
necessarily identified with what is commonly called comradeship in
the socialist movement or a “sense of community” eEewere. Its spe­
cific content, as Eastman says, is a “seeking for submersion in a
Totality, seeking to lose himself in the bosom of a substitute for
God.”

Eastman is here pointing to the Communist Party writer Mike
Gold; another excellent case is Harry F. Ward, the CP’s hardy clerical
fellow-traveler, whose books theorize this kind of “oceanic” yearning
for the shucking-off of one’s individuality. Bellamy’s notebooks reveal
him as a classic case: he writes about the longing "for absorption
into the grand omnipotency of the universe,” his “Religion of Solid­
arity” reflects his mistrust of the individualism of the personality,
his craving to dissolve the Self into communion with Something
Greater.

This strain is very prominent in some of the most authoritarian
of die Socialisms-from-Above and is not seldom met in milder cases
like the philanthropic elitists with Christian Socialist views. Naturally,
this kind of “communionist” socialism is always hailed as an ethical
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socialism” and praised for holding class struggle in horror; for there
must be no conflict inside a beenive. It tends to flatly counterpose
"collectivism” to "individualism” (a false opposition from a human­
ist standpoint), but what it really impugns is individuality.

(5) Permeationism.—Socialism-from-Above appears in many
varieties for the simple reason that there are always many altern­
atives to the self-mobilization of masses from below; but the cases
discussed tend to divide into two families.

One has the perspective of overthrowing the present, capitalist
hierarchical society in order to replace it with a new, non-capitalist
type of hierarchical society based on a new wind of elite ruling class.
(These varieties are usually ticketed "revolutionary” in histories of
socialism.) The other has the perspective of permeating the centers
of power in the existing society in order to metamorphose —it gradu­
ally, inevitably—into a starfied collectivism, perhaps molecule by
molecule the way wood petrifies into agate. This is the characteristic
stigmatum of the reformist, social-democratic varieties of Socialism-
from-Above.

The very term permeationism was invented for self-description
y w at we have already called the "purest” variety of reformism

ever seen Sidney Webb's Fabianism. AH social-democratic permeat-
Joni m !s based on a theory of mechanical inevitability: the inevitable
se -co lectivization of capitalism from above, which is equated with
socia ism. Pressure from below (where considered permissible) can

asten and straighten the process, provided it is kept under control
to avoid frightening the self-collectivizers. Hence die social-demo-
?atJJ^rmca^on’-ts are not only willing but anxious to "join the

sta ishment rather dian to fight it, in whatever capacity they are
a owed to join it, whether as cabin boys or cabinet ministers.

ypically the function of their movement-from-below is primarily to
ackmail the ruling powers into buying them off widi such op­

portunities for permeation.

a realitv- a- toward tbe c°Hectivization of capitalism is indeed
of capitalism Ac Seen’ u ,means fbe bureaucratic collectivization
democracv ha« it Proce5S ^as advanced, the contemporary social­
inn theoretician through a metamorphosis. Today, the lead-
£ neo-reformism, G. A R. Crosland, denounces
orieinallv writt e mi statement favoring nationalization which was
SE fchh • Efitish Labor program by none other than
SXZnXiWItbuAr?Ur Hcnderson)! The number of continental
cSlvX l^t fhat haVe now PurSed programs of all spe-
historv reflected ist,content a brand new phenomenon in socialist
cratic collectivist’ C de&ree to which the ongoing process of bureau­
vic collectivization is accepted as an installmenfof petrified "social-

This is permeationism as grand strategy. It leads, of course, to
permeationism as political tactic, a subject we cannot here pur 
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beyond mentioning its presently most prominent U.S. form: the
policy of supporting the Democratic Party and the lib-lab coalition
around the "Johnson Consensus,” its predecessors and successors.

The distinction between these two "families” of Socialism-from-
Above holds for home grozvn socialisms, from Babeuf to Harold
Wilson; that is, cases where the social base of the given socialist
current is inside the national system, be it the labor aristocracy or
declasse elements or any other. The case is somewhat different for
those "social isms-from-outside” reprsented by the contemporary Com­
munist Parties, whose strategy and tactics depend in the last analysis
on a power base outside any of the domestic social strata; that is, on
the bureaucratic-collectivist ruling classes in the East.

The Communist Parties have shown themselves uniquely dif­
ferent from any kind of home-grown movement in their capacity to
alternate or combine both the "revolutionary”-opnositionist and the
permeationist tactics to suit their convenience. Thus the American
Communist Party could swing from its ultra-left-adventurist "Third
Period” of 1928-34 into the ultra-permeationist tactic of the Popular
Front period, then back into fire-breathing "revolutionism” during
the Hitler Stalin Pact period, and again, during the ups-and-downs
of the Cold War, into various degrees of combination of the two.
With the current Communist split along Moscow-Peking lines, the
"Khrushchevites” and the Maoists tend each to embody one of the
two tactics which formerly alternated.

Frequently, therefore, in domestic policy the official Communist
Party and the social-democrats tend to converge on the policy of
permeationism, though from the angle of a different Socialism-from-
Above.

(6) Socialism-fr&m-Outside.—The preceding varieties of Social-
ism-from-Above look to power at the tops of society: now we come
to the expectation of succor from the outside.

The flying-saucer cult is a pathological form, messianism a more
traditional form, when "outside” means out of this world; but for
present purposes "outside” means outside the social struggle at home.
For the Communists of East Europe after World War II. the New
Order had to be imported on Russian bayonets; for the German
Social-Democrats in exile, liberation of their own people could finally
be imagined only ba grace of foreign military victory.

The peacetime variety is socialism-by-model-example. This, of
course, was the method of the old Utopians, who built their model
colonies in the American backwoods in order to demonstrate the
superiority of their system and convert the unbelievers. Today, it is
this substitute for social struggle at home which is increasingly the
essential hope of the Communist movement in the West.

The model-example is provided by Russia (or China, for the
Maoists); and while it is difficult to make the lot of the Russian
proletarians half-attractive to Western workers even with a generous
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dose of lies, there is more success to be expected from two other
approaches:

(a) The relatively priveleged position of managerial, bureau­
cratic and intellectual-flunky elements in the Russian collectivist
system can be pointedly contrasted with the situation in the West,
where tlie,e same elements, are subordinated to the owners of capital
and manipulators of wealth. At this point the appeal of the Soviet
system ot statified economy coincides with the historic appeal of
middle-class socialisms, to disgruntled class-elements of intellectuals.
technologists, scientists and scientific employes, administrative bu­
reaucrats and organization men of various types, who can most
easily identify themselves with a new ruling class based on state
power rather than on money power and ownership, and .therefore
visualize themselves as the new men of power in a non-capitalist but
elitist setup.

(b) While the official Communist Parties are required to
maintain the fagade of orthodoxy in something called "Marxism-
Leninism,” it is more common that serious theoreticians of neo-Stahn-
ism who are not tied to the party do free themselves from the
pretense. One development is the open abandonment of any perspect­
ive of victory through social struggle inside the capitalist countries.
The ’’world revolution” is equated simply with the demonstration
by the Communist states that their system in superior. This has nov.
been put into thesis-form by the two leading theoreticians of neo-
Stalinism, Paul Sweezy and Isaac Deutscher.

Baran and Sweezy’s Monopoly Capitalism (1966) flatly rejects
’’the answer of traditional Marxist orthodoxy—that the industry
proletariat must eventually rise in revolution against its capitalist
oppressors.” Same for all the other ’’outsider” groups of society--
unemployed, farm workers, ghetto masses, etc.; they cannot constit­
ute a coherent force in society.” This leaves no one; capitalism canno
be effectively challenged from within. What then? Some day, *
authors explain on their last page, ’’perhaps not in the presen
century,” the people will be disillusioned with capitalism a> e
world revolution spreads and as the socialist countries show by
their example that it is possible” to build a rational society. £ ™
phasis added.} That is all. Thus the Marxist phrases filling
other 366 pages of this essay become simply an incantation like e
reading of the Sermon on the Mount at St. Patrick’s Cathedral.

The same perspective is presented less bluntly by a more cir
cumlocuitous writer in Deutscher’s The Great Contest,
transmits the new Soviet theory ’’that Western capitalism will su^
cumb not so much—or not directly—because of its own cnse*  an
inherent contradictions as because of its inability to match the acniev
ements of socialism [ i.e. the Communist states J”; and later o •
“It may be said that this has to some extent replaced the Marxi
prospect of a permanent social revolution.” Here we have a tneore 



al rationale for what has long been the function of the Communist
movement in the West: to act as border guard and shill for the
competing, rival establishment in the East. Above all, the perspective
of Socialism-from-Below becomes as alien to these professors of
bureaucratic collectivism as to the apologists for capitalism in the
American academies.

This type of neo-Stalinist ideologist is often critical of the actual
Soviet regime—a good example is Deutscher, who remains as far as
possible from being an uncritical apologist for Moscow like the
official Communists. They mu t be understood as being penneation-
ists with respect to bzireaucratic-collectivism. What appears as a
"socialism-from-outside” when seen from the capitalist world, be­
comes a sort of Fabianism when viewed from within the framework
of the Communist system. Within this context, change-from-above-
only is as firm a principle for the:e theoreticians as it was for Sidney
Webb. This was demonstrated inter alia by Deutscher’s hostile
reaction to the East German revolt of 1953 and to the Hungarian
revolution of 1956, on the classical ground that such upheavals from
below would scare the Soviet establishment away from its course of
“liberalization” by the Inevitability of Gradualness.

10. Which Side Axe You On ?

From the point of view of intellectuals who have a choice of roles
to play in the social struggle, the perspective of Socialism-from-Below
has historically had little appeal. Even within the framework of the
socialist movement it has had few consistent exponents and not many
inconsistent ones. Outside die socialist movement, naturally, the
standard line is that such ideas are visionary, impractical, unrealistic,
“utopian”; idealistic perhaps but quixotic. The mass of people are
congenitally stupid, corrupt, apathetic and generally hopeless; and
progressive change must come from Superior People rather like (as
it happens) the intellectual expressing these sentiments. This is
translated theoretically into an Iron Law of Oligarchy or a tinny law
of elitism, in one way or another involving a crude theory of inevit­
ability—the inevitability of change-from-above-only.

Without presuming to review in a few words the arguments
pro and con for this pervasive view, we can note the social role it
plays, as the self-justificatory rite of the elitist. In “normal”times
when the masses are not moving, the theory simply requires pointing
with scorn, while the whole history of revolution and social upheaval
is simply dismissed as obsolete. But the recurrence of revolutionary
upheavals and social disturbances, defined precisely by the intrusion
onto the historical stage of previous inactive masses and characteristic
of periods when basic social change is on the agenda, is just as
“normal” in history as the intervening periods of conservation. When
the elitist theorist therefore has to abandon the posture of the
scientific observer who is merely predicting that the mass of people
will always continue quiescent, when he is faced with the opposite
reality of a revolutionary mass threatening to subvert the structure of

95



power, he is typically not behindhanded in switching over to an
entirely different track: denouncing mass intervention from below a_3
evil in itself.

The fact is that the choice between Socialism-from-Above and
Socialism-from-Below is, for the intellectual, basically a moral choice,
whereas for the working masses who have no social alternative it ta
a matter of necessity. The intellectual may have the option of "joiD-
ing the Establishment” where the worker does not; the same option
holds also for labor leaders, who, as they rise out of their class, like­
wise confront a choice that did not exist before. The pressure of
conformity to the mores of the ruling class, the pressure for bocr-
geoisification, is stronger in proportion as personal and organization­
al ties with the ranks below become weak. It is not hard for an
intellectual or bureaucratized official to convince himself that perme­
ation of and adaptation to the existing power is the smart way to do
it, when (as it happens) it also permits sharing in the persuisites of
influence and affluence.

It is an ironic fact, therefore, that the ’’Iron Law of Oligarchy”
is ironclad mainly for the intellectual elements from whom it arises.
As a social stratum (i.e., apart from exceptional individuals) intel­
lectuals have never been known to rise against established power
in anything like the way that the modern working class has done
time and again through its relatively brief history. Functioning typic­
ally as the ideological flunkies of the established rulers of society,
the brain-worker sector of the non-propertied middle classes is yet,
at the same time, moved to discontent and disgruntlement by the
relationship. Like many another servant, this Admirable Crichton
thinks, ”1 am a better man than my master, and if things were dif­
ferent we would see who should bend the knee.” More than ever in
our day, when the credit of the capitalist system is disintegrating
throughout the world, he easily dreams of a form of society in which
he can come into his own, in which the Brain and not Hands or
Moneybags would dictate; in which he and his similars would be
released from the pressure of Property through the elimination of
capitalism, and released from the pressure of the more numerous
masses through the elimination of democracy.

Nor does he have to dream very far, for existing versions of
such a society seem to be before his eyes, in the Eastern collectivism*.
Even if he rejects these versions, for various reasons including the
Cold War, he can theorize his own version of a "good” kind of
bureaucratic collectivism, to be called "Meritocracy” or "managerial­
ism” or "Industrialism” or what-have-you, in the U.S.; or "African
Socialism” in Ghana and "Arab Socialism” in Cairo; or various other
kinds of socialism in other parts of the world.

The nature of the choice between Socialism-from-Above
Socialism-from-Below stands out most starkly in connection with a
question on which there is a considerable measure of agreenien
among liberal, social-democratic and Stalinoid intellectuals co<»y- 
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This is the alleged inevitability of authoritarian dictatorships (be­
nevolent despotisms) in the newly developing states of Africa and
Asia particularly—e.g. Nkrumah, Nasser, Sukarno, et al.—dictator­
ships which crush independent trade unions as well as all political
opposition and organize to maximize the exploitation of labor, in
order to extract from the hides of the working masses sufficient
capital to hasten industrialization at the tempo which the new rulers
desire. Thus to an unprecedented degree, ’’progressive” circles which
once would have protested injustice anywhere have become automatic
apologists for any authoritarianism which is considered non-capitalist.

Apart from the cconomic-determinist rationale usually given for
this position, there are two aspects of the question which illuminate
what is broadly at stake:

(a) The economic argument for dictatorship, purporting to
prove the necessity of breakneck industrialization, is undoubtedly very
weighty for die new bureaucratic rulers—who meanwhile do not
stint dieir own revenue and aggrandizement—but it is incapable of
persuading the worker at the bottom of the heap that he and his
family must bow to super-exploitation and super-weating for some
generations ahead, for the sake of a quick accumulation of capital.
(In fact, this is why breakneck industrialization requires dictatorial
controls.)

The cconomic-determinist argument is the rationalization of a
ruling-class viewpoint; it makes human sense only from a ruling­
class viewpoint, which of course is always identified with the needs
of ’’society.” It makes equaly good sense that the workers at the
bottom of the heap must move to fight this super-exploitation to
defend their elementary human dignity and wellbeing. So was it
also during the capitalist Industrial Revolution, when the ’’newly
developing states” were in Europe.

It is not a question simply of some technical-economic argument
but of sides in a class struggle. The question is: Which side are you
on?

(b) It is argued that the mass of people in these countries are
coo backward to control the society and its government; and this is
no doubt true, not only there. But what follows? How does a people
or a class become fit to rule in their own name?

Only by fighting to do so. Only by waging their struggle against
oppression—oppression by those who tell them they are unfit to
govern. Only by fighting for democratic power do they educate
themselves and raise themselves up to the level of being able to
wield that power. There has never been any other way for any class.

Although we have been considering a particular line of apologia,
the two points which emerged do in fact apply all over the world,
in every country, advanced or developing, capitalist or Stalinist.
When the demonstrations and boycotts of the Southern Negroes
threatened to embarras President Johnson as he faced an election,
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the question was: Which side arc you on? When the Hungarian
people erupted in revolt against the Russian occupier, the question
was: Which side are you on? When the Algerian people fought for
liberation against the ’’socialist” government of Guy Mollet, the
que ti'on was: Which side are you on? When Cuba was invaded by
Washington’s puppets, the question was: Which side are you on!
and when the Cuban trade unions are taken over by the commissars
of the dictatorship, the question is also: Which side are you on?

Since the beginning of society, there has been no end of theories
“proving” that tyranny is inevitable and that freedom-in-democracy
is impossible; there is no more convenient ideology for a ruling class
and its intellectual flunkies. The e are self-fulfilling predictions, since
they remain true only as long as they are taken to be true. In the
last analysis, the only way of proving them false is in the struggle
itself. That struggle from below has never been stopped by the
theories from above, and it has changed the wolrd time and again.
To choose any of the forms of Socialism-from-Above is to look back
to the old world, to the ’’old crap.” To choose the road of Socialism-
from-Eelow is to affirm the beginning of a new world.
(q) Copyright Hal Draper, 1966

NOTE

This is a completely rewritten and expended version of a study which originally
appeared in the socialist student magazine "Anvil" (Winter 1960) and was subse­
quently reprinted two or three times e.sewhere. The framework, the general content,
and some passages remain, but I have taken advantage of this new edition to make
• thorough revision of what was a hasty first draft.

The aim is not to give a history of socialist thought in o nutshell, but simply to
illustrate a thesis—the thesis besing a historical into, protation of the meaning of
socialism and of how socialism came to mian what it does today. To this end I
have selected for discussion a few of the most important socialist currents up to the
early 20th century, since the object of the inquiry is the wellsprings of the modern
soda'ist movement. There are a number of tendencies which would have been diffi­
cult to treat briefly, and are therefore not discussed here at all, such as syndicalism.
Deleonism, Bolshevism, the IWW, the collectivist liberals, etc.; but I believe that their
study hads to the same conclusions.

The chief difficulty in treating the subject briefly is the heavy encrustation of
myth over the written history of socialism. At the end I have listed a very few works
which are espscially useful for some of the figures discussed here; for others the
interested reader simply has to go back to the sources. There is no ha’‘-dec nt
history of scc’alrst thought extant today; and there probably will not be one until
more socialist scholars do the kind of job that E. P. Thompson did for William Morris,
whose image had been almost obliterated by the myths.

Speaking of William Morris, I re-read "A Dream of John Ball," and came once
again across the oft-quoted passage about— Well, let us quote it again, as motto fo*
the following pages:

"... I pondered all these things, and how men fight and lose the battle, and the
thing that they fought for comes about in spito of their defeat, and when H
comes tu'ns out not to be what they meant, and other men have to fight fe»
what they means under another name .. ."
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A Few References
As mentioned in the Note, rollowing are a few useful titles, but

for most of the question dealt with, one must go back to the sources.
For Section 1, one book worth reading is A.D. Winspear’s The

Genesis of Plato's Thought, which discusses Pythagoras somewhat too.
For Proudhon, see the chapter in J.S. Schapiro’s Liberal's™ and the
Challenge of Fascism, and Proudhon’s Carnets. For Bakunin, see E.
Pyziur’s The Doctrine of Anarchism of M. A. Bakunn, with E. H.
Carr's biography for background. For Lassalle, see E. Bernstein’s
F. Lassalle ns a Social Reformer, and D. Footman’s biography. For
Fabianism, there is only one half-decent published study, A. M. Mc-
Briar's Fahfan Socialism and English Politics, and E. J. Hobsbawm’s
unpublished thesis, Fabinn’sm and the Fabians, neither adequate for
our purpose. For Rosa Luxemourg, see Paul Frolich’s biography, and
Tony Cliff’s thin book, both titled with her name. For Bellamy and
Gronlund. see Arthur Lipow’s unpublished thesis, Edward Bellamy and
the Nat’oiiaTst Movement (Berkeley, Univ, of Calif., 1965).

Two articles by me in New Pol’t’cs bear on some aspects of the
subject: “Neo-Corporatists and Neo-Reformists” (I, 1, Winter 1962)
and “The New Social-Democratic Reformism” (II, 2, Winter 1963).
Also relevant are parts of the following two publications of the In-
depun-en. oc ai st Committee: • n’enendent Soc’a*  sm: A Perspective
for the Left (pamphlet), and Introduction to Independent Socialism
(a '‘clippingbook”).

I, 3OE3OE=—T""l

This essay is available in pamphlet form for 25c from
the I.S.C.A., P.O. Box 910, Berkeley, Calif., USA.

Hal Draper writes for :

NEW POLITICS
a journal of socialist thought

Subscription : $4.00
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Radical Vigilance :

PARTICIPATIVE TECHNIQUES

OF SOCIAL INTEGRATION

by Martin Oppenheimer

PARTICIPATORYnrin^rv”1 ”THE SOCIOLOGY OF
NERAT ON T DEMOCRACY'’ ’« Vol. 3, No 4, OUR GE-

Dctar,mM °>

“N
motion mech L-H° recentl* *' has 561 “
level.. It U ° ”leic^anisms of integration at the shop
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Origins of Approach

This particular ’’human relations” approach did not make a real
impact on management during the 1930’s depression; nobody cared,
in a time of business crisis and labour surplus, how workers felt.
But during World War II with its labour shortages, management
became more concerned with worker-behavior as it might be related
to general morale (including extra-plant, home life, etc.) and it
began in many concerns to move seriously into industrial psychology
in order to get a ’’better-adjusted,” happier, more productive worker.
Management, in short, began to move beyond an interest in the
’’point of production,” and came to understand in a special sort of
way that workers were indeed class-conscious — although of course,
that term was never used. By the 1950’s, a specific human relations
approach was clearly identifiable in management thinking. This ao-
proach became a sort of high-level rationale for Dale Carnegie’s
popular efforts to teach people how to manipulate other people by
being nice to them. The changes to be made in people through human
relations (rather than by fiat) were always predetermined by ma­
nagement, and the only issue was how to persuade workers that these
decisions were genuinely theirs when in fact they weren’t. It was
this manipulative human relations approach which Whyte exposed
and demolished in The Organization Man (Whyte, 1956).

McGregor approach

Then, with the publication of The Human Side o] Enterprise
by McGregor of M.I.T.’s School of Industrial Management in I960,
the manipulative approach in human relations came under attack
from within management’s own camp. For several years some theorists
had been arguing that good human relations would pay off, and
that in the long run manipulative approaches would be self-defeating.
These particular writers had begun to converge both theoretically
and in experimentation in the plant with group dynamics pioneers
such as Lewin and Moreno, counseling therapists such as Carl Rogers,
and even humanistically and radically-oriented psychologists such as
Fromm and Abraham Maslow. These writers together with Freud
(and augmented later on by Norman Brown and Marcuse) began
to be standard references in human relations work and remain so
today; their terminology (e.g. repression, defenses, ego, self-actualiz­
ing, etc.) soon became standard vocabulary in human relations in
management. Their concepts, particularly those of Rogerian therapy
(non-directive counseling), were carried over into individual and
group training for the organizational setting, involving people who
were not judged to be in any way mentally ill. but who were judged
to require better human relations skills, particularly in companies
that understood that rapid, ongoing change was to be a permanent
part of mid-century enterprise, and that adaptability to changing
conditions required such skills.
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"Theory Y"

It was McGregor who coined the expression "theory Y” to
identify a concept of management which he saw as a revolutionary
termed X*  ” man‘Pulative human relations approaches
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saying no to promotions without prejudice to his later advancement
if he so pleases).

In terms of management recruiting, ”Y” theory emphasizes a
heterogeneous supply ot human resources rather than carefully struc­
tured training to develop specialists. The unpredictable needs of to­
morrow require broad education — those who conform to today’s
management types (Whyte’s organization men) may be all wrong
in tomorrow’s organization. Thus ”Y” theory fits into educationalist
theory which is nowadays moving once again toward the liberal,
humanistic college degree rather than technical specialization. Nor
is this a moralistic view alone. In the respected Harvard Business
Review, leading exponents of ”Y” theory recently pointed out that
’’several of the newest and most rapidly blooming companies in the
United States boast unusually democratic organizations... Executives
and even entire management staffs have been sent to participate in
human relations and organizational laboratories to learn skills and
attitudes which ten years ago would have been denounced as anarchic
and revolutionary” (Slater, 1964). The reason, as one of the authors
told the Alfred P. Sloan School of Management at M.I.T., is that
’’the bureaucratic form of organization is out of joint with con­
temporary realities... new shapes, patterns and models are emerging
which promise drastic changes in the conduct of the corporation and
of management practices in general. In the next 25 to 50 years we
should witness, and participate in, the end of bureaucracy as we
know it and the rise of a new social system better suited to 20th
Century demands ..(Bennis, 1966).

All of this related, in the view of ”Y” theorists, to the know­
ledge explosion; tho e who are sufficiently flexible to handle that
will survive. Future organizations must therefore be ’’rapidly chang­
ing temporary systems,” with the ’’task force” as typical, set up in
response to a problem rather than by a table of organization. In
short, the characteristic ”Y” organizations will be ’’adaptive, problem­
solving, temporary systems of diverse specialists, linked together by
coordinating and task-evaluating specialists in an organic flux.” Ne­
cessarily, then, the job will involve more, not less, of a person’s
personality. Profound implications are raised concerning the problem
of occupational alienation, which conceivably could be alleviated or
even eliminated in the ”Y” organization of the future.

Based on two assumptions

Apart from the new structures, theory ”Y” also approaches
human relations from a new angle. At the heart of human relations
training for use in ”Y ’ enterprises are two assumptions: one is that
people will not accept the new structure unless they are involved in
its planning. That is, real change can only take place if those affected
take part. The other is that the new structure requires continuing
sensitivity to oneself, to others, and to the group process because
close collaboration and mutual understanding and trust are required
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if traditional hierarchical authority is to be dispensed with; authority
must be within die self and within the team, since traditional au­
thority is limited to less visible areas of the organization’s life (less
visible does not mean less important, however, as we shall see). The
basic tool for this kind of human relations training is a technique
called the "T-Group” (T for training), developed over some twenty
National Training Laboratories. "T-Grouping” is done not only at
the N.T.L.’s center in Bethel, Me., but also at a variety of other
centers, and at organizational sites.

"T-Group”

In management training programs using T-Groups (e.g. at
M.I.T., Pitt. U.C.L.A., Harvard) the emphasis is away from concern
with acquiring skills directly related to production problems, and
toward the development of skills of ’’social interaction” closely
related to psychotherapy, because of die two assumptions just men­
tioned above. Anybody with talent can pick up technical know-how;
but that changes so quickly today that it is almost wasted effort for
long-term management training. It’s the man who can adapt easily
to changing conditions and get along with otliers in a term without
giving up his creativity to some sterile conformity who will still be
around in years to come. C‘r so goes the theory. Empirically, ad­
vanced management circles back this up with cash. One week of
higher executive T-Group training costs $1000 plus expenses; two
weeks of junior executive training runs from $450 to $650, and the
companies foot the bills.

A T-Group is a "relatively unstructured group in which in­
dividuals participate as learners. The data for learning... are the
transactions among the members, their own behavior in the group,
as they struggle to create a productive and viable organization, a
miniature society;” it is education through experience (Bradford,
1964).

At Bethel, Me. in the U.S.A., the major T-Group center in this
country, groups run in shifts all summer long. There are perhaps
twenty groups of twelve to fifteen persons going at any one time,
with some eight of these being basic human relations training groups
for the junior executive set, and perhaps eight more for mixed groups
of students, teachers and administrators from universities. The basic
course runs over a two-week shift, and the typical T-Group will
consist of a "trainer,” usually a social-psychologist or someone from
a closely-related field with some years of experience in group dy
namics, a couple of ministers, a social worker or two, three or four
people from various government agencies, and four or five younger
executives from the business world. (A rough projection would make
that about 100 executives per summer.) Notably under-represented at
Bethel are Negroes and working-class people (by definition, sinSe
they don’t make it up to these ranks in equitable proportions), an ,
oddly, trade union officials, who perhaps haven’t figured out *
going on as yet. No two groups, no two executives, are alike, wna 
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is apparent, however, is that no participant goes away unaffected
Everyone learns something about himself, about others, about how
others look at him, and aoout how groups work. There is probably
not one participant in ten who does not question whether he is in die
right job back home; true, probably not one in ten changes jobs.

Skin deep change

Far from creating an atmosphere of conformity, as Whyte charg­
ed in his sketchy description of T-Groups in The Organization Man,
Bethel seems to promote self-confidence, self-esteem, and motivation
to engage in "experimental behavior" including talking frankly and
openly to superiors (as well as subordinates). In fact, Bethel is openly
committed to the idea of breaking down die "other-directed per­
sonality," exposing die "games people play," and demolishing
"fronts." Numerous follow-up studies have been made to determine
the effectiveness of "laboratory training," though few of them go
beyond a year after the "T-Group" experience. Most of this research
is in agreement that real shifts in such behavior as listening to others,
sensitivity to others’ needs, flexibility, work relations, and decision­
making takes place in a positive direction (Bunker, 1965; Durham,
I960).

T-Group kinds of techniques have consciously or unknowingly
been adopted in a series of contexts outside die business world;
mothers receiving welfare, hard-core unemployed, juvenile delin­
quents, neighbors in poor communities. The concept of participatory
democracy as well as die Rogerian notions of group-centered leader­
ship and student-centered teaching are now part of the armory not
only of the student New Left, but also of anti-poverty workers of a
more coventional stripe, and of some more innovatively-inclined educ­
ators in such anti-poverty program settings in the U.S. as Upward
Bound and Headstart.

The limitations of "Y" Theory

The problems associated with "Y" theory come down to three:
(1) obstacles to introducing "Y" methods; (2) inconsistency between
its assumptions about human nature and its practice; and (3) in­
consistency in trying to operate a human enterprise in an inhuman
society.

Obviously, as many as 90 per cent of North American business­
men and other organizational leaders have never heard of "Y" theory
and care less. The typical organization is still run on classical lines,
with perhaps a token gesture in the direction of industrial psychology,
testing, and "personnel relations," a mixed system sometimes called
neo-classical.’’ The obstacles to introducing "Y" methods are con­

siderable. First of all, most higher management regards any real
challenge to its prerogatives as high treason, and even to consider
widening real decision-making power to include lower-echelon man­
agement, much less workers, continues in the realm of the unthink­
able. Furthermore, people raised and trained to think of organization
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in hierarchical and linear terms find it hard to engage in ”Y” kinds
of thinking. It would require a willingness to abandon conventional
organizational forms in the face of no clear guarantee in order that
the pre.ent (generally good) state of things be improved. Man­
agement must perceive a problem in order to accept the need for
cnange; yet if it is threatened by a problem (say, competition), this
threat is probably more likely to result in authoritarian behavior than
in moves toward democracy, reversion to more classical methods of
operation (which are security-inspiring) rather than innovations,
which are even more anxiety-producing. By and large,- organizations
are structured to resist attempts at innovation, and decision-makers
do get to the top because they are "organization men,” conformists
who have learned to respond to what they think their superiors want
rather than to think imaginatively and innovatively. For "Y” theory
advocates, then, it is largely a question of whether or not management
will respond sufficiently quickly to rapid change by introducing
flexible, human-relations-oriented structures; if not, "Y” enterprises
will continue to exist in an ocean of authoritarian organizations, and
the long-term social changes hoped for by some "Y” enthusiasts will
remain illusory.

Apart from the problem of resistance to change, which remains
unsolved, there is the issue of "Y” theory’s assumptions about ’‘human
nature,” which it shares with many thinkers including the Freudians,
existential psychologists, and others. Maslow, a long-term observer
and student of T-Groups and “Y” management, can be viewed as a
spokesman for this view. The job of the T-Group from a psychological
point of view is to enable the individual to come closer to his "real”

the assumption is that man is more than the sum of his social
settings — and thereby to fulfill his true nature and develop his
potential, more fully. The goal is to have the individual actualize
his self , or be a "self-actualizing” person. Maslow, like others
before him, sees tlie work situation as an important part of what is
ruining man, and what man is ruining for himself. He believes that
intelligent management of organizational life can help to develop
healthier, happier people, and that self-actualizing people can create

Pr°duc^ve> more fulfilling job situations (Maslow, 1962

But who is to carry out such changes? Paradoxically, Maslow
seems to beleive that it is only when enlightened management moves
that progress can be made, and that the first step in this is to locate
or develop healthy managers. How are these benevolent elite; to
appear? This is not clear; apparently some of them arc born and not
ruined, by organizational life. Others must come to Bethel for /
Grouping. A certain colonialist flavour creeps into "Y” theory de;pite
the protestations of genuine participation, for enlightened manage­
ment cannot spread, according to Maslow, until people are "ready for
u who are not used to democratic living are not ready for
Y theory, and "X” is what they will require for some time to come.

It is social scientists, of course, who must decide when and bow
(gradually) to introduce democracy to others.
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The vehicle for change, then, is the elite, for only it can know
whether the others are ready for benevolence. Only it (after consult­
ation with social scientist;) can decide whether people are self-actual­
izing. This view is contradictory to the other assumption of the
theory, that change is no good unless people are involved in making
it, and that people therefore have the right to be wrong, and to
reect what is good for them. In effect this is a replication of the old
’’socialism from above” versus ’’socialism from below” argument.
Maslow is arguing an elitist line; he puts all his hope in the wisdom
of the elite to decide when the masses are ready for change, whereas
by his own theory his view should be that the masses are ready when
and as they proceed to accomplish change. The implications of Ro-
gerian therapy, for example, and of student-centered teaching (c.g.
Summerhill) are that people do not become self-actualizing except
in the process of becoming self-actualizing — the dialectics of psy­
chology, shall we say. This is an anti-eliti >t view and an issue which
Maslow and his ”Y” theory colleagues will have to cope with if they
are to be truly in favor of a non-manipulative, participative work
situation. If they do not cope with it, if they maintain that the path
to progress lies through elite decisions when and if elites are healthy,
then the distinction between their theories and those of the neo­
classical manipulators (as exposed by Whyte, for instance) will always
remain hazy. Self-actualization and elite-actualization are inherently
contradictory, and cannot be made synonymous.

Human relations-related changes made in "Y” companies, then,
are introduced by higher management. By implication, this raises a
third issue: the nature of the product. Basic decision-making power,
including the critical power to introduce structural change and par­
ticipative proce .ses, remains in the hands of those who control the
enterprise, as does the power to decide the nature of the product,
whether it be an idea, a design, a piece of research, a commodity, or a
social service. While the product can be modified by participative
processes within the organization (chiefly so that it can be more
effective from management’s viewpoint), neither the assumption that
the product should be produced nor (therefore) that the product
should be efficiently produced, however managements defines ef­
ficiency, is challengeable. Human relations, in other words, work
just as well for missile and napalm-makers as for more ’’human”
products. The limits of participation exclude the mo:t important
segment of the job, namely the content of product, while attempting
to create a de-alienating situation by democratizing the form or
process.

Furthermore, even the most benign product is still produced
under classical economic laws (for profit, in the case of a commodity)
within a total system which is far from human. The very fact that
the profit system remains intact creates some of that overall inhuman-
ity. /h short, the democratic enterprise has to exist within an im­
perialist system, and in fact helps to maintain that system. The
question raised by critics of manipulative human relations approaches
is thus still valid: how ’’human” can an organization be if either the
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product and/or the system in which it exists are inhuman? Even more
to die point, how human can relations be if an inhuman product
(say, a missile system) helps make the world even less human than
it was before "human relations” were invented?

While "Y” theory raises some interesting issues for diose of us
interested in the perspectives and prospects of modern management,
it is of interest for another reason as well. Radicals have been tradi­
tionally concerned with the conditions of work, and have argued
since the time of Marx that die alienation related to modern mass
production techniques (especially within a profit-oriented economy)
can be overcome only dirough democratic planning and control of
the workplace by the producers, die workmen themselves. Historic­
ally this idea has been associated with die slogan of "workers
control.” The Paris Commune, the soviets of 1935, 1917 and 1956
in Hungary, and more recently the whole "participatory democracy”
concept, have served as possible models. This particular stream of
thought has been especially significant since radicalism’s disullusion-
ment widi both social democracy and bureaucratic collectivism, in
part at least because both systems have left essentially unchanged the
relationship of num to his work. In some important ways, "Y” theor)
contributes to various Goodmanesque decentralization models of so­
ciety, and to anarchist theory as well, because it provides specific
pictures of organizational structure, not just slogans. What "Y*
theory, despite its capitalistic context, is really providing is sonic
clues as to how organisations could be set up to maximise human
potential and de-alienate the workplace. Even now, it is possible
to introduce "Y” concepts into some of our own organizations — in
fact, this has already been done, though not consciously or system­
atically, in genuine "participatory democracy” groups.

New efficiency

"Y” organizations are apparently very efficient. The reason in
part seems to be that the organizational method has been accepted
by its members; the "T-Group” exists to work out personal and
communications hang-ups — and the organizers-trainers have had a
chance to work out their own hang-ups el .ewhere, so tliey don t need
to do it inside the organization. Participatory democracy groups, on
the other hand, seem to be inefficient; too many people are in it to
work out their personal problems, and this overloads the system-
This means that if the movement is serious about "participatory de­
mocracy” and the introduction of "Y” techniques, it ought perhaps
to consider having its own "Bethel” to begin to overcome those
problems.

Summary

In summary, "Y” theory is advanced management’s technique for
structuring itself to adapt to an organizational world of rapid change.
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As ”Y” organizations show themselves to be more viable, the method
will spread. Yet the basic production goals of these organizations
have not changed; they continue to produce in accordance widi clas­
sical economic laws, although with innovative means. So that despite
organizational innovations, the macro system remains unchanged.

On two critical issues "Y” theory has not yet successfully dif­
ferentiated itself from manipulative human relations approaches: it
is inconsistent because it claims to believe that change cannot be
successful unless those affected participate, yet the change agent is
the managerial elite. It is further inconsistent because it claims to be
human on the individual organizational level, yet it leaves unchalleng­
ed the anti-human assumptions of the product and of the total system
within which the "democratic” organization functions.

Because of these basic theoretical shortcomings, ”Y” theory is
seductive and dangerous. At the micro level, it is a more viable
mediod for dealing with rapidly changing conditions. Because of its
more real concern for participation, it seduce; management and work­
ers into a greater loyalty to the company and the work process, from
which they become less alienated. The danger is that harmony, creativ-
itey, and self-actualization can co-exist with the production of missiles
and napalm.

That’s the problem for us as we look at the system’s own per­
spective. At the same time, ”Y” theory provides us with valuable in­
sights as to how anti-establishment organizations can work better and
be more faithful to the goals of a human society, both at once. So
we had better learn about the danger, and seize the opportunity.

• An extended version of this article appeared in the winter, 1967
New Politics.
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NOTE : This is the concluding portion of the discussion
of C. George Benello’s WASTELAND CULTURE pu­
blished in Vol. 5, No. 2 of OUR GENERATION and
available in pamphlet form at 75f, from the Literature
Department of this journal.

This discussion was initiated in Vol. 5, No. 4 with
participants Todd Gitlin, Rich Rotstein, John Conway,
Brian Carpendale and Joan Renold, George Woodcock
with C. George Benello responding.

The Editors.

FUNCTION

AND OBJECTIVE
by Watson Thompson

On first reading I found my­
self in substantial agreement with
•’Wasteland Culture” and admi­
red it greatly for its comprehen­
siveness and SAeep of knowledge.
(This was greatly facilitated by
his frequent references to people
I have read approvingly for years
— Lewis Mumford. Erich Fromm,
Paul Goodman, Kenneth Keniston
etc.)

On further reflection, however,
I could see a difference of em­
phasis which may be important.
Benello does not seem to me to 

be fully or constantly aware of
the extent and profundity of the
evil of the present order of so­
ciety. To change from a power-
oriented society to one which is
people-oriented is not merely to
change from vertical modes of
organization to horizontal, but It
is also to get rid of war and
liquidate our immense store of
•nuclear devices*,  disband the CIA
nnd so on.

Likewise on the personal scale
I think he is somewhat optimistic.
Sure, there are pockets of good
cooperative people who are entire­
ly ready for Benello’s "openness.
psychological freedom and part­
icipation” but one must also re­
member that the vast majority are
hollow, alienated conformists.
This means, I think, that on the
interpersonal level (which I agree
is fundamental) we must probe
deeper and take more risks. It U
to this matter, on which I hav® 
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had some experience, that I shall
mainly address myself.

The material at Hand

First of all, let us look at the
general North American scene.
There is the Establishment, with
its “military-industrial complex”
more concentrated than ever. But
there are also such diverse anti­
Establishment groups as the Black
Power advocates and such main­
ly non-violent groups as the 'Hip­
pies’, the ‘Diggers' the drop-outs
and the pacifists.

In this extraordinary ferment,
which goes deep enough to affect
religions and philosophies with
strong elements of Zen and other
Oriental modes, there are of cour­
se some groups which point in the
same general direction which
Benello would approve. Group
dynamics, sensitivity - training
groups and therapy groups, would
all tend to agree with Benello's
objective of the “primacy of per­
sons”.

But the question is, Around
what nucleus might a whole new
society be created which would
have that “personalist goal” in­
stead of the present goal of pow­
er?

I think that this nucleus group
must have an intrinsic commit­
ment and its own kind of disci­
pline of a far greater intensity
than is even hinted at in “Waste­
land Culture**.

What is the dynamic?

Benello says “primacy of per­
sons,” and I heartily agree. But
this only makes sense if you mean
the primacy of all persons. If you
start, as you must, with a hand­

ful of people, how do you create
interpcrsonally with them a re­
lationship which becomes infinite­
ly extendable outwards? The
answer is that if you go deep
enough in yourself, you find the
most different other person there
also. And if you really mean pri­
macy of all persons you must
mean those you naturally like and
those you naturally dislike.

This begins to look like a tall
order but whoever said that top­
pling the immense power struct­
ure of thia society was going to be
simple or easy? Yet I believe that,
begun on the right principles and
with the right orientation, such a
group has infinite potentiality for
rich and rapid growth.

Where to begin

You must begin with only aa
many people as can sit around and
look each other in the face. Ideal­
ly the group should contain as
great a diversity as possible re­
garding age, sex, ethnic origin. In
practice, however, it will almost
certainly have to begin with more
or less compatible people who are
at ease with each other and sym­
pathetic to the objectives of the
process. These objectives, accord­
ing to Mowrer as quoted by Be­
nello, are “openness and self-dis-
closure”. I would prefer to call
it “self-discovery,” because the
idea is to discover from other
people more about yourself than
you have allowed yourself to see.
The process in fact proceeds along
two rather opposite paths. One is
Increasing understanding, the
other is an increasing capacity for
the severest truth-speaking and
the utmost self-affirmation. When
there is enough of the warm kind
of loving throughout the group 
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then you can risk tbo harshest
truth-speaking with nothing but
creative results. Through this pro­
cess one learns to see the unuse­
fulness of those defence mechan­
isms which keep us all apart.

This preliminary inward-facing
process is a necessity but is by its
very nature never-ending. As soon
as it has gone all a certain way
there is need to turn outwards.
There Is after all a whole society
to be transformed and there is
after all a certain desperate urg­
ency about tackling that job as
soon as possible. Where does one
begin?

Turning outwards, the first
thing to do is to connect up with
those groups, to be found in every
urban centre, which are ready
made for this new orientation.
Benello lists them as follows: co­
operative schools (I would prefer
to say, the new free schools which
are springing up all across Cana­
da), day-care centres, community
unions, newspapers, radio, and.
later, producer enterprises. He
goes on to say: “As the projects
grow, the organization will gain
associations! density: association
of schools, mass media, communi­
ty projects and so forth.”

The penetration of the field of
production and industry is of
course a vital step. To be sure,
there are successful models to be
Imitated — Standard Autos, the
workera’-controlled factory in Is­
rael. quoted by Mellman, and the
French communities of work. So
long as that is so, the revolution,
one may suppose, will be non­
violent.

At this point it is useful, I
think to associate all that we have
said with Harrell’s*  concept of
the counter society. The counter
societies — free schools, free
universities, community clinics as 

in Saskatchewan are exemples —
do old things in a new way, the
is, in the context of human azf
personal values restored to tt<r
appropriate centrality. Beca^*
they respect the primacy of p=r-
sons they tend to be small tx:
therefore to be free of bureau­
cratic machinery. The “Poor Pk-
pies” Co-operatives and the Free­
dom Labour Unions, mentioned ry
Benello as off-shoots of the Clv_
Rights Movement can surely t*
added to our list of embrycaz
counter societies.

As you pass from the purely
personal nuclear group to the ci-
the-job relationships of prod un­
ion and occupation we still Lave
the same goal of openness, frank­
ness and mutallty, but a supple­
mentary principle has bo be adf-
ed. I first met it in slogan fore*
equality in essence, hierarchy in
function. But this requires a HtCe
explanation. The word “equality'
can be used to mean several dif­
ferent things but here It refers is
the non-measurable spring of
potentiality and creative energy
which is at the centre of the be­
ing of each of us. If we mutually
grant each other equality in that
sense then there Is no difficulty
about our grading each other ac­
cording to our degree of skill i>
some field or another. Il you coa’
vince the other of your recogni­
tion of him as a human equal first.
then he will readily grant you
your place of superiority or
feriority in regard to the fnoe-
tional matter. This applies to a
teacher in relation to his students
at an academic level as it docs to
an engineer in relation to the 

0 William Harrell’s “Anti-total-
ism and the Counter Society*'
LIBERATION, Summer 1956. 
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native workers on some technical
assistance project. If this princi­
ple is kept always in mind, then
all kinds of technical skills can
be retained without doing violen­
ce to the central objective of "the
primacy of persons".

It is useless to speculate in any
detail about the process of change
from a power-oriented society to
one that is people-oriented. Suffi­
ce it to say that there is an amaz­
ing ferment going on at this very
time. All the protesters, or rebels,
or dropouts have this in common
— that they want to get away
from the mechanization and bu­
reaucratization of life and have
nothing but disgust for the kind
of society which seems to reach
its culmination In the H-bomb and
the Vietnam war. But I think it
is somewhat facile, not to say
evasive, to say as Benello does in
his penultimate paragraph:

As it develops a critical
mass allowing it autonomy
in major ways it can re­
nounce the present system,
creating its own fundanM'nt-
al institutions of law and
government, and at this
stage It will have passed
from paradigms into politics.

At some point in the process of
change there will be a crisis but
what form the crisis will take I
would not care to speculate. But
there can be no assured peace in
the w’orld until the wholeness of
persons (all persons) becomes the
prime concern of this society and
ultimately all societies.

WATSON THOMPSON is an author
and philosopher...
EVAN STARK is a student activist at
the University of Wisconsin . . .
JODY PALMOUR is with the Southern
Student Organizing Committee in
Atlanta.

CLASS
AND COMMUNITY

IN THE DESERT
by Evan Stark

l JlSTORY, Marx tells us,
"weighs like a nightmare" on the
brains of the living. The analogy
recalls the Manifesto’s urge to
awaken. The rich sleep easily.
The middle-class dream of pre­
Raphealite women and then re­
member their accounts. But the
poor lie, restless. "Nightmare" is
their metaphor, the image which
describes their uneasiness and
compels them to fulfill their
historic role. The relevance of
this metaphor is its "echo,” its
simultaneous appeal to memory,
aspiration and experience. By
describing "what is" in imagery
which hints at "what can be,”
Marx provokes the poor to move
from dystopia to utopia. They are
called to revolution, to counter
metaphor, to awaken from their
stony sleep.

Such metaphors are the core of
radical theory because they
ground otherwise abstract con­
cepts in the workaday experience
of groups that radicals hope to
move. Like other "new" leftists,
Benello argues that the imagery
of contemporary Marxism is static
and, therefore irrelevant. To be
static is to be historically cold, to
be unrelated to the common tra­
vail of those who most need lib­
eration. Without specific echo,
images compel neither the form­
ulation nor the practice of pro­
gram and tend to separate theory 
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from practice rather than to unite
it. It is no wonder that the cul­
ture heroes of the new left grope
after fresh imagery.

But if the old left is blind to
the reality confronting them,
many new leftists in their ago­
nized reappraisals of the varieties
of repressive experience have, like
the bourgeoisie, fetishized what
they see in front of them as if
it were the totality against which
theory, action and alternatives
must be drawn. Where the old
left reifies structure, the new left
reifies super-structure.

It is good for the new left to
remind us that the experience of
struggle should be the basis of
theory. But it is another thing to
conclude that any conflict Is
struggle so long as it is experi­
enced as such. This second conclu­
sion replaces the Marxian empha­
sis on "objective conditions” with
a neo-Freudian concern for the
subjective experience, that is, how
something is experienced be­
comes more important that what
is experienced. The equating of
strikes to protect students from
the draft or from archaic restrict­
ions with the struggles of Black
and Industrial workers against
their oppressors — "the student as
nigger” is a current new left
tract — broadens beyond useful­
ness the conditions for change
and fragments the content of
radical thought A theory which
finds every experience potentially
"radicalizing” leads to political
opportunism because It blurs the
stratification of experience which
the Marxist perceives. When eve­
ry disturbance is analyzed as
traumatic the specific causes of
social psychosis are obscured.

Correspondingly, a politics
which reifies such phenomena as
"psychic scarcity”, "positive 

thought control,” "multl-verBi-
ty” and "one dimensionality” and
poses alternatives to them mis­
takes for frozen merely temporary
solutions to the problems of ex­
ploitation in a period of abund­
ance. The small progressive colle­
giate alternatives to mammoth
culture bureaucracy, for example.
merely assure ruling elites that
the creatively rebellious will be
permissively eased into the white­
collar market. Alternatives to the
super-structural designs of lib­
eral elites do not shatter their
systems, but make it more effi­
cient. This is something which
the old left is spared because of
its irrelevance.

Benello’s article is an advance
in the search for relevant Image­
ry. But his quest for radical
identity, humanist intentions a-
side, tends to Icgitim’zxj sclf-’ntcr-
csted exploiters rather than to
liberate those who are most ex­
ploited. To be radicalized, Ben­
ello’s imagery must be grounded
deep in the historical processes of
collective struggle. Here. I argue
that Benello’s "wasteland” image
and his "community” counter­
image are not rooted metaphors
and can easily be put in the ser­
vice of oppression. Only when fl-
tered through a class pyramid are
the "wasteland” and the "com­
munity” crucial to the search for
a theory which unites form and
content, radical political econo­
my with a theory of action.

Insofar as history is a struggle
between Irreconcilable forces re­
solved temporarily by the victory
of one and the transformation of
others, metaphors must them­
selves reflect the specific concerns
of those in struggle. Since a rev­
olutionary future is wholly or
partially a negation of the pres­
ent, when radical images are cor­
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rectly set against ono another we
see the historical struggle taking
place and feel its invitation to
participate within ourselves.

The Wasteland

“If you insist on finding value
in this world,’* Goethe wrote in
Schopenhauer’s album in 1814,
“then you must first lend it
some.” More than a century later,
come to Catholic exile In a dying
emp're from a M’ssisslppi River
polluted with industrial waste,
El’ot spoke even more cogently
about the qu’eksand reality of
modern society. The “wasteland”
begins where aristocratic “either/
or” morality has given way to the
“how much?” questions posed by
plebian go-getters, in Yeats words,
“those bankers, school masters
and clergymen the martyrs call
the w’orld.” The wasteland is a
bourgeois deeert strewn with ca­
sual photos of cultural skeletons
where men speak clearly only in
despair and where despair sur­
rounds radical identity. In the
desert, men lack what Benello
calls “causal efficacy.”

Like Goethe, Eliot or Yeats,
the poet who gives us a radical
image of the loss of cultural
identity is often lees than radical
when translating his poetry into
politics. The poet may sense that
the democratization of everything
negates cultural and civil liberty
and that the equality which lib­
eralism imposee in all spheres
save economics is the nadir of
personal freedom. No matter.
When he Is forced to face the
political implications of his in­
sight, he often turns toward sent­
imental rationalizations — wit­
ness Yeats’ Gallicism or Eliot’s 

medieval nationalism — with a
nostalgia that has its social count­
erpart in the yearnings of de­
clining classes.

Thus, images which aro Initial­
ly radical — whether Nietzche,
Sombart, Michels, Sorel, Good­
man, Mills or Marcuse — often
produce counter-images which
supply the ideological cement by
which ruling elites bind them­
selves to declining classes against
groups which threaten their pow­
er. Consider how easily historical
materialism gave way to histori­
cal romance during the Depres­
sion or Communism to McCarthy­
ism afterwards. Adapted by “pub­
lics,” the Image which emerge
from the cauldrons of despair are
often expropriated as platitudes
and then democratized by those
who make the production and ad­
vertisement of despair their busi­
ness. It Is one thing, for exemple,
to speak of “psychic scarcity” as
does Benello in order to highlight
the loss of truth values in market
society. But It is quite another
thing for Benello to virtually uni­
versalize this image, to assume
that everyone, except those on
top, lives in this wasteland and to
build a politics from this assump­
tion. This exercise only fortifies
the prevasive self-pity of middle-
masses.

Missing : the poor

Like Eliot’s plebian desert,
Bonello’s organizational wasteland
is inhabited exclusively by the
middle-classes of West and East,
by students, their professors, jour­
nalists, advertisers, white-collar
workers and their suburban fam­
ilies, that is, by those working
and benefiting from the hier-
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archies of impersonality, thoao
whom Weber found overwhelmed
by rationality and devoid of magic.
“Impersonality” and “psychic
scarcity” more accurately describe
the ethical and psychological dil­
emmas of an exploiting middle­
class than they do the political
dilemmas of a radical party.

The middle-class man can now
have more power than ever be­
fore, the power to buy and make
things, to make love without
guilt, to live longer, to be rich
and travel, to retire with pension
and die with insurance and the
power to transform himself, even
in terms of information, from
provincial to world citizen. To ac­
quire this power, he must be­
come at least partially the mer­
chandise. The cost of deriving
one’s power by assisting those
who exploit is paid in the in­
evitable barbarization that ac­
companies selling oneself willing­
ly. The culture which middle­
class man forges as he builds his
castles in the desert of imperial­
ism is, in Jules Henry’s phrase, a
culture against man, and so the
wasteland is his appropriate psy­
chological domain.

But the middle-class man does
not adopt this life-line because he
Is the slave of bureaucracy.
Quite the reverse. He commits
himself to entrapment because the
power he achieves in his mental
wasteland is real to him, fraught
with moral ambiguities though it
may be for certain members of
the bourgeois intelligentsia. This
is why the middle-class man de­
vise mythical and not radical con­
sciousness when he is confronted
by wasteland imagery: In order to
continue to enjoy the benefits he
derives from exploitation, he elev­
ates his barbarism to first prin­
ciple.

Sports events, LSD, TV, “tear
jerkers” and decentralized ther­
apeutic organizations provide out­
lets that would otherwise be turn­
ed into anger at the over-ratioz-
alization of workaday life and
love. The more it is fed wasteland
imagery, the more self-righteously
the middle-class defends its po--
er. As the cost of inane living
goes up, so do other prices, in­
cluding that extracted from the
poor for whom illusion is an
escape from life rather than life
itself. The middle-class resolves
but does not remove impersonal­
ity by confessing it at every op­
portunity publicly on the media
and privately to neighbor’s wives
and their psychiatrists. This Is
done not as Benello suspects to
rationalize powerlessness but
rather to reconcile a desired pow­
er based on exploitation with its
accompanying alienation. Benello
and SDS think the problem Is
“organization” but sophisticated
techniques for domination, some
of which they propose, ameliorate
the problem of organization with­
out improving the situation of
those who are exploited but can­
not exploit.

Who benefits from Wasteland

Wasteland Imagery, when not
correctly translated into an anal­
ysis of who made and who bene­
fits from the wasteland, of who
lives there and who does not, be­
comes a checking device for a
self-policing state trying to con­
vince its working masses that
their poverty Is shared at least
in psychological terms which it
pretends are the most important
— by the middle-masses and even
by the rich. Mills’ Power Elite 
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was a smashing success in Scars­
dale because it gave the rich a
speaking part in their own daily
God dramas. Within the bourgeois
desert, demonstrations by seg­
ments of the middle-masses, sit-
ins, marches and the like, merely
provide ready validation for the
superior effectiveness of public
relations.

Middle-masses can take their
insights only to a certain level of
abstraction before having to
choose between opposing their
class (i.e., destroying their ex­
ploiter-servant status) and frag­
menting their consciousness. So
they fragment and mythify not
because they are unaware — the
contention of liberals—or because
they are unorganized — the as­
sumption SDS shares with Bon­
ello — but because they are both
highly organized and aware of
their class interests. Images of
despair and cynicism serve, like
the nightly TV appertif of vio­
lence, to increase the middle­
classes’ appetite for illusion and
drugs, their tolerance for a vio­
lent status quo and their will'ng-
ness to do what is ‘'necessary”
even if the results are tragic.

The bourgeoisie throws up the
means and images of Its own des­
truction, but not in final form.
Radicals must add the political
touch by forcing action, at all
levels of society, to conscious­
ness. Wtvn middle-class intel­
ligentsia cling to wasteland im­
ages as they have since World
War I or when middle-masses
cling to them as they have since
Hiroshima, radicals turn first to
an analysis of the abundance-pov­
erty paradox at the basis of
American society. But to confront
the wasteland with its material
abundance as do Marcuse, Har­
rington and Benello is to leave 

analysis at the level of paradox.
The radical theorist must convert
paradox into contradiction by lo­
cating the agents which force rev­
olutionary changes.

The Community

The image which Benello offers
to counter "wasteland” is "com­
munity.’’ Abundance breaks
through the wasteland as "part­
icipatory democracy” — a non­
totalitarian communism — and
the arena where this occurs is
"community," the organization of
middle-class men actualizing
themselves by working for their
best interests as equals. But here
again Benello confuses ethical
and psychological problems, i.e.,
false consciousness, with basic
sociological conditions.

As William Appleman Williams
has shown, the community is a
profound American experience
both on the frontier and in the
industrial wilderness. Struggling
against the wasteland imagery of
bourgeois materialism, American
writers languish after community
with a populist’s "keep on march­
ing” sentimentality.

Recently it is Allen Ginzberg
who most courageously follows
Satan’s temptation to find real
value in the bourgeois desert, to
force the submerged community
into the American panorama. But
if "Howl” Is a prime example of
middle-class man’s need to "in­
itiate interaction” in Benello’s
terms, it is magnificent because
it is frank in its failure. For while
Ginzberg seeks the theophany of
Moses by suffering the torments
of his comrades, he cannot speak
to his God. Even as he achieves
his psychic goal — "with mother 
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finally fucked!" — be is drown­
ed in the quicksand of fragmented
experience. His public self is all
that remains. Qinzberg teaches us
that the middle-class man who
would universalize community by
asserting his identity can have a
freedom only in the mind (and
then, only after lobotomy). As
the bourgeois anarchists who
would remain pure realize, for the
middle-class man to be free, he
must "refuse” and not assert
everything that he is. The sub­
merged community which begins
in anarchy ends not in democra­
cy but either in a wasteland bu­
rial or in isolation. For the bour­
geois man to actualize objective
truth, he must negate what is best
in middle-class life and destroy
his identity before he has used
it to destroy others. To confront
this psychic dilemma is difficult
but to attempt to resolve it by
political projection as do SDS and
Benello is Irresponsible.

One need not record chapter by
chapter the failures which quick­
ly overtook the predecessors to
Benello’s model. Each generally
followed the steps he lays down
from group therapy to program
to counter structure and each
found its counter-structure either
totally assimilated by the dom­
inant structure or else wholly
isolated. It is begging the ques­
tion to argue, as does Goodman
against the progressives and Ben­
ello against the organization
theorists, that they do not go far
enough. Ideas are always adapt­
ed by "elective affinity" and take
on the limitations in practice im­
posed by the class and status
interests of those who use them.
The communities of the under­
ground begin by identifying with
the lower-class in dress, in lang­
uage and in life style. But, since 

the community of the proletariat
ends only when mankind haa teea
liberated, the bohemian who in­
sists on experienc.ng radical cath­
arsis in the "now” — Benello't
instance — must turn toward a
subjective oppression and emo­
tional revolution to live in Utopia.
The trip down from the middle­
class is accompanied by a radical
skepticism. But the community
which is formed is a commun'.ty
of hippies, that is, a community
of impatient slaves.

Today utopian community la a
living potential and neither an
artist’s vision nor a bohemian’s
yearning and the middle-class man
who would be free — that is, frea
from himself — must turn to
direct politics for liberation. Ths
question Is no longer "what is to
be done?” but "how to do it?”
and so the middle-class visionary
must become the working class
activist. Che is the counter-image
which Ginzberg’s failure points
toward, the middle-class man not
in search of his identity bnt in
revolt against it. The post-World
War II intellectuals at their best
speak correctly of middle-class
community either as dystopia —
a horror show — or as something
which, in a post-revolutionary so­
ciety alone, we shouldn’t some­
how have to strive for. Although
the model communities were com­
posed of activists, they failed to
produce a radical America be­
cause they lacked social ties to
the basic historical agents of
radical change.

Cel! or Sell?

Benello proposes the "cell to
link "wasteland" abundance to
"community" individuality. 0° 
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the one hand, he provides an in­
cisive portrait of the moral deg­
radation of culture and politics
under market capitalism; on the
other hand, there is a vision of
community rising from the in­
difference of Puritan asceticism
to assert its politics through the
autonomy of its members. Bon­
ello would have us speak of our
real needs now and then act, mo­
tivated not by a longing for the
Impossible but necessary — Good­
man’s alternative — but by the
living reality of actualized selves.
But his plan for action is as dist­
ant from historical struggle as
are hts images.

Benello’s cell theory reflects
Ideas advanced by bohemian car­
rying the group ethics of Amer­
ican business in the 50’s into ex­
tra-curricular communities of
love. Benello conceives of a neo-
Freudian proletariat organizing
with Marxian tactics. Since his
conception of “individual” is ab­
stracted from bourgeois human­
ism it is psychological and ethical
but hardly political-economic. It
is natural then for Benello to de­
fine oppression as repression and
to suggest cells formed outside
the dominant structures but feed­
ing on them to liberate the re­
pressed energies. The bohemian
is characterized by his departure
from his class (though he usually
lives off it) and by his refusal to
fully identify with any other class
or croup.

When bohemians combine an
aesthetic bolshevism with deliq-
uency, as in the “Provos” or “dig­
gers,” radical action may moment­
arily emerge. I was surprised to
learn that, after the police and
administration at Wisconsin had
brutalized about two hundred
students last October, some “pas­
sive” hippies set fire to several 

administrative offices. RadTcsB
action — if this is indeed what
the hippies occasionally perform
— does not, of course, constitute
radical politics nor should we
prematurely conclude that it can
lead to such. The hippies may
very well live in the future as
Paul Goodman suggests. So do
those who prophesy “managerial
revolution”. But until we as­
certain just who’s future they live
in, we should hesitate to imitate
their program. The over-product­
ion of genius in America — there
are now more than five million
Americans In college — will for
a time produce a minority of dis­
affected youngsters who will reb­
el. The problem is not to stim­
ulate rebellion among such young­
sters but to insure that their
rebellion will be radical.

More and more these days, the
neo-Freudian proletariat to which
Benello appeals (i.e., those who
see repression rather than ex­
ploitation as the major mode of
oppression) appear as historical
opponents of the Marxian prole­
tariat. Quite likely the sexual ag­
gressions generated by the forced
compromises of middle-class life
will be resolved in new and more
primitive forms of suburban bar­
barism and not contained and re­
trained for radical politics. And,
as suburdia wallows in the in­
creasing disenchantment which
accompanies its maintenance of
power, suburbanites will try to
extend their wasteland, cultural­
ly and militarily, into underdevel­
oped rural and urban settings. So
long as such adventures in inter­
national exploitation are success­
ful, the middle-class’ power will
be secured. And, if energies are
needed to sustain power, why
should they be used to change
its basic nature? The middle-class 
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will revolt when it has nothing to
lose. But this time is far more dis­
tant than Benello, Marcuse and
SDS suspect. Subjective barbar­
ism may often seem like rebellion
among Puritan sectors of society:
the National Film Board defends
hippies in Toronto and everyone
laughs at Diefenbaker’s hostility
toward legalizing homosexuality
and abortion. Recalling the scope
of the “wasteland,” let us not be
enthusiastic when legalized abor­
tion accompanies massive child
murder in Vietnam.

Benello copies the therapeutic
cells developed by the Birch so­
ciety and the Japanese Soka Gak-
kai. Both organizations rest on
highly symbolic and even chilias-
tic visions of society which, when
frustrated by confrontations with
political and economic realities,
can lead only to fanatic violence.
So, Benello insists form must be
abstracted from content. But if
this is possible — and since organ­
izational forms are super-struct­
ural arrangements, I have no
doubt that it is possible — how
then can Benello conclude that
“organization is the basic prob­
lem”? Either tho Birchites have
devised some clever means to es­
cape from organizational deter­
minism or else organization is no
problem at all for if it were then
the Birchite form which Benello
suggests we copy would have al­
ready generated out of his ther­
apeutically healthy groups. The
political logic here is agonized.
What Benello does is fetishize
form — something he would prob­
ably accuse the Marxists of —
and thus m’sses the crucial so­
ciological determinants of con­
tent, that Is, tlic pol’tical and eco­
nomic base of a group regardless
of its mode of organization. One
needn’t be a prophet to predict 

that such “cells” will be adapt­
ed on a broad scale by the middle­
ciass of the 1970’s. After all.
what are hippies, organization
theorists and Birchites if not the
social, political and economic
avant garde of this middle-class’
Of course, such “cells” will “not
go far enough” and thus will,
tragically for Benello and SDS
perpetuate the unreason which Ls
their inheritance and livelihood.

Even if we grant Benello that
there is a difference between his
middle-masses and those who be­
come hippies or Birchites, it
must still be shown that any sect­
or of the middle-class in North
America expresses the needs of
the majority of mankind. There
is, I contend, convincing eviden­
ce that to maintain whatever free­
doms they do have, the middle­
masses must and will perpetuate
their exploitative functions: at
their most honest, they are most
exploitative. Benello’s cell based
on “function” rather than on le­
gal, magical or political preroga­
tives is reminiscent of Veblen s
faith in the engineers or Mar­
cuse’s faith in the technical intel­
lectuals. Each theorist allows anti­
Marxism to produce radical illu-
sionism for it is clear that the
more oriented toward function
our society becomes, the more It
becomes oriented toward tech­
nical rather than human ration­
ality and the more the middle­
masses create a cooperative ex­
pertise driven by the democratiza­
tion of go-getting. This, by the
way, was what Weber feare
would be the result of bourgeois
socialism.

CONCLUSION
Benello compels us to deal with

the cultural barreness of the ml - 
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dle-class ethos. Certainly, for ex­
ample, no appeal to idealism is
useful on the desert. He suggests
that the old idea of a radical van­
guard organized around confes­
sional reinforcement may be rel­
evant, particularly when tied to
industrial populism, to the devel­
opment of a revolutionary politic­
al movement. He properly directs
us to the conservative critiques
of capitalist inefficiency and bar­
barism. Implicitly, the “waste­
land” image permits us to stand
against the democratization of
“truth” as “honesty” and moral­
ity as “values” and urges us not
to pretend to be more democrat­
ic than the establishment (a fault
of SDS) until we are certain
what is being democratized.

When trying to juxtapose
wasteland and community, how­
ever, we must see that they are
mutually exclusive images and
so refer to different historical
currents and trends. The com­
munity is forged against the
wasteland by those who have re­
jected its ideology as well as its
class base, that is, the ethics and
interests of the middle-class.

Benello says the middle-masses
must learn “how to be politics.”
We have argued that they are be­
coming politics all too rapidly and
that their so-called humanist
functional organizations, e.g., the
Canadian NDP, are already filled
with the psychotechnocratic keep­
ers of the bourgeois desert. What
is needed are cells organized
around the therapeutic rcnunclt-
tion of middle-class needs in the
name of an objective human free­
dom.

The poetry of the poor in North
America awaits translation into
radical politics; those who are
exploiters and servants at once 

can make this translation as is
revealed by middle-class revolu­
tionary leadership throughout the
world. Only when members of the
middle-class organize as “radic­
als” rather than as professionals
or students will they renounce
rather than affirm their exploit­
ative function. Here might arise
not only a community of theory
but economic and political sup­
port for workers’ and peasants'
movements and of disruption as
well. Cooperatives, instead of serv­
ing students suffering from a pov­
erty as temporary as their stay
in college — history weighs like
a lead weight on the head of col­
lege administrators — can serve
those genuinely in need of eco­
nomic autonomy and organization.
Other professionals, sympathetic
but not willing to devise such
radical biographies for themsel­
ves, would sell out but at a price
high enough to give the bank
some trouble. The middle-masses,
to become radicalized, must first
be liberated from the eternal ther­
apy of self-interest and this will
happen when they look beyond
the wasteland which they half­
create to live in. Already, draft
resistance unions of college drop­
outs are beginning to realize that
their true allies are not their col­
legiate cohorts but their working
class comrades, that political
resistance is conscientious but
that conscientious resistance is
usually politically opportunistic.
Still, they depend for support
upon the “liberal” community
who cut cut them off when they
move concertedly from the draft
to more politically universal is­
sues. And so they are learning to
forge economic and political ties
to the oppressed rather than the
oppressors.
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If the dialectic no Longer has
the .force it once had in America
— though it is doing alright in
Vietnam — then let us reinforce
or abandon but not mythify it.
And if the dialectic has run it­
self out in the clean bathrooms of
working class suburbia and the
automated luxuries of rural isolo­

tion, then let us turn elsewhere.
to the biology of the domestical­
ly servile or to the direct service
of national liberation movements.
But let us not cling to a myth
about ourselves which we our­
selves create while history, for
better or worse, speeds by.

OLD AND NEW:
Theory and

Pradce
by Jody Palmour

"THE WASTELAND CUL-
TURE” is undoubtedly the most
exciting and seminal essay to
come out of the current movement
in North America. It’s important
because it synthesizes so much
contemporary criticism. It is nev­
ertheless premature and tends to
skew the immediate direction of
our movement away from a re­
sistance position. Benello fails to
see today’s social reality as rais­
ing in new forms problems from
classical marxism. He fails then
to consider the critical application
of seemingly traditional solutions,
derives traditionally utopian ones
of his own and commits a pro­
found mistake akin to that Marx
and Engels afforded Saint-Simon,
Fourier and Owen.

Like the classical Utopians Ben­
ello does not appear to represent
specifically any particular mass
following or class interest, whe­
ther that be the university com­
munity, the new working class, 

the Black ghetto. His comments
could be taken then in the tone
of “I’ve never seen this work, and
am not doing it myself, but I’ve
thought a lot about it, and would
be glad to teach you — How To
Be Free.”

And like the earlier utopias.
his paradigm (“a society both
densely and intensely organized
in an integrative fashion where­
in the basic activities of Lite in­
terrelate (and do so inevitably).
because the center of concern
changes from the efficiency of
the organization in pursuing Its
particular objectives (i.o. profit-
mak ng in one form or another)
to the primacy of the person as
the locus of the objective Inter­
relation of human purposes”...
forming an ecosystem of co­
operative enterprises around In­
dependent development banks out­
side the capitalist political econo­
my] claims to emancipate those
who people it before expanding
from this remnant to enforcing
the whole of humanity. And he
too fails to tell us who his gro°P
is, what makes them start work­
ing on this project with historical
seriousness and how, other than
the simple explanation of renoun­
cing “the present system [and]
creating its own fundamental ins­
titutions of law and government,*
it will concretely proceed in free“
ing the wholo of humanity-
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He has a compelling argument
why tiiis needs to happen:

Advanced capitalist production
creates an economy of psychic
scarcity requiring upward mobil­
ity from its barren base to the
various hierarchies of psychic
plenty. Only at the top do men
intergrate personal purpose and
power — there, where men pro­
pose, plan, implement and test
their hopes and desires through
the profit as opposed to the pro-
trol. This integration of the per­
son occurs to a greater degree the
higher one goes within the struct­
ure. These corporate structures
have swollen to such degree that
they now determine the social and
natural environment in which men
live. The little remaining off-
duty, private activity has been
divested of its integrative power.
The Wasteland Culture is not the
natural result of advanced tech­
nology but rather of the specific
social organization required by
the profit-as opposed to the pro­
duct-producing political economy
of advanced capitalism. Only
through a radically democratic
and person-centered restructuring
of society can mankind be freed
from the cynical and obese ex­
istence he alone can know today.
The reorganization of people
within the Wasteland Culture is
the only real solution and must
then be the immediate task be­
fore us.

Birt his solution is not related
to the present historical move­
ment in the U.S.A., the resist­
ance. Benello wants to get there
his way :

Men grow up in the Wasteland
Culture and come to think of it
Is the non-ideological rational ex­
pression of human nature. One's 

self and social concept in this
vacuum cannot be altered by
agitation and lecturing. Only by
experiencing the reality of a now
manhood through acting out a
new structuring of society can a
man lay aside the old social or­
ganization. Only the functioning
of a new order can spell the bank­
ruptcy of the old.

But again, Benello does not
speak specifics when it comes to
who will organize and who will
people this new organization. The
closest historical reference he ma­
kes is to the Black movement and
its Poor People’s Corporation,
Mississippi Freedom Labor Union
and other producer and consumer
co-operatives. But I fear he’s out
of tune with their reality. My un­
derstanding is that the MFLU Is
all but dissolved, that the PPC
while producing excellent quality
hand-crafts nonetheless survives
on a sympathy market that could
easily be exhausted, and that most
co-ops haven’t gotten off the
ground before collapsing — part­
icularly the radical, democratic
ones.

A totalitarian regime excludes
opposition parties by definition,
while it is not able to exclude
totally their objective presence as
tendencies. Opposition becomes in­
direct in such situations and is
disguised as a cultural question.
The totalitarian party of an ex­
ploitative political economy re­
presents the interests of its class
as being in the interests of all —•
when they are not. A revolution­
ary socialist party, on the other
hand deserves its name only to
the extent that its representation
is objectively in the interests of
the whole society and not the
special interests of any single
group.
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The creation of an opposition
party especially in a totalitarian
situation requires concrete part­
icipation in the life of the exploit­
ed class and the articulation of
the real life interests of that class.
Gramsci’s writings on the total­
itarian party have not been trans­
lated from the Italian but I think
he might agree with Debray that
initially a revolutionary has to
show his capacity to disrupt the
exploiter and survive before he
lias the base to begin construct­
ive work. In an industrialized so­
ciety there exists an inverse pro­
portion between the ease of dis­
ruption and the desire to do so.
We have not had to use guns to
begin a white resistance move­
ment in America. And their use
will not become a political quest­
ion until the movement matures
to the point that it has something
to defend, i.e., the beginnings of
a society developed through hard­
er work than pulling a trigger.
Defiant and open disruption, when
done before a constituency that
has been sensitized to the opera­
tion of the structure, lays the
ground for the recognition of the
concrete class antagonism em­
bodied in that structure and be­
gins the search for alternative
structures.

Traditional radical terminology
is needlessly uncomfortable for us
as New Leftists. It’s precisely be­
cause we have failed to criticize
our own tradition as radicals that
we don’t know the usage of these
concepts. As a corollary, because
we “Know that something’s
wrong, but don’t know what it
is,’’ we don’t know the forms of
domination within the dominant
liberal ideology. Our personal ac­
ceptance of that ideology explains,
I think, why we’re so uncomfort­
able with these terms. Their uti­

lization becomes concrete only as
we involve ourselves in the praxis
of lives as exploited people. We
are much more comfortable with
Benello’s criticism, couched as it
is in the language of modern
manipulative social science. I
think the substance of Benello’s
work though is simply a current
expression of classical marxist
theory and in fact suffers to the
extent to which he does not cons­
ciously express that fact.

It is indeed a major project to
extend Benello’s categories into
marxist ones. I will attempt me­
rely to suggest the sort of correl­
ation that is possible. Gramsci
again is most helpful. He and
Benello are committed to the ne­
cessity of revolutionizing both
political and civil society — the
state and the economy. Revolu­
tion is legitimatized for them by
the establishment of a higher and
more comprehensive, democratic
and people-centered culture that
cannot continue to develop with­
out taking over control of the
means of production and distribu­
tion. The outline of the new so­
ciety grows up within the shell of
the old.

They are together so far. Ben*
ello’s concern though is primarily
with man’s basic affectivity needs
and while he goes a long way In
describing, their negative satis­
faction under exploitative organ­
ization, he fails to relate these
needs to the concrete practice of
our movement today and from
that falls to project the probable
form society will take as men gain
the power to satisfy these needs.
It is here that marxist criticism
develops Benello’s work beyond
its utopian form by forcing it back
into the realm of practice.

The Wasteland Culture Is pres­
ently an abstract construct cap­
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able of perception only by those
with fairly advanced intellectual
training. The intellectual facult­
ies can affirm its existence with­
out being able to successfully
communicate it to those not so
trained or politically inclined. This
is true even though it portends
to describe the structure in which
we all live. For most it has no
content. Gramsci can explain this
difficulty, I think. Gwynn A. Wil­
liams, writing in the “Journal of
the History of Ideas,” XXI, 4
(Oct.-Dec., 1960), defined Grams­
ci’s usage of “hegemony” as “an
order In which one concept of
reality is diffused throughout so­
ciety In al! its intellectual and
private manifestations, informing
with its spirit all tasks, morality,
customs, religious and political
principles, and all social relations,
particularly in their intellectual
and moral connotations.” (quoted
in Cammett). Hegemony is exer­
cised by conceit. Hegemony is ex­
ercised in all societies, the quest­
ion Is by whom and to what effect
is it exercised. For the American
people to learn the way they are
forced to live and grow would
destroy capitalism In this country.

For Gramsci, the working class
must have demonstrated its claim
as the only class ethically, cult­
urally, politically and economic­
ally fit to rule before it can as­
sume the right to control the
means of production and distribu­
tion and determine the future
development of mankind. A pre­
mature seizure of power neces­
sitates the brutalization conse­
quent upon the supremacy of the
dictatorship of the proletariat
over proletarian hegemony.

The spirit of the chants “Burn,
Baby, Burn” and “Hell No, We
Won’t Go” seems much the more 

dominant than that of the co­
operatives or even that of the
Lowndes County Freedom Organ­
ization. “Black Power” is admit­
ting developing the beginning of
a democratic political economy
for the ghetto, but its primary
power is in beginning to get
Blacks together for struggle. And
I would suggest that its demon­
strated power results more from
its ability to get white authority
uptight than from Its capacity to
change Black peoples’ objective
position within their colonized
community. It’s a thundering
chant busting up the authority,
more than the organizational
power of the white built capitalist
structure. Blacks get together
when they see The Man can be
gotten at.

Counter - structure formation
will not come till it becomes cult­
urally impossible to enter the
structures of the colonizer and
military repression should not be
underestimated as a central means
by which this cultural foreclosing
will occur — as dangerous as it
might be that it comes prema­
turely and to an overwhelming
degree. Lenin said, the revolution­
ary should always allow the ex­
ploiter to shoot first. The explo’t-
er legitimatizes his own destruct­
ion thereby. We have not yet
made the point to our people that
the government has been shoot­
ing first for a long time. The
system has been murderously fool­
ish for a long time and we have
failed to capitalize upon it in
building our movement. We have
not developed resistance politics.
Resistance precedes counter­
structure format’on.

Benello prescribes what will be
seen to be a premature organizing
pattern for our movements. I
would argue that the Black and
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White movements are consciously
in a prerevolutionary posture of
resistance. It is a transitional at­
titude in which all activity assu­
mes the dual character of, on the
one hand, exposing and desanct­
ifying the domination-exploitation
and/or colonization emanating
from public and private corporate
structures and, on the other,
protecting the political and simple
physical reality of the Left wing
presence that has developed
around the civil rights and anti­
Vietnam War movements. With
the coming summer and the
Presidential election campaigns.
increased draft calls and domestic
political and military counter-
insurgence of warfare, both tasks
will be rein ten s’fled and will in­
creasingly complement each other.

My impression Is that we simp­
ly do not have the people, the
organizational skills or the conse­
quential cultural political climate
to begin implementing this vision.

His work Is today theoretical.
Our work will make it empirical.
The required cultural climate will
be built concretely around the
maturation of expanded and inten­
sified popular recognition of the
totalitarian structure of Amer­
ican society. Bonello’s references
reveal that the objective condi­
tions for revolution have long
existed In our society. We have
simply failed to develop the sub­
jective of cultural expression that
would permit the American peo­
ple to control their own lives.

Antonio Gramsci's understand­
ing of the role of the intellectual
and the poWcal pa4v is the heart
of our crWcfcm of Benello —the
question of praxis.

“The first principle is that
there do exist governors and gov­
erned, rulers and ruled,” Gramsci 

says In THE MODERN PRINCE:
ESSAYS ON THE SCIENCE OF
POLITICS IN THE MODERN
AGE (New World Paperbacks.
NW-78. See also John Gammett
ANTONIO GRAMSCI AND THE
ORIGINS OF ITALIAN COMMU­
NISM, Stanford Univers'ty Press.)
This principle is not altered with­
in a democratic electoral process
There the rulers are those who
organize the electorate most
thoroughly to act at the polls in
support of their continued domin­
ation. Those with the greatest
power in private affairs would be
expected to have the best organ­
ized structures to organize with­
in the public arena. Benello clear­
ly outl'nes the operation of dom­
ination in these structures. Socie­
ty functions to the benefit of the
few, the rulers, and the object­
ive and subjective detriment of
the many — i.e., all those who
have both physically and Ideo­
logically organized to express
their Interests in the manner most
profitable to the corporate struct­
ures and their heads.

In non-totalitarian societies.
many political parties develop.
The part’ee represent different
groups of the same class. Gramsci
calls them the nomenclature of
social classes, they express them­
selves in both the civil of private
nnd political or public arenas
Their class expression is often not
clear because the development of
a party requires the aid of allied
party groups. These groups usual­
ly are of the same class and they
work together moving toward the
creation of a party that will re­
flect more totally the interests of
their class. An “intellectual gen
eral staff” sometimes arises to
further this process. Gramsci
mentions as an example the Lon
don Times and we might add
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New York counterpart. Lenin’s
Iskra is the archetype for the
proletariat. Our movement does
not yet have such an organized
focal point, just isolated intellect­
uals.

We see then that economic
awareness of a group’s plight is
not enough. A revolutionary class
and party grows out of a group
which sees its economic and poli­
tical interests as transcending it­
self and enfolding the interests
of other groups within that class.
This process represents the most
political period in the develop­
ment of a revolution. The rev­
olutionary party expands itself
to include the whole class it will
fight for.

This is where it gets hard be­
cause making the revolution co­
mes close to home here. So far as
a white radical movement in
America today is concerned, we
as students and New Class prof­
essionals are IL I would suggest
that we as a group have the possi­
bility of moving this country into
a revolut onary situation. The es­
sential thing to remember though
is that we are not there yet. We
must key our actions and expect­
ations to our situation. Frantic,
extremist actions of despair will
simply impede the development
of our movement. Exagerated ex­
pectations will simply cripple us
emotionally and keep us from
working. Perhaps this is a danger
in Benello’s work. We must in­
tensify our campus based activity
and support our brothers as they
begin to work elsewhere.

I think most of the people in
and around our movement are
with us more for reasons of a
common negation of American
society than to build a new so­
ciety around the recognition of
human needs. Many kids I work

with talk about just wanting to
blow up the damn Draft Board
or maybe burn down the whole
society. They are not primarily
motivated by a paradigm or
countervision of a good society.
They just don’t want to go on like
this. And without knowing the
concrete functioning of their so­
ciety they resist it as they can
and in predictably cultural ways.

Isolated events of political
resistance fading into cultural
insurgcnce describes the dominent
left presence of our movement in
America. Part of the left will
find Bonello interesting, but that
interest will not be reflected in
the k'nd of organiz’ng he calls
for. We just couldn’t get our
Atlanta troops or ourselves to
Value Creating Society meetings,
although many of us old timers
might think we won’t make it
without that kind of community.
It would probably be unwise for
us to expend such energy today
even if wo could. Before begin­
ning to consolidate we must ex­
pand our base.

I find myself then agreeing
substantially with Benello’s large­
ly psychological and sociological
analysis of our human situation
in America. The satisfaction of
our human needs he postulates
must be met as we restructure
this society. But they cannot be
fully met today. We must have
the revolution to know that kind
of satisfaction. After all we work
for the revolution because wo
know mankind cannot be happy
without it.

We can only know the happi­
ness that comes with doing what
is required. We must channel the
growing energies of cultural re­
sistance in America into Institu­
tional Resistance that exposes
the domination of our lives in
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real ways while projecting the
baginnings of the community and
freedom we are developing. We
must polish our moral courage
around the task of knowing the
actual workings of this country
so we can first make it stop and
then make it ours. By the time
the system stops, we will be in
the majority and making it ours

will mean the people making it
theirs.

The Wasteland Culture analyst!
can free us to participate fully In
the radical negation of Institution*
al Resistance knowing that it is
but the necessary transition to
building the kind of world there’s
room to grow up in.

In 1968 according to the National Police Agency, disputes
which led to some kind of direct action occured at 107 univer­
sities and colleges in Japan. Barricades were erected and build­
ings occupied at 26 of them.
More than 4000 police, or one in every 10 in Tokyo, were
injured in classes with students in 1968. One was killed by a
paving stone dropped from a third floor of an occupied build-
ing. Five thousand students were taken into custody and prob­
ably at least as many were injured.”

The Observer, Jan. 19, 1969
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VIETNAM : REPORT EROM PARIS

he importance of the American decision to stop all bombing
must not be under-estimated. It signifies a major change of US
policy. When the bombing began in February 1965 it was the first
sign of an important American decision to widen the war, to americ-
anise.it. It was because Saigon had proved itself quite incapable of
winning the war on the ground in South Vietnam, that a decision
was taken for American intervention, much more directly than before.
The bombing was an attempt to obtain a cheap victory from the
air. The US High Command delieved that Hanoi would capitulate
quickly and that the flow of supplies from the North would cease.
Tin’s was a grave miscalculation both because supplies and men from
the North at that stage were not crucial for the NLF, and because
it did not work. The bombing failed to achieve its aim. Hanoi did
not cry for mercy. It merely stiffened and enlarged its involvement.

For this reason, only three months later, when NLF forces were
at the gates of Saigon, the US again had to change plans and from
that time on there was a larger and larger flow of US troops into
Vietnam and attempt to win on the ground. At the end of ’64, the
total was only 23,300 ’advisers’, by end ’65, there were 184,000, end
’66,383,300, end ’67,466,000 and today, 540,000.

Three years and 8 months later the cessation of the bombing
marks the end of the American attempt to get its way in South Viet­
nam by military means. Don’t believe all this nonsense that the NL
and Hanoi has been forced to their knees. Johnson is back where e
was in 1965, losing the war on the ground, but this time, he as
decided to call it a day, and to seek a political solution. Th is is a
decision that could have been taken, should have been taken in )
Thousands of young Americans, hundreds of thousands o ie
namese have paid with their lives for that postponement.

Intricacies of timing

I believe that the decision to stop the bombing and
political settlement was taken shortly after the Tet en
it became clear that a further escalation of the war entai
price than the American people, administration, an * t0
financial circles, were prepared to pay. The delay possible
the fact that Johnson was determined to make the g
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political advantage of it. So the initial partial stop to the bombing
had to come early enough to offset the candidature of Robert Ken­
nedy, the increasing popularity of Eugene McCarthy, and the prim­
aries. It was timed particularly for the Wisconsin Primary.

But the final cessation was kept for a time when it could give
Humphrey the maximum aid in his bid for the White House. Hence
the long months of delay. I believe that a last minute announcement
on the eve of the election was much more useful for Humphrey than
a move several weeks earlier, which people would have and time to
digest. As it is, it probably got him nearer to the Presidency than he
had ever dared to hope.

What it Means . . . for Saigon

The hardest pill for President Thieu to swallow is not the ces­
sation of the bombing, though that is bad enough, but the admit­
tance of the NLF on the same basis of anonymity as Saigon to the
Paris Talks. The arrangement under which the United States was
free to declare that she was not 'recognising’ the NLF, and left
Hanoi free to declare that she was not 'recognising*  the Saigon
regime was ideal in many respects and involves the one major con­
cession from Hanoi. Saigon was asked to give no more dian this. It
is not surprising that Thieu, has been difficult, however, for the
move to real negotiations is the writing on the wall for him. He has
two alternatives — accepting a new, independent regime in the South,
or trying to carry on the war without American aid. Both are hor­
rible to him.

What has been interesting has been the lack of protest from
ordinary people. Demonstrations have been few, and largely from
catholic refugees in the South. There have been no demonstrations
outside Saigon. The only people who stand to lose from the end of
the fighting are the bourgeois gentlemen of Saigon and those who
have profited from the enormous corruption that the American
presence has fed and fattened.

What it Means for the NLF

Clearly the acceptance by the United States of an equal footing
for the NLF and Saigon is a major victory for the Front. The press
and politicians in Paris have been impressed by the quality or the
NLF Delegation, just as six months ago they were surprised by the
delegates from Hanoi. But the Front’s decision to send a woman
the leader of the first group, was brilliant. Mrs Nguyen Thi Binh
is 41 years old. She had spent three years in prison, under die French,
when she was still in her teens. With Nguyen Huu Tho, President
of the Front, she organized the demonstration of March 19, 19>v»
against American intervention. She was arrested again in 1951
released in 1954, after the Geneva Accords. She is a member of the
Central Committee of the NLF and has travelled abroad for them
on a number of occasions. She led die delegation to meet women 
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from the peace movements in Paris in May, 1968.
For too long, the Front has been faceless. All too few people

have been able to meet its leading people. For those who see the
NLF as the 'Vietcong’ — bands of 'savages’ in the Vietnamese jungles,
Mrs Nguyen Thi Binh, good-looking, charming and intelligent, is
a great surprise.

Where do they stand ?

Their political position has been made very clear over die past
year. It is significant that immediately after the Johnson announ­
cement, the Front radio sent out a programme stressing the essential
parts of the Programme published in September, 1967 which has the
support both of Hanoi and of the Alliance of National, Democratic
Peace Forces. This is what they will argue for in Paris:

1 The puppet government must be overthrown, the Na­
tional Assembly dissolved and the Constitution and all anti­
democratic laws abolished;
2 Free general elections for a new National Assembly, to
be followed by a government of national unity;
3 An independent sovereign economy which will develop
trade with the North and carry out agrarian reform, but it
will not be fully socialized. Rights of ownership will be safe­
guarded;
4 All democratic freedoms, of speech, of press, of as­
sociation, of creed, for parties, for trade unions, will be
assured;
5 An amnesty for all those who have fought for, or col­
laborated with die United States and the puppet regime, who
genuinely repent;
6 The programme confirms the right to unification of
North and South, but visualises considerable delay. While it
confirms that Vietnam is one, it also states that reunification
will be realized step by step through peaceful means on the
principle of negotiation between the two zones without
either side using pressure, and without foreign interference.
But it foresees economic and cultural exchanges and the
restitution of posts, travel, etc.

What this means is that while the Front accepts that the North
can speak for the whole of Vietnam, they visualise that a South Viet­
namese State will exist, possibly, for as long as ten or fifteen years.
This is important because it will allow die South to move gradually
towards socialism, as the North has done, since its one disastrous
error in land reform, which was quickly made good, and because
there would be another major difference between North and South.
It is believed that the Nordi would remain in the socialist bloc,
though accepting military dis-engagement. The South, on the other
hand would be neutral, outside any alliance, and militarily disengaged.

Since the question of a coalition government raises great heat,
both with the NLF and in Saigon, it is interesting to recall that one
other proposal which has sometimes been discussed is for an interim
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government of ’honest men’. Such a government, involving people
from the Front and the Alliance, and from more liberal circles in
Saigon, such as Truong Dinh Dzu, still imprisoned, might well solve
the problem, pending the withdrawal of United States and allied
troops and free general elections. Maybe this is why General ’Big’
Minh is in Saigon?

What it Means for Hanoi

The ending of the bombing, followed by the ending of the war,
will allow the Democratic Republic to go back to the task of build­
ing socialism in their country. But the bombing has created more
than damage in their country. It has also enabled them to organize
to a massive de-centralisation of administration, of industry, of educ­
ation which is suited to their society, based very largely on the vil­
lage. It is possible, indeed, likely, that a great deal of the de-central­
isation will be perpetuated after the bombing which promoted it
has ended.

But, in the meantime, there is massive destruction of towns and
villages, roads and railways, factories, schools, pagodas and churches,
to be repaired. The United States, which has been responsible for
this, must be made to pay reparations, but, in this, the jpeace move­
ments and organizations which have been sending medical aid, can

✓give a lead. This is why the International Confederation for Disarm-
ement and Peace has put forward proposals for a world-wide effort
to rebuild North Vietnam and soon, we hope, when a cease fire
follows in the South, South Vietnam as well. There the problem is
not only the ravages of bombing, shelling, defoliation, but also the
transplantation of hundreds of thousands of people, largely old
people, women and children from refugee camps in the cities. They
are people of the countryside and they will want to go back and
must be helped to resettle.

"What has been done in Vietnam”, said the International Con­
federation in its statements, "is also the responsibility of the world
community. It is our duty to help to rebuild. We must take the lead
and hope that the U.S. Government will follow our example. Further­
more, if this international effort starts immediately it can be a power­
ful obstacle to any resumption of the bombing.”

Such a plan for reconstruction, firstly in the North, then in
the South, must involve a much wider spectrum than the peace
movements. It should bring in Governments, many non-govern­
mental organizations, trade unions, youth and student groups, profes­
sional groups, cities, town and states. It should be not merely mas­
sive world-wide aid for rebuilding, but also a means to bring people
together. ICDP is now discussing the proposal with other p^ce
movements and internationals, and with representatives of the Viet­
namese. It hopes to launch the scheme early in 1969. It will be a
recognition of the moral responsibility of the whole world towards
a people and a country which has suffered so much.
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Another aspect to which ICDP has drawn attention is the
question of an amnesty. In a Call to Release, it is demanding intern­
ational support for an amnesty for all young Americans currently
serving prison in sentences for refusing to fight in Vietnam, for
those who risk imprisonment if they return to the United States, or
because like Dr. Spock, they have supported draft resistance. But
this appeal is linked to a similar call for the release of thousands of
political prisoners in jail in South Vietnam, and those imprisoned
or exiled in the Soviet Union for demonstrating in opposition to
Soviet intervention in Czechoslovakia.

by Peggy Duff,
general-secretary,
International Confederation for
Disarmament and Peace.

REPORT FROM TORONTO
(November 1968): This fall in Toronto, the radical left was

fragmented. The militancy prevalent in other places is reflected in
Toronto, but there seems to be no broadly based and fundamentally
political organization to focus it

The October 26 day of protest against the war in Vietnam saw
separate simultaneous protests, both with respectable-sized turnouts,
mounted by the two most active organizations. The atmosphere w'as
absurdly sectarian as the two groups formed up in different parts
of the grounds in front of the Ontario legislature. The Vietnam
Mobilization Committee, which seeks a broad coalition but is heavily
influenced by Trotskyists, had the larger group of people and march­
ed to the spacious square in front of City Hall. The Canadians for
the National Liberation Front of South Vietnam marched to the
United States consulate.

Militant confrontations with the police on both marches produc­
ed, between the two marches, 34 arrests. The VMD, which had been
refused permission to march down Toronto’s Yonge Street, on the
street, had some of its leaders try to do so anyway. Arrests at the
CNLF demonstration came after leaders attempted to hold a rally on
a sidewalk in front of the consulate, a sidewalk crowded with both
CNLF supporters and a smaller but still substantial delegation of
counter-pickets from the right-wing Edmund Burke Society. In my
opinion, at least, neither the police nor the leaders of either de­
monstration can be held blameless in the clashes. The way in which
mounted police were used is among the things for which the police
can be blamed. But their repression did not become at all savage
until leaders in both groups had attempted to use streets and leaders
in a manner which police had good grounds for considering unreason­
able.
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Radical ferment
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The CNLF is a group which has attracted public attention only
recently. They are heavily influenced by Maoists but attract others
too, including some who used to be affiliated with the now-defunct
Student Union for Peace Action and have become more extreme
since. The group, of course, lays considerable stress on their ’’clear
line” and polemic against other left groups, especially the Trotsky­
ists. It is heavily ’’Marxist” and heavily nationalist and anti-imperial­
ist. Its supporters have recently been attempting to organize the
formally unrelated Canadian Liberation Front.

It was an indication of the spirit of ’’disunity” that Toronto’s
Union of American Exiles, about whom more later, organized a
separate Vietnam march Oct. 26, feeling that to endorse either of
the others might split their own group. Theirs was in the morning,
the other two in die afternoon, when exiles were urged to attend
the march of their choice.

Campus Politics

Among students, political fragmentation left any potential
student movement largely rudderless for much of the fall, at least
so far as voluntary-membership organizations were concerned. The
downtown newspapers worried about the possibility of violent erup­
tions on campus, but some radical students were more concerned
about whether there would be any significant action at all. Student
government made an attempt to fill the leadership gap left by the
absence of a broadly-based radical organization. Much of the interest
focused on die Canadian Union of Students, the Ontario Union of
Students, the University of Toronto Students’ Administrative Coun­
cil—the last under the presidency of Stephen Langdon, who is often
described as a social democrat.

Just as CUS nationally faced defecting membership, the U. of T.
SAC probably had as much grief from its constituency as it gave
the administration. In October, for instance, the university’s graduate
students society sponsored a referendum which went in favor of the
graduate students’ ceasing to pay fees to SAC. The exact results of
that referendum were not known.

SAC’s efforts in the fall were largely centred on questions of
university government—largely presenting more hard-line counter­
proposals to proposals by the university’s clever, liberal president Dr.
Claude T. Bissell, who towards the end of the summer had made a
well-reported speech contrasting what he considered responsible
campus reformists with campus revolutionaries. SAC argued that one
committee should not have any representatives from the university s
board of governors, that another committee should have equal
representatives from students and faculty, that sort of things. How­
ever, SAC people were not insensistive to the argument that this sort
of jockeying tends to be a liberal trap.



help or engage in politics, but Mr. Novogrodsky thinks that debate
is pretty well settled in favor of politics. What kind of politics still
is a question. Novogrodsky says the union now is thinking in terms
of exile consciousness to a greater extent than Toronto-based exile
workers have been doing. Previously, the emphasis was on integra­
tion into Canadian life and Canadian left politics.

“Count er-Institution”

A tall new building on Bloor Street, at the north of the Univer­
sity of Toronto campus, marks one of the new lights, on the To­
ronto scene. Towards the end of October, wind whistled through
still unfilled window spaces and drifted plaster dust from unfinished
hallways under apartment doors, but Rochdale College was occupied.

The college, a development from the Campus Co-operative
movement and the genius of construction-wise Howard Adelman.
Last year, a few seminars were held as a sort of pilot project in
radical education for the college. Some people held high hopes for
Rochdale’s potential as a radicalizing institutions; others took a look
at those who attended the seminars, dubbed the experiment Roach­
dale, and were more cynical.

Certainly there were all kinds of chaos this fall, both because
of the nature of Rochdale and because builders were behind schedule
in getting construction of the college finished, and construction
workers and students found themselves in the building together-
somewhat to the chagrin of both.

About 4,000 people applied for accommodation in the 18-storey
college, registar Jack Dimond reported. It could accommodate only
850 of them, 200 to 250 of whom were fairly full-time participants
in Rochdale’s little-structured educational program, the rest of whom
were taking degree courses at the U. of T. or some other institution.
In addition, about 300 people not registered at Rochdale were taking
part in activities of the college.

Seminars sprang up under the Rochdale umbrella on a wide
variety of subjects—from psychedelic music to the Canadian Indian,
from creative writing to philosophy, from drama to pacifist-Marxist
Brewster Kneen’s Study of Institutions and Theology. Certainly love
beads and bare feet are much in evidence around Rochdale—or at
least were in the late fall; Toronto does have a winter. But the hippy
thing by no means marked the political and intellectual limits of the
college.

The counter-community model of politics is out of vogue in
North America and elsewhere these days; the politics of confrontation
is in. But Toronto seemed to be an exception.

by Harvey L. Shepard
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REPORT FROM HALIFAX

(November 1968): The most immediate social question in Ha­
lifax is what some people call '’the black problem.” There are about
8,000 black people in the Halifax metropolitan area — the largest
concentration in Canada. Their situation is quite comparable to the
condition of black people in most U.S. cities — that is, complete
subjugation in all important parts of life including employment,
education, and housing. The integration and intermarriage that take
place occasionally serve to mask the reality of the total situation.
Until the past few years white Halifax could and did more or less
ignore the whole matter. But this is becoming increasingly difficult
as the repercussions of such a longstanding social ill begin to be felt.
White Haligonians are now worried about it — all the more so since
they do not, as a rule, understand what it is all about.

Three dimensional dynamics

What it’s about is the combined effect of three major influences.
But before outlining these, it is important to keep in mind the basic
nature of this city. Heavily defense oriented, it is virtually a U.S.
naval base. It is far removed from die largest centers of Canadian
life (Montreal, Toronto) and there is actually more animosity toward
"upper Canadians” than toward the U.S. In addition there is the
very strong British-Scottish tradition, and some accompanying anti­
French feeling. The result has been an extremely staid, conservative
atmosphere in which criticism of the U.S. is barely tolerated, and
the pace of thought and deed is slow, with very little infusion of
new vitality from outside.

What has happened to change this? First of all is the speed-up
in the over-all lire of the city. The population of the metropolitan
area has grown appreciably, and over a diird of all Nova Scotians
now live here. Most of these are crowded into the peninsular area
which is the old city. It therefore resembles a larger center than it
really is because of the high density of housing, extreme shortage of
land, and the social problems that go along with these conditions.
Housing is terrible (the lowest vacancy rate of any major city in
Canada) with many families living in accommodations as crowded,
miserable, and potentially dangerous as anything one could find in
the ghettos of Detroit, New York, or the other riot-torn cities of the
U.S. Last year three black people burned to death when their rat-
trap home on a conspicuous corner of two old Halifax streets caught
fire. However, there are no longer any strictly black ghettos. The
community called "Africville” has been wiped off the map and the
people moved into public housing or slums in other parts of the
city. There was no way to preserve this community since the physical
conditions were impossible of repair, but with it has gone a rich
fabric of community life which these people had shared for a long
time on the windy shore of Bedford Basin.
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The city serves as the educational, medical, distributive, and ad­
ministrative center of the Maritime region, and this function has
been intensifying, so that a larger percentage of the city land is taken
up by universities, hospitals, government offices, etc. This puts a
further squeeze on the housing situation and on the taxpayer as well,
since most of these are tax-free uses.

Into this situation came the second major influence of this period,
the current Mayor, Allan O’Brien. He is probably one of Canada’s
most enlightened politicians — a humanitarian, with an ability to
see through the complexities of municipal administration, and to use
the available machinery, profitably. From this stronghold of conserv­
atism he has little hope of being sent into Federal politics, since he
is a member of the NDP, but local politics are non-partisan, and
within this framework he has reached the high point of political
power.

Third force

At the same time the third force is in motion — black power.
This phrase means only one thing to most Haligonians. It means
that agitator by the name of Rocky Jones. Actually Rocky has been
working here since before the advent of black power. Like most
leaders, he is a hard worker, a tireless talker, and a magnet for the
energetic, angry young people. He is young himself, feeling his way,
being shaped by the action that he is helping to stimulate. He is not
a “man of peace”, but not a Black Panther either. Subjected to all
sorts of personal harrassment, he manages to stay calm in most situa­
tions. For some time he ran the Kwacha House — a gathering place
for young people where they could come to talk with him and with
each other, and to consider ideas for improving things. This work
was supported by the Company of Young Canadians, but it folded
because of the continual problems of police surveillance, complaints
and attacks by those who considered it a disruptive influence. These
discussions now take place on a larger scale in schools, churches,
meetings here and parties there — a new militancy is coming for­
ward.

The ultimate objective of the defenders of the system of course
has been to silence Rocky Jones, to make him evaporate, as if the
feelings he expresses would disappear along with him. But in the
last year it has become apparent, at least to those who sincerely try
to understand the people, that he speaks for a large part of the black
community. Even the President of the NSAACP has recently echoed
Rocky’s statements about the very real possibility of explosions here.
Gus Wedderburn, of this more conservative organization, still be­
lieves in the regular channels, and recently presented a brief to Nova
Scotia Premier G. I. Smith, outlining the worst problems and suggest­
ing legislative remedies. Rocky considers this sort of thing pretty
much a waste of time.

by Irene Nichols
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THE HEMISPHERIC CONFERENCE
IN MONTREAL

To the extent that the radical press covered the Hemispheric
Conference to the End the War in Vietnam it criticized it severely.
In the SDS’s New Left Notes, in a score of underground newspapers
and periodicals the criticism w’as the same. The Guardian for example
had former national SDS officer Carl Davidson cover the event.
Amongst other things he said :

“The conference, apparently initiated by elements close to
the Communist party, accomplished little else—unless ma­
naging to snatch boredom from the jaws of choas is considered
an achievement. What could have been an opportunity for
strengthening the anti-war movement was terribly bungled.
The Canadian leaders did not appear to understand the wide
range of political forces active in the U.S. peace movement or
the need to enlarge the conference leadership to encompass
these views. The Canadian leaders not only disregard the US
opinion that they considered “threatening” they apparently
were also reluctant to accept the view of American CP mem­
bers, some of whom had earlier dropped out of active organiz­
ing for the conference, because of the rigid Canadian attitude.”

It can be added that many Canadian views were also isolated from
the conference leadership.

The Conference brought together some 500 delegates. There
was an official delegation from the Democratic Republic of Viet­
nam, and the South Vietnam National Front of Liberation. The
Russians were to send a semi-governmental delegation but did not
receive visas, partly because of the Czechoslovakia affair. It is im­
portant to note that the National Council of the Students for a
Democratic Society (the leading new left organization in the US),
the Southern Students Organizing Committee, Youth International
Party, and the whole of the underground press did not sponsor the
conference, did not send delegations, in fact they did not take the
Montreal gathering seriously. The new left present at the conference
represented largely non-SDS action groups at the local level mostly
from the Bay and Berkeley areas. The Black Panthers, and a few
SNCC people attended. It is significant that the Cubans did not
attend.

The Organizing Committee of the Hemispheric Conference
(O.C.) managed to involve a number of Quebec and Canadian
liberals by means of embracing the small Quebec NDP. As was
perdicted by some, the Hemispheric Conference is now a permanent
organization. The O.C. had everydiing well organized including the
control of literature sold, rigid voting proceedures, workshops with
specific themes. This structure was challenged on die first uay and
was quickly changed because of the tremendous opposition generated.

The Cubans did not come for a number of reasons. The com­
position of the Latin American delegations was clearly one, they
were almost all pro-Moscow in orientation. But more important was
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the Cuban suspicions that the Montreal meeting was a first step in
establishing a propaganda centre giving a Soviet interpretation of
what was happening in the Hemisphere, consequently rivaling OLAS
(the political section of the Organization of Solidarity of die Peoples
of Africa, Asia and Latin America-OSPAAAL-known in short as
TRI CONTINENTAL based in Havanna). OLAS/OSPAAAL have a
revolutionary strategy for the third world propagating the ideas of
Che and Debray.

If we divide our analysis of the Conference into three parts —
before, during, and after we can begin by saying that:

The main criticism of the conference before it started came from
non-aligned peace organizations and individuals, most of which sup­
port the International Confederation for Disarmament and Peace
(ICDP), and the Moaists, Trotskists plus other left sects. The ICDP
criticism suggested that the Hemispheric Conference was propagating
a double standard. That is to say by not allowing any mention of
the Soviet invasion of Czechoslovakia at any level of the conference
it implicidy refused to acknowledge that the international situation
had profoundly changed since the invasion and that it is consequently
not a good thing to have one standard to judge the behaviour of
socialist countries and another to judge capitalist ones. The ICDP,
unlike the WCP not only has mobilized world opinion against the
war in Vietnam, but has done a lot to create pressure against the
Soviet invasion against Czechoslovakia. Indeed after much repre­
sentation the Conference finally agreed to allow Mr. Alfred Hassler
a president of the ICDP to speak in Montreal about Vietnam, but
also about the significance of the Soviet agression. Two days before
the conference began the invitation was withdrawn.

The criticism of the Marxist-Leninist Party of Canada, and the
Young Socialist Alliance was that the Hemispheric Conference was
not anti-imperialist and was controlled by Moscow revisionists.

During the conference several caucuses emerged: die Black
Panthers who were angry at the fact that their leader Bobby Seale
was not brought in as a speaker even though the conference publicity
announced that he would attend. On Friday they stormed tne stage
to make their protest and denounce the conference organisers as
racists. After much commotion the Organizing Committee raised
the money and Seale came with this bodyguards. The Vietnamese
held separate meetings with the Black Panthers and each pledged
solidarity with the other. The result was that the Panthers went
along with the Vietnamese final statement of unity. Indeed on
Sunday they guarded the stage from assualts by other caucuses.

The new left caucus consisted of persons of various political
shades including anarchists, liberation new left, radical pacifists,
liberation marxists. Their criticism was that the conference was too
highly structured, the established workshops were meaningless to
radical organizing against the war and movement building, that the
whole thing was grossly undemocratic, and that the conference was
not anti-imperialist including Soviet imperialism.
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The third caucus was called anti-imperialist consisting of
Trotskists, Moaists, Internationalists. They want the conference to
denounce American imperialism, victory for the National Liberation
Front of South Vietnam, Soviet agression in Czechoslovakia, and
American imperialism in Quebec, Canada, and Latin America.

The fourth caucus wns the Quebecois who like the Black Pan­
thers had national concerns, namely not enough French was spoken,
and not enough French-Canadian speakers. They also wanted con­
ference recognition for their cause and struggle. The Vietnamese
meet with them separately as well and came to the same under­
standing as with the Panthers.

It is important to note that each one of these caucuses was
ready to storm the platform to press their demands. The Blacks did
it first with new left support. Consequently the Blacks received the
most publicity' and meet with the Vietnamese first.

The new left was largely neutralized with pleas of unity from
the Vietnamese. Some of their demands were met on conference
structure, but none of the positive work of the workshops the new
left established ever got to the conference plenary sessions. During
the workshops a lot of constructive discussion took place about both
organizing and new values. The caucus pressed and a resolution was
adopted which requested that all workshop resolutions be included
in the Conference Resolutions book.

On Saturday the ’unity statement’ was adopted ’unaniously’
needless to say without discussion. The next day however the re­
volutionary left took over the spirit of the conference. For the first
time, Che was mentioned, the Internationale was sung, clenched
fists could be seen everywhere — all to the embarassement of the
Organizing Committee. But thanks to the Vietnamese, they did get
their unity statement.

The kind of peace politics that the Hemispheric Conference has
introduced into North America is the kind of politics associated with
the World Council for Peace. The same organizing techniques were
used, the same ’unanimous’ statements adopted. This organisation
represents since its founding after the Second World War a genuine
desire for world peace, by supporting the foreign policy of the
Soviet Union. It represents the views of those people who are close
friends of the Soviet camp. But this is only one approach to the
problems of world conflict. The World Council of Peace has been,
with the expection of a watery statement by two of its officers in
their own name, silent on the question of the Soviet invasion of
Cxechoslovakia.

In profound disagreement with this approach to world peace
and freedom are the non-aligned peace movements, and for ad­
ditional reasons the revolutionary new left.

THE EDITORS.
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Phillip Bosserman, Dialectical Sociology: An Analysis
of the Sociology of Georges Gurvitch, Porter Sargent
Publisher, Boston, 1968, $7.95. 316 pages.

he work under review here
arrives at a propitious moment.
For the first time in the post­
war period, the dominant liberal
biases of North American life
are being challenged vigorously
by a new radicalism that situates
itself in a critical, anti-system
perspective. Extra-parliamentary
opposition has become a fashion,
even in pragmatically moderate
Canada, and opposition to the
intellectual tradition of liberalism
is growing by leaps and bounds.
At university after university,
the demand for a critical social
science is voiced, not only by
conscious radicals, but by ‘'mod­
erates” fed up with the vacuity
of an approach that rationalizes
an unreal, and therefore unac­
ceptable, world.

Suddenly, there is an interest
in alternative traditions. Amer­
ica’s imperial past becomes fair
game for revisionist historians
concerned with challenging the
liberal version of the Cold War
and its origins. Canada’s colonial
tradition looms ever larger in
the hands of critics determined
to analyse Canadian non-nation-
alism and non-policy. Marxist
historiography and sociology
provoke genuine intellectual ex­
citement in students fed up with
systems theory and behavioral
methodology. For many, interest­
ed in fundamental questions of
value and purpose, “value-free” 

liberal social science is left with
a progressively shrinking fig leaf
with which to cover its naked­
ness.

The search for alternatives
leads naturally enough to Euro­
pe. Although many of the best-
known contemporary European
sociologists, e.g. Aron and Dah-
rendorf, are firmly in the liberal
camp, they nonetheless have phi­
losophical and historical per­
spectives which almost all their
American counterparts lack.
More importantly, there is a
critical tradition in European so­
ciology, much of it Marxist or
neo-Marxist, but much of it un­
attached to the Marxist camp,
which approaches social phenom­
ena as more than grist for the
monographic mill, and is con­
cerned with global rather than
fragmentary analysis.

Dialectical Sociology is the
first analysis of the sociology of
Georges Gurvitch to appear in
the United States. Although
Gurvitch lived in the U.S. during
die Second War, and was the
occupant of Durkheim’s chair at
the Sorbonne until his death in
1965, little of his work has been
translated. For those brought up
in the American sociological
tradition, both his La Vocation
Actuelle de la Sociologic and his
Traitc de Sociologic, remain
terra incognita. Bosserman s
study provides them with a use­
ful introduction.
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Contrast to American Sociology

Gurvitch did not merely
belong to the category of critical
sociologists; he could more cor­
rectly have been described as
’’the spirit who denies.” No one
was as acerb in his criticism of
twentieth century sociology going
back to Weber, or contemptuous
of the mindless empiricism that
passes for knowledge in the U.S.
For Gurvitch, Weber was a radic­
al nominalist, who denied the
reality of groups and classes, of
a collective “we”, as the subject
of sociology. His concept of
comprehension, by focusing on
a subjective interpretation of the
particular acts of individual
persons, led to a series of non­
objective ideal types linked to a
spiritualized culturalism.

Weber’s errors were com­
pounded in the work of Americ­
an sociologists such as Parsons,
whom Gurvitch accused of hope­
lessly confusing the terms social
system, social structure, and in­
stitutions. For Parsons, structure
had become the ideal type of
social system, providing institut­
ional integration and equilibrium,
rather than social change. Gur­
vitch, on the other hand, adopt­
ing Marcel Mauss’s focus on
’’total social phenomena”, postul­
ated social reality as involving
constant tension between stability
and the creative act, between
existing structures, and structures
in the process of becoming.

The Purpose of Sociology

For Gurvitch, sociology was
far different from the purely
descriptive approach of Americ­
an sociology. Where the latter
was “merely forcing open doors
that were already opened”, sel­

dom probing to the lower depths
of reality, the real vocation of
sociology lay elsewhere. ’’So­
ciology”, he stated in the Traite,
"is a science which studies total
social phenomena in the whole
of their aspects and movements,
by capturing them in micro­
social, group, and global dialect-
izied types, in the process of
becoming and falling apart.”

Sociology was the queen dis­
cipline of the social sciences,
concerned with the study of so­
cial phenomena through a mul­
tiplicity of times, and across
cultural borders. It was properly
concerned with economics, law,
and politics, to name but three
branches of knowledge, without
thereby becoming imperialist to­
words them. It was concerned
with all stages in social life, the
astructural, the structurable, as
well as the structured, and sought
the generality in each. Its method
was dialectical, concerned with
both partial and global struc­
tures, with the continuities and
discontinuities in social patterns,
with civilization as well as with
its particular structures. Above
all, sociology had to avoid mum­
mification, and had to recognize
the hidden character of reality,
that social phenomena were of­
ten but the manifestations of
volcanic forces that lurked under­
neath.

Gurvitch went on to develop
an extremely complex approach
to these phenomena, through
two-tiered vertical and horiz­
ontal schema. In the vertical, he
set forth ten levels of social
reality, ranging from morphology
at the top, through unorganized
collective behavior, through col­
lective attitudes, creative col­
lective behavior down to the
collective mind, interpenetrating 
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all the others. Thus, Southern at­
titudes towards the Negro form
a collective Gestalt, and affect
the social organization and social
roles in Southern society. Cre­
ative collective behavior repre­
sents the stage ’’where innov­
ation, choice, invention, — in
short, the degrees of human
freedom ... are partially exposed
to view.”, e.g. during the Rus­
sian Revolution. The collective
mind, a concept borrowed from
Durkheim, became for Gurvitch
a consciousness in which indiv­
idual and collective were fused,
not by destroying one or the
other, but by establishing a
dialectical relationship among
the three poles of collective
consciousness, the I, the Other,
and the We. The collective mind
was not simply identified with
Logos, as it had been in the case
of Durkheim, nor was it viewed
as transcendant. It operated at
both the total and partial levels,
and was itself plural, although
united, even as the total social
phenomena were woven into a
complex, but unified web.

At the horizontal level, Gur­
vitch distinguished between the
microsocial, the group, and the
global level. His analysis of
social groupings, especially clas­
ses, was cogent, and went far
beyond the role theory literature
that dominates American ap­
proaches to the question. Gur­
vitch was able to summon up a
European historical tradition in
which classes had operated as
empirical realities, and as self-
contained structures for cen­
turies. The reality of classes
could not be wished away in in­
dustrial societies, although the
degree of class consciousness
varied in intensity. ’’Social clas­
ses”, Gurvitch declared, "are 

particular empirical groupings
that are dispersed and character­
ized by their super-functionality,
their tendency to have a develop­
ed structure, their resistance to
penetration by the global society,
and tiieir radical incompatibility
with other classes.” Class was a
privileged vehicle for under­
standing the whole of society,
even if Gurvitch rejected the
larger claims of Marxism.

At the global level, Gurvitch
rejected any attempt to disting-
ish between society and culture.
History and sociology together
studied social phenomena, but
the former was essentially inter­
ested in the continuity between
various structures, while sociolo­
gy emphasized the discontin­
uities. Gurvitch delineated ten
global-type societies in which
human liberty has been present
as a causal force from charism­
atic theocracies down to the
developed capitalist and planned
societies of today. His own op­
tion was for a planned society, in
which principles of decentraliz­
ed, pluralistic collectivism would
predominate, aspects of which
he found in Yugoslavia, Scan­
dinavia, and even Britain, but
there was no final ideal type of
global society.
The Dialectic

Gurvitch’s concept of the dial­
ectic, even more than his con­
struct of social reality, is of
particular interest, however, to
those in search of alternative so­
ciological traditions. For Gur­
vitch, all experience was dialect­
ical, constantly changing, never
simply contained. Contradiction
and complementarity marked
social life. On the one hand,
extreme polarization might occur,
as between individual and socie­
ty, or technology and other cul­
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tural works. On the other, mu­
tual implication might exist, as
between the social and the psy­
chological. Or relations mig^it
be ambiguous, e.g. elements of
spontaneity and order might be
found within the same struc­
tures.

Explanation in sociology did
not depend on causal laws, in­
deed these were extremely rare.
Instead, sociology must be engag­
ed in analysing each social ele­
ment in relation to its larger 
context, and must take every
depth level into account. So­
ciology had, in particular, to
depend on history for help, "For
it is from the total concrete si­
tuation and its strictly singular,
rigorously non-recurring causal­
ity ... that one can arrive at
certain explanations which are
more in keeping with the human
condition.” Moreover, sociology
was dependent upon philosophy
for its conceptual framework,
and both had as their common
field of study la condition hu-
maine.

There is much in Gurvitch’s
panorama of social reality that
can serve us in good stead, be­
ginning with the concept of total
social phenomena, and continuing
with Gurvitch depth sociology.
Phillip Bosserman has done a
good job in elucidating them,
and one can only wish that more
of Gurvitch’s work would be
translated for the English-speak­
ing reader.

But there is both more and
less to Gurvitch than Bosserman
has told us, and this is of su­
preme importance in appraising
his ultimate importance. Bosser­
man focuses on Gurvitch’s con­
ceptual apparatus, and as a result
cannot do full justice to the in­
tellectual traditions on which

Gurvitch draws. For example,
Gurvitch does not situate him­
self within a Marxist framework,
but this is in no small part be­
cause he draws upon other ele­
ments in the French socialist
tradition, especially Proudhon. If
his political commitments were
to the left, he retained a belief
in intelectual pluralism that in
turn shaped his vision of a so­
cialist society. He recognized the
deeply liberating character of the
revolutionary process, without
thereby becoming a blind ad­
herent of History or Party.

This openness on Gurvitch’s
part makes him potentially at­
tractive to contemporary radicals,
even as the openness of Grams­
ci’s Marxism has appeal far
beyond the ranks of socialism.
Gurvitch’s dialectic may not be
Marx’s, but it could help to
elucidate the nature of conscious­
ness in advanced industrial so­
cieties. His focus on total social
phenomena does not square with
Lukacs’s conception of the same
in History and Class Conscious­
ness, but is still attractive, es­
pecially when placed beside the
barren furrows of American so­
ciology.

Yet Gurvitch was too much
the loner, and his work reflects
it. His conceptualizations came
cjuick and easy, yet they are dif­
ficult to grasp, and at times
written in a private language. If
Durkheim left behind him Halb-
wachs and Mauss to carry on his
work, it is difficult to see what
disciples Gurvitch will have.
Dialectical hyper-empiricism has
no clear intellectual constituency.

Thus, Gurvitch, while of in­
terest to those seeking a critical
social science, has not become a
guiding luminary. While he saw
clearly the defects of descriptive
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this thesis is closely linked with
another, also found in different
forms in Marxism and existent­
ialism, "that man constructs his
own nature, or more simply,
that man produces himself” (p.
49). This they oppose to the
view that there is a "human na­
ture in the sense of a biologi­
cally fixed substratum determin­
ing die variability of socio-cul­
tural formations” (loc. cit). The
notion behind the term ’extern-
alization’ is diat man to a si­
gnificant degree makes his own
"nature”, or human norm.

But beyond externalization,
there is ’objectivation’, the pro­
cess in which the forms of inter­
action that men create harden by
’habitualization’ into institutions,
and acquire a reality which
stands over against men as a
constraint and limit. And this
process is considerably strenght-
ened by die third moment of ’in­
ternalization*,  whereby the ob-
jectivated social world is made
part of the consciousness and
self-consciousness of those who
grow up within it.

The danger in forgetting that
these three moments make up
the entire process whereby man
is related to society is that we
come to look on our social world
as having die permanence and
immutability of a fact of nature,
something which was always so,
and will be ever unalterable. We
are in danger of forgetting that
men have made these institutions,
and can thus change them. This
process Berger and Luckman call
’reification’, after Marx. The
critical dimension of dieir work
could be summed up in this way,
that it systematically combats our
tendency to reify our social
world.

The terms in which they ac­

count for the social construction
of "reality”, of the ’’knowledge"
which must be acquired, distrib­
uted and believed if we are to
act out our roles in the social
drama, are such as to inculcate
scepticism, to make us take an
ironic distance from the roles we
play and the ideas that justify
diem. Sociology is in this sense
necessarily a critical discipline.
Those who are fully exposed to
it can no longer go on playing
the game with the same ”se-
rieux”, the same total involv­
ement as before.

To some extent, of course, any
sociological theory will probably
make the student more conscious 
of the world he lives in, and in
dtis sense more ’’distant” from it.
What makes Berger and Luck­
man’s view critical in a more
meaningful sense is that it tends
to make us acutely aware of how
bogus much of our socially
created "knowledge” is, parti­
cularly our justifications of the
way things are. Berger and Luck­
man don’t state this explicitly,
but it seems a necessary conse­
quence of their explanatory
model that the "knowledge”
which makes up any official
version will try to anchor itself
in the "nature of things” in
order to give itself credibility
and authority. And in so doing it
will ipso facto foster reification.
The sociologically alert man
cannot dierefore contemplate his
society without a certain ironic
distance.

It is not surprising therefore
that Berger and Luckman refer
with approval to Sartre’s analysis
of "mauvaise foi” (in fEtre &
le Ncant) and the "practico-
inert” (in Critique de la Raison
Dialectiquc). The partial con­
vergence of his views with those
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of Sartre is made even clearer by
Berger in his Invitation to So­
ciology. (Cf. pp. 142-5 of the
Anchor Books edition in his In­
vitation to Sociology. New York,
Doubleday, 1963). To believe
the official truth of any past or
existing society (and perhaps of
any possible society) is to hide
the open choices before us be­
hind a barrier of reification, and
hence to be to this extent in
’’bad faith”.

Sociology in this perspective is
therefore critical in a way that
the mainstream of the discipline,
on tin’s continent anyway, is not.
For unlike any functionalist
theory, it does not tend to make
sense of the institutional struc­
ture of any society. On the con­
trary, it is more likely to point
out the nonsense and the hum­
bug, as we have just seen. And
it is sharply opposed to any
purely structural sociology on
the grounds that this later "is
endemically in danger of reify­
ing social phenomena” (p. 186).
Berger and Luckman’s approach
constantly throws into relief the
way in which men make and
sustain the society which shapes
them.

The nature of man . . .

Since we don’t get this kind
of book very often, it may seem
churlish to criticize; but I think
that the only adequate homage
to this kind of effort is to extend
the dialogue further into the
realm of fundamental questions
which Berger and Luckman have
helped to re-open for us. And
m so doing we come across one
Basic question which is left un­
answered, or at least is not ex­
plicitly answered, and that is the
question about the nature of 

man, of this subject and object
of. history who is caught up in
this triple process of externaliz-
ation, objectivation and intern­
alization. To this objection, we
might make two answers on
Berger and Luckman’s behalf,
and a good look at these should
bring out what is at stake here.

The first answer would be to
say that the authors were right
not to reply to this question, for
to do so would be to assume that
there is such a thing as an ahis-
torical human nature, and to
deny one of their most important
insights, that man produces him­
self in history — an insight they
owe to both Marx and phenom­
enology. But this would only be
true if we insisted on a fixed
ahistorical formula as an answer
to our question, of the kind that
would have been given before
Hegel. But it is possible to
answer this question in another
way — the way that in fact both
Hegel and Marx did answer it
— by trying to define that to­
wards which man is developing in
history. No assumption is made
that man has been like this from
the beginning, is like this now,
and will always be so. Quite the
contrary. But the attempt is to
read in the very acts by which
man rebels against the given
world and fashions his history,
to read in other w’ords in man’s
rejection of his present condition
the kind of social world that he
is striving to create, and in which
he would no longer need to
rebel.

. .. and philosophy of history

The answer to this question,
in other words, if we are not to
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fall back into the atemporal reif­
ications of classical philosophy,
must be in the form of a ''philo­
sophy of history”, that is, an in­
terpretation of the "text” of
history which attempts to define
the forces or tendencies under­
lying human change. A tall
order, indeed; and it might seem
presumptuous in the extreme to
criticize a work which presents
us a comprehensive framework
for the sociology of knowledge
for not also giving us a philo­
sophy of history! Certainly it
would be if one were asking for
definitive doctrines in both these
fields; but for some tentative ap­
proximations we not only can,
but inust ask.

For the question of a philo­
sophy of history is one of those
which sociology cannot help
answering, by the very logic of
its own questioning; it has only
the choice of doing so conscious­
ly or semi-consciously; and this
in the same way and for the same
reason that any sociological
theory must provide arguments
for some set of values, even if
the current fetish of neutrality
insures that this will almost al­
ways be done in the twilight
zone of semi-consciousness. For
the very way in which one tries
to account for change, for the
rise, transformation and fall of
social structures, involves one
willy-nilly in the question of
what human beings seek, what
their needs are, how these needs
and goals change, and therefore
what meaning historical change
has for men.

Berger and Luckman don’t
escape this logic. There is an
implicit philosophy of history in
this work; and its broad lines
can already be described in what
was said above.

In the beginning primitive
human society is the domain of
almost total reification. All the
features of the social world are
thought to be part of the order
of things, divine or natural (if
indeed, this distinction has any
meaning in primitive society).
The development of human so­
ciety provides greater and great­
er opportunity for 'alternation’,
the process whereby a man
"converts” and the world he ac­
cepts as real is transformed. But
in Berger and Luckman’s account
of this process, it involves a new
"socialization”, in some ways a
re-enactment of childhood, and
hence requires that our critical
intelligence be out-manoeuvred,
even if it is we ourselves who
are responsible for the manoeu­
vres.

In the course of development,
this process too will thus be un­
dermined, and will open the way
for the kind of "cool” altern­
ation typical of modern society
(p. 172), wherein men "intern­
alize different realities without
identifying with them” (loc. cit,
stress in original). The way is
thus open for that critical dis­
tance, that irony vis-a-vis one’s
role in society, which is indeed
the response of the sociologically
educated man.

My claim is that Berger and
Luckman do give us hints to­
wards a philosophy of history,
one in which development is
seen as creating the conditions
for dereification, and for irony
as an expression of human free­
dom (which is not at all to say
that history in this sense "de­
velops” unilinearly). But these
remain hints, that is, the theory
is nowhere explicitly stated, but
arises out of their account. of
institutionalization, and legitim-
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ation, and even more out of their
account of the mechanisms of
’’the maintenance and transform­
ation of subjective reality”, by
which we go on believing one
version of things or are convert­
ed to another, both of which
involve the out-manoeuvring of
our critical intelligence. To frame
it in our original terms, Berger
and Luckman’s answer to the
question about the ’’nature of
man” is that he is a being who
makes his own social reality and
hence himself, and who falls
victim to his own creation in the
form of reification, so that his
house always tends to become his
prison. He takes a great step
forward, and becomes more au­
thentically himself when he is
able to throw over this reific­
ation, and to take a critical dis­
tance from his social world.

Well, one might ask, what is
wrong with this answer, apart
from the fact that it is not stated
explicitly? Perhaps nothing is.
But the point is that we are here
at the centre of one of the most
important issues of modern phi­
losophical anthropology. For
there are broadly two types of
answer to this question. One
defines human nature not in
terms of any content, but in
terms of a formal character, that
men are free to make themselves,
and remain so whatever they
choose to be. This answer, which
we could call ’existentialist”
(even though it long antedates
modern existentialism) is the one
which Berger and Luckman opt
for. The other defines man in
terms of certain privileged goals.
It is one form of this answer
that I claim we find in Marxism.

At this point we can set aside
a second possible answer to my
objection to Berger and Luck­

man, the claim that the question
about human nature is one which
belongs to psychology. It is true
that many of the ahistorical con­
ceptions of man have their natur­
al home in psychology, but the
kind of answer we are looking
for here is one which falls fully
into the province of the study of
man in society; it straddles the
gap between the disciplines.

For the man whom we might
seek to define in terms of his
privileged goals is a social being;
his relation to others and to so­
ciety enters into the very defin­
ition of these goals. Indeed, it
is now accepted by everyone that
our identity as human beings is
formed in our relations to others;
and Luckman and Berger, fol­
lowing Mead, give a special im­
portance to our relations to "si­
gnificant others” in early life. If
we ask about the nature of the
being whose identity is thus
formed, we are not asking what
he is before he enters into these
relations, or in abstraction from
them. For there is no such thing
as a human identity which can
be defined in abstraction from
the relation to significant others,
(this is an idea implicit in
Freudianism for which Berger
and Luckman don’t give it ad­
equate credit). Rather we are
asking what kind of relations
define an authentic identity for
a man, one which does not im­
prison or destroy him in some
way.

And this is where the two
basic options above issue in two
different types of answer to this
question. The existentialist op­
tion sees an identity as authentic
not in virtue of its content, but
in virtue of the way we live it.
Whatever we are and whatever
role we play in life, it should be 
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with irony. The "essentialist”
option looks rather for an ident­
ity, and thus a form of social life,
to which a man could fully give
himself without irony.

We shall probably never be
able to answer the question
which of these is ultimately
right. Probably neither is alone.
But we cannot avoid the issue if
we want to study man in society,
and even less if we want to
transform society. For these two
options open two very different
directions of change. The "ex­
istentialist” one opens the per­
spective of liberation of the
human agent at the moment of
choice. Freedom is expressed in
the capacity to choose, and hence
to gain the critical distance from
reality necessary to choose. This
is the line of the radicalism
which seems to be dominant in
the U.S. new left today.

The other option looks to­
wards the transformation of so­
ciety so that it becomes the ex­
pression of freedom, which is
here therefore defined less in
terms of choice than of realiz­
ation. Free men are those whose
surrounding reality reflects them.
This is the line of socialism, and
of course, one of the most per­
suasive argument against it is
that a doctrine of this kind is the
official ideology of the Soviet
Union.

To the greater part of the
Left in the Western world, it
seems obvious that neither of
these approaches is adequate 

alone; and hence the attempt of
thinkers like Sartre, for instance,
to wed existentialism and Marx­
ism. Whether this can be done or
not is very much an open ques­
tion. The attempts so far are not
re-assuring. But any serious ef­
fort must really measure the
weight of both sides. And this
is what is so unsatisfying in most
of the current writing and rhe­
toric about "participatory de­
mocracy”. The problem cannot
be solved by verbal magic with
the words ‘bureaucracy’ and
‘participation’.

And it is in the light of this
debate that Berger and Luck­
man’s work could have made an
even greater contribution had
they brought the issue of “hu­
man nature” explicitly to the
fore. As it is, they leave us by
implication with the perspective
of individual self-liberation
through irony (which means of
course, through the creation of
a society in which irony is allow­
ed to flourish). But those who
want to know what kind of so­
ciety we could create so that
ironic distance should become
less necessary will find no help
from this book, unless it be the
implication that their question is,
in all likelihood, based on an
error.

Prof. Charles Taylor
McGill University and

Univer site de Montreal 

Mordecai Richler, Cocksure, McClelland and Stewart,
Toronto, 1968, $5.95, 250 pages.
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when Isaac Bashevis Singer,

the Yiddish writer, came to Mc­
Gill last year, he spoke mostly
about writing, and in particular,
about the possibilities for a
continuing Yiddish literature, as
well as the whole problem of
what we know today as ’’Jewish
literature” — that arbitrary col­
lection of novels and articles,
mostly American, mostly recent,
whose authors have been assigned
the role of spokesman, in some
sense, for the Jews.

He spoke first of all, of the
necessity for any good writer to
have an ’’address”, a sort of
spiritual home from which he
draws sustenance, but from
which he always takes a certain
distance, defining himself in op­
position to it, as well as in con­
nection with it. He insisted on
this point, relating all great
literature to this necessity, until
half his audience (in Hillel
House’s dining room) was bask­
ing in warm post-prandial nos­
talgia for nineteenth century
Lublin, while the rest of us
began feeling more and more
rootless and shallow.

No doubt this happens every
year at McGill around High
Holiday time, but what was sur­
prising, perhaps especially for a
Gentile, was Singer’s remark, in
answer to a question, that of all
the critics of his work, Mordecai
Richler was the one who under­
stood him best.

The surprise does not lie, I
think, in die implausibility of
the remark — I am more than
prepared to believe it. It lies
rather in the sudden realization
that Mr. Richler, in the course
of his fictional career so far, has
slowly abandoned the concern,
the involvement, the understand­

ing that gave value to his earlier
works, and that could have made
his recent works more than exer­
cises in practised pyrotechnics, in
technical polish. The feeling
grows, through the barrage of
articles, reviews, and casuals he
seems to be publishing every­
where, that somewhere along the
line, whether for love or money,
or perhaps out of despair, Mor­
decai Richler has copped out.
In the beginning . . .

In 1956, Nathan Cohen, the
Toronto critic, interviewed Rich­
ler, and asked him about his
writing:
COHEN :

You referred to the fact that
you’re fascinated in writing
about the breakdown of
values. Does this mean that
you yourself have no values,
or is there a set of values
you feel should emerge
from the breakdown?

RICHLER :
I think that what is emerg­
ing from this breakdown is
a much more complicated
and closely held personal
standard of values. . . What
I am looking for are the
values with which in this
time a man can live with
honor.

This search was most success­
fully put into fiction in his
second novel, Son oj a Smaller
Hero (1955), was picked up
again, in a less satisfying way
in The Apprenticeship oj Duddy
Kravitz, (1959) but hasn’t
really been touched since, cer­
tainly not in his subsequent
novels, The Incomparable Atuk
(1963) and the justpublished
Cocksure. Atuk is a cream puff
of a story, and although Cock­
sure had its genesis in an ex­
cellent, and more serious story
entitled ’’Mortimer Griffin, Shal-
insky, and How They Settled the
Jewish Question”, it too has 
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avoided the kind of engagement
(fictional not political) that one
expects from a good writer —
and Mr. Richler is certainly one
of the most accomplished in Ca­
nada.

It might be appropriate, then,
to compare his early novel Son
of a Smaller Hero with Cock­
sure, to get an indication of the
transformation that has taken
place.

The Contest

SOASH is the story of twenty-
year old Noah Adler, who feels,
at the beginning of the novel,
that he must break off from his
family in Montreal’s former
Jewish ghetto if he is to make
something of himself. His family
is dominated by his grandfather,
a rigid and religious man who
cannot tolerate any breach of the
faith or the ingrown community.
Noah sees what has happened to
his father, Wolf, under the
thumb of the old zeyda: far
from becoming the partner the
old man has said he would be,
he is still, in later middle age,
a truck driver, trying desperately
to get a raise.

Wolf’s wife, who has come to
marriage with high hopes, since
her father was a respected holy
man and a scholar of influence,
vents her frustration on her un­
fortunate husband. Noah, caught
in the middle, leaves home and
becomes a taxi driver, with the
vague idea of completing school
at night. Through college, he
meets and falls in love with the
(Gentile) wife of a teacher.
Soon, he begins to feel towards
her those ambivalent feelings of
attraction and resentment that
today we associate more with
young black men, who some­
times covet white (Gentile) 

women because they embody a
standard of beauty, the same
standard they are discovering in
art, music, literature. At the same
time, they are ashamed of their
attraction, because they see that
in the process they have lost
their identity and their self-
respect.

So the love affair cannot last,
it cannot be the answer, and
Noah drifts, confused, until the
final irony of his father’s death,
the secret greed that is trans­
formed by the community into
personal and religious heroism,
reveals for Noah the bankruptcy
of the old order. In spite of this,
he finds himself carrying out the
religious prescriptions for mourn­
ing with an emotion that sur­
prises and shames him, and that
because she can only interpret it
as hypocrisy or weakness, causes
the final break with his Gentile
mistress.

The dilemma of attraction and
rebellion strikes deep in the
novel, sometimes in a raw and
awkward way, but it gains much
strength, as George Woodcock
suggests, from the depth of the
author’s involvement, from his
real concern with his characters
and their fates. The seriousness
can be seen in the epigraph
chosen for the novel — Dos­
toievsky’s well-known phrase,
"If God did not exist, every­
thing would be lawful”. It con­
veys, not celebration of freedom,
but a profound sense of loss and
rootlessness. At the end of the
novel, indeed, the tensions are
left unresolved as Noah decides
to leave Canada. It is possible
that at that stage no other answer
was possible for him — or for
the author.

That there is a clear affinity
between Mr. Richler’s concerns 

152



in this novel and the themes
present by Singer in his talk, can
be easily seen. What is lacking
here, though, is that sense of
distance, of being in your world
but apart from it, that would
have enabled the author to trans­
form raw feeling, however well-
conveyed, into a complete fic­
tional world, legitimate and
compelling in itself, and the tech­
nical skill to make it an im­
portant novel. But whatever its
faults, at least the novel is a
serious one, and merits serious
attention.

The disappointing end

What is one to say of Cock­
sure?

Mortimer Griffin, the pro­
totypal anti-hero, has all the
disadvantages one could imagine:
he is a WASP, a prosperous
editor in a publishing house, has
a pretty blond (if skinny) wife.
How will he make it in the chic
London scene, dominated by
those pushy Jews? His wife
cuckolds him with his best
friend Ziggy Spicehandler (real
name Gerald Spencer), and same
friend has just made an under­
ground movie which clearly
hints that Mortimer is a homo­
sexual (see how he eats that ba­
nana!). The Jews say he’s anti-
Semitic, those really in the know
say he’s an anti-Semitic Jew, and
even the sexy Negro librarian is
all caught up in the anti — Jew
black power thing, and won’t
fulfill his little fantasies.

And so on. I won’t reveal the
plot, because it contains some
delightful surprises, and Mor­
timer Griffin’s anguish (I wanna
be a mensch!) deserves to be
savored fully.

Yet what is one to say? That
it is funny? That its inversion of
a theme long favored by some
American writers who are Jews,
Philip Roth and such, is an ex­
ceedingly clever invention? That
the technical accomplishment of
the book places Mr. Richler
firmly on a level with Terry
Southern? So what?

I confess to be left with a
bitter taste. Somehow, though I
should be satisfied with funny
entertainment, it just won’t wash.
For the tensions that are ap­
parent in Richler’s early work,
not to mention the ones that
exist in the real world, are large­
ly evaded by this book. This
type of all-encompassing satire,
this plague-on-both-your-houses
attitude provides only a release
of tension, not its resolution.
The serious moments are drown­
ed in the guffaws, and in such a
situation we are left, as in
SOASH, not with an ending, but
another flight. As in Catch-22
old anti-heroes never die, they’re
just whisked awray.

This type of humor, while
good enough in itself, is ultim­
ately trivial, and trivializing,
especially when Mr. Richler
could spend his time on better
things. In this instance, as in so
many others today, the search
for or the positing of new values
is transformed into a concern to
catch the flavor of a style, to
throw a good curve ball or
elevate some other peripheral
concern to world importance.
The area where one has to lay
oneself on the line in one’s ac­
tivities shrinks to invisibility
beneath the put-ons.

Perhaps one has to protect
oneself in this way. Perhaps one
has to retreat, to retrench, in
order to "live with honor” in the 
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smaller, more manageable space
chat remains. It seems that for
Mr. Richler this retrenchment is
necessary, at leatt for himself. I
am not so sure, and I doubt
whether a writer with any self
respect can maintain such an
attitude. And what’s more, Mr.
Richler really knows it too.

Reviewing George Plimpton’s
Paper Lion for the New York
Review of Books, he expresses
much of what I feel about Cock­
sure. He feels guilty, he says,
like having been to a movie on
a fine summer afternoon, and
goes on:

“An earlier generation ot
American writers had to
test themselves not against
Bart Starr and Archie
Moore, but the Spanish
Civil War and the Moscow
Trials. In Europe, looking
for a change, Isaac Babel
rode with the Red Cavalry.
George Orwell went to
Wigan Pier, and then to
Catalonia... One day, I
fear, we will be put down
as a trivial, peripheral
bunch. Crazy about bad
old movies, nostalgic for
comic books. Our gods
don’t fail. At worst they
grow infirm. They suffer
pinched nerves, like Paul
Hornung, or arthritic arms,
like Sandy Koufax.”

Admirable as sentiment, but
finally ratlier smug. Mr. Richler
protests too much. Somewhat
like a fellow at a meeting I once
attended, who jokingly para­
phrased St. Paul: "Lord, make
me a saint, but not yet!” And
he was answered from the
Talmud: "If not now, when? If
not us, who?”

Patrick Coleman,
is a student of
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McGill University and on

the staff of
OUR GENERATION

THE STRENGTH
OF THE

UNIVERSITY
A Selection from the

Addresses of

CLAUDE T. BISSELL

The addresses in this book have
been selected from among those
given by Dr. Bissell, on many

Occasions over the last twelve years.
In them he expresses some of

his attitudes to the role of
the university today,

its strength and weaknesses,
its direction, its relationship

with the rest of society.
As a profession of faith from the

president of Canada’s largest
university this will be

fascinating reading for anyone
who is aware of the importance

of the university in the world today.
$7.50 ($1.95 paper)

UNIVERSITY OF TORONTO
PRESS

Toronto, Buffalo

154



Leila Berg. Risinghill: Death of a comprehensive school.
Penguin Books, London: 1968.

MITArs. Berg authors children’s
booKs and with her art has paint­
ed a slightly childish ikon of the
Archangel Michael Duane ram­
ming the beam of liberty down
the maws of the Inner London
Education Authority. One ex­
pects her academic hero to awak­
en the Sleeping Beauty of demo­
cracy with the kiss of his shining
virtue, but democracy preferred
her sleep—and Duane’s.

Mr. Duane headmastered the
school of a London slum, mixed
in race, in means, and in hopes.
His brilliant record placed him
naturally at the head of the new
Risinghill Comprehensive School,
an inchoate amalgam of fear, of
tyranny, and of human nature.
Duane refused to beat his
students into becoming the ac­
complices of their own enslave­
ment, and from this was sown
the staff resentments which killed
the school.

In abolishing corporal punish­
ment at Risinghill, the head­
master outlawed the most ex­
terior form a systematic degrad­
ation of the student, of a legal­
ised assault by die powerful
upon the defenceless. And with
the despotic school system strip­
ped of its mask and of its weap­
on, the teachers, the administrat­
ors, and the State inspectors
were compelled to deal with the
student as with an equal. The
equality made their alienation
obivous, and multiple.

Teachers could not stomach 

their being responsible to the
students whom they were too
often accustomed to provoke.
Staff trained in one-sex schools
subtly set up the sexes one
against the other by caning the
boys more conspicuously and
more often than the girls. The
boys began to resent the girls as
the source of all their troubles.
The staff further divided the
students by criticising the values
of their slum parents, fearing
the intrusion of real life into the
stilted schools, and by refusing
to discuss a student’s progress
with his parents.

The traditionalist staff beat
the students hard, however pious­
ly and officially denied by the
London County Council which
hypocritically circulated a con­
fidential document to new teach­
ers (a ‘’Welcome to Teaching”
brochure) informing them that,
’’Two canes, a larger and a
smaller, are approved.” The
justification for die beating
lay in the argument that slum
life on the outside was difficult,
and the students had to be re­
adied for it. Unwittingly, they
were a step away from admitting
that school and society are sister
links in the human chain, and
that if the school were truly to
be democratic, its neighbourhood
and its society need be democratic
too.

When Duane scratched the
democratic veneer, the authorit­
arians bared their claws. The 
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violence of the system buoyed
them up in their attacks against
a participatory school that was
beginning to involve the parents
in a neighbourhood education.
Authority decided to close Rising­
hill, without ever once consult­
ing eitheir students or parents,
as if it did not regard them.
Outraged, the parents formed
deputations to open the question
for discussion with the author­
ities. The answer was succint,
and for once, honest: ’’You
surely don’t think these deput­
ations will get you anywhere?
The decision has already been
taken. This three months for the
appeal to be considered, these
invitations to state your case,
that’s just papering over the
cracks in the walls of demo­
cracy.” Frustrated with her free­
dom, one teacher pathetically ex­
claimed, ’'We have a right to be
led.”

This passively being led neg­
ates the very life-force which
grows, changes and adapts. The
authoritarian mind sits in the
hot bath of its fear, hoping to
curb the qualms it has about
being destructive and violent,
baptising with the name order
the fetters it clasps around the
spirits of the young. The uni­
verse has order, though little
comfort. Those young bodies
have order too, if not armchair
passivity, that thrusts upon the
most rigid of teachers the need
to deal in either a life-affirming
or a life-destroying manner with
the spontaneity and the experi­
mentation that health requires
to be free from death.

Nor was it only the Whigs
who feared the noisy order of
naturalness. The Labourites, the
Socialists and especially the Com­
munists on the staff were the
most inflexibly authoritarian.

Soldiers of the International

A History of the

Communist Party of Canada,
1919-1929

William Rodney

This is the fascinating story of the rise of radicalism in
Canada and the organizations that subsequently resulted. Based
on primary sources it covers a neglected area in Canadian
political history and throws new light on aspects of the
political scene in Canada today.
$7.50

University of Toronto Press
Toronto, Buffalo.
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The Left, with sickening regul­
arity, opposed force to freedom
when it had a word. It never
occured to these wolves in libert­
arian sheep’s-skins to parry for
a school that preserves both
order and spontaneity.

Method is an order, and free­
dom can be a teaching method
in an anarchistic order. Kees
Boeke in the Werkplaats school
in Holland used precisely that
method, freedom, to create the
spontaneity and the order that
characterise his experiment. He
was convinced that an order built
on force strangles naturalness,
and to it he preferred the moral
pressure healthily applied by a
student’s peers in group discus­
sions to maintain the order which
permits life-functions. Principal
Boeke humbly insists that, ’’The
spirit is not something in me. I
am just like a catalyst, taking no
part in the process but helping
to make the right development
possible. It is only that I try not
to meddle with the children, not
to hinder what is in them from
growing.”

This trust presumes of course
that what is in the children
growing is valuable in itself, and
is good, apart from what any and
all ideologies would do to mold
such growth to specific ends.
Authoritarians of all colours
object that such free growth will
permit students to go hog-wild.
And hog-wild they will go, until
they tire of chaos and find in
the richness of their own spirits
the natural order that alone can
give them blood for growth. For
people so unaccustomed to free­
dom, the transition is needfully 

turbulent, and no less so for the
teachers who resent the human
equality of their students.

Leila Berg’s partisanship, faith­
ful and necessary as it was, left
the deeper issues of education
and liberty still too inchaote for
expression. Her preoccupation
with fertilating the reputation of
Mr. Duane has barren her from
richer soils. The approach is
visceral, and unhappily of too
limited an analytical importance.
Worse, it smacks of injustice and
conceals a hatred for school au­
thorities in the apparent compas­
sion for the students. The aim
is right, but need it nail a target?

The issue, of course, is not Mr.
Duane, the L.C.C., or Risinghill,
but the concept of man and his
society. The illusion, that the
education of the people IS
democracy, is cracking under the
realization that that is ’’not ne­
cessarily the same thing as the
democratic and comprehensive
education of the people”, as ob­
serves Martin Small in his excel­
lent Risinghill article, Anarchy
92.

Leila Berg, in painting us the
ikon with the disdain for the
lower classes and their culture
that die teachers and the admin­
istrators used to silence Michael
Duane with, has at least remind­
ed us once again, by its passion­
ate case against corporal punish­
ment, of Tolstoy’s remark, that
the only difference between
culture and education is violence,
for culture is force, and educ­
ation, liberty.

Kenneth-Charles Du Puis
associate editor

Richard I. Evans, Dialogue With Erik Erikson, New
York Harper and Row. 1967. 142 pages.
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JL HIS book is part of a
wider documentation programme
which aims to capture on film
and in interview, the contribu­
tions of important contemporary
personality theorists. The author
has already dealt with Jung,
Jones and Fromm and studies of
Skinner, Allport and Gardner
Murphy are planned. The present
volume presents psychoanalyst
Erik Erikson — the philosopher
of youth.

It is in many ways a frustrat­
ing book. In barely a hundred
pages of text the conversation
skitters over the entire range of
Erikson’s multiferous interests:
the developmental stages of
normal personality, the differen­
ces between Ghandi and Hitler,
the cross-cultural study of child
reading practices, and the psy­
chology of non-violent social
protest, to mention only a few.
There is surely a difference bet­
ween a television interview and
a scientific text. A television in­
terview is an ephemeral happen­
ing which stimulates and sug­
gests, leaving the viewer with a
certain emotional aroma as it
were, or with a sense of presence
but with little factual inform­
ation; on the other hand the es­
sence of a scientific text is pre­
cisely to present information
divorced as far as possible from
the personality of the writer.
The weakness of this project is
that it presents a television script
as though it were a scientific
text.

Assets of book.

But there are some positive
features. For example, one gets
insight into the relationship bet­
ween Erikson’s interests and his 

life experience. He was particu­
larly concerned with the problem
of identity and with that pecu­
liar blurred state of conscious­
ness in which so many contem­
porary young people find them­
selves — the state which he
labelled ’’identity diffusion”.
Should I follow my artistic self
or my scientific self? Shall I stay
in or drop out? Who is it that
I want to be like? Where can
I find a significant crusade?
Erikson was born a Dane but
went early with his parents to
Vienna where he grew up during
the emergence of Nazism. He
married an American girl and
emigrated to the United States
in 1934. He confesses that these
cultural shifts and his puzzle­
ment over whether he was a
Dane or an Austrian or an Ame­
rican had a good deal to do
with his preoccupation with the
problem of identity. But ethnic
diffusion was not his only prob­
lem. He started out as an artist
in Vienna but soon became a
practicing psychoanalyst. Still un­
fulfilled, he made thorough
going excursions into cultural
anthropology (unlike most ana­
lysts he was not satisfied to
be an armchair theorist but
made field trips to study the
Sioux and the Yoruk), into so­
ciology in his studies of social
movements and political leader­
ship, and into religion and his­
torical scholarship with his
studies of Martin Luther. Cer-
tanly Erikson must have been
very familiar with the anguish of
identity diffusion himself before
reaching his highly succesful
personal synthesis.

His personal identity struggle
made him uniquely sensitive to 
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the problems of contemporary
youth. Our culture presents no
easy solution to young people as
to what they should be or what
they should do. One can’t just
take an identity off the rack;
each one must be tailor made.
The primitive adolescent is taken
off into a remote forest retreat
where his ego with its childhoo'd
concepts is reduced to a jelly by
terror at the hands of masked
men who weild circumcision
knives. And then the ready-made
identity is imprinted like a seal in
wax, and a new adult emerges
from the tribal assembly line. We
have no adolescent initiation and
no pre-fabricated adult roles.
Social Roles and Social Values.

Our age and culture is dif­
ferent not only in the tremen­
dous diversity of occupational 

roles but in the fact that many
roles undergo radical changes
during a lifetime and some may
even become obsolete. These un­
certainties no doubt are the
sources of some of the anxieties
of our youth. But there are
others which are even more
fundamental. Many very basic
roles must be thought through
again. What is it to be a man or
a woman, a father or a mother?
Among other innovations, the
Pill has radically altered the
sexual game. What is the ration­
ale for '‘attack” and "defense”
and what now is the case for
chastity?

Nor are role changes the most
fundamental. Once unquestioned
concepts and values require ra­
dical revision. War and peace,
nationalism, pride in a large fa­
mily and other notions which 
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once gave life meaning and pur­
pose are no longer valid. In fact
some have become positively
malignant. Erikson nuts it well:

Man has become divided
into pseudo-species, and in
the present era he is trying
to overcome one of the last
forms of pseudo-specieshood,
namely nationalism. The tri­
bal animal is on the defens­
ive, just because more in­
clusive ideologies are being
formed. Reactionary rage
equipped with atomic wea­
pons may mean the end of
man just when for the first
time he has a chance to be­
come one species. Just how
to form a wider Identity —
that now becomes the prob­
lem of youth.

We must not be taken in by
words. They are no longer the
solid cobblestones of our world;
they have become quick sand
which will no longer bear our
weight. We can no longer ask
"Do you think war is ever justi­
fied?”. For instead we are inad­
vertantly asking, "Is annihilation
justified?”. Nor can we now
ask, ’’what are we willing to
sacrifice for the sake of peace?”.
The question has become, "What
compromises will we make for
survival?”

As a mating reflex, an eel if
stroked along its sides with a
stick will coil itself around the
stick; and if the stick is replaced
by a red hot poker it will, in the
grip of its antique reflexes, still
coil itself. In a similar way, old
thought habits have become
malignant in our world and we
will be no better than eels if
our youth do not rapidly divest
themselves of the outmoded pat­
terns of their adults.
New Initiations.

In this context, how are we
to regard the present epidemic
of youthful drug-taking, the 

hippie scene and the mushroom
of psychedelic communities? In
some ways these are analagous to
the adolescent initiations of
other cultures. Since the wider
culture does not impose these
rites of passage, our youth have
invented them again. Instead of
the isolated forest glade, the site
of operactions the pad in the
dim hearts of our large cities.
The time is prolonged. Instead of
a month or two as in most cul­
tures, our self imposed rites which
may take a year or perheps long­
er. But then as we have already
noted, the psychological proces­
ses are enormously more com­
plex. In place of the terrifying
masqueraders, our youth have
discovered the much more dan­
gerous use of chemical substances
to reduce their ego’s to the pri­
mordial ego-plasm. It seems that
one of the important functions
of these drugs is to wipe the
mental slate clean. The user is
released from the dead weight
of words, concepts and role that
are irrelevant to the contempor­
ary world. As the pace of social
change increases and with in­
creased knowledge of these of
chemical substances (so that they
can be employed without risk),
they may be of great importance
to help free ourselves from the
barnacles of the ages. They may
help our youth to find Erikson’s
wider identities. Our greatest
need is to find ways for produc­
ing citizens of the world. In this
quest, it may be necessary to
forgo for a generation or two,
the forward thrust of scientific
invention. Some have been cri­
tical of the psychedelic and mys­
tical interests of our youth saying
that if your best students adopt
these modes of thought and be­
haviour, they cannot engage in 

160



the scientific quest. This may be
true. But such criticism seems to
be a clear example of ell-reflex
thinking. Our whole culture may
have to enter a moratorium for
a generation or two to ac­
complish the tremendous work
of achieving a genuine world ci­

tizen identification. We must
remember that the question has
now become, ’’What are we
willing to sacrifice for survival?”

Dr. Raymond Prince,
Dept, of Psychiatry,

McGill University.

Gad Horowitz, Canadian Labour in Politics, University
of Toronto Press, $7.50, 273 pages.

I f Gad Horowitz, in his defin­
itive account of ’’Canadian La­
bour in Politics”, had done noth­
ing more than detail the history
of Canadian unions’ political
activity, his book would have
been mildly interesting, but not
very important. The machin­
ations of union leaders, the petty
quarrels and suspicions between
unionists and non-unionists in
the inner councils of the CCF
and later the New Democratic
Party, the struggle between so­
cialists and communists within
the labour movement — these
things become rather tiresome
when recounted so exhaustively.

But Horowitz happily does not
confine his exposition to doc­
trinal wranglings and personal­
ity conflicts. He probes deeply
into motivations, and into major
political developments. He sets
the study of labour’s relationship
with socialism in the broad con­
text of the evolution of the Li­
beral and Conservative parties in
Canada. In doing so, he reveals
how the various parties interact
with one another — particularly
the Liberals and the CCF-NDP,
whom he sees in a state of "an­
tagonistic symbiosis”.

The main strength of the book
is its brilliant opening chapter,
which is really a long, self-con­
tained essay analyzing and com­
paring the fortunes of socialist
parties in the United States and
Canada. This chapter sets the
background for the detailed ac­
count of Canadian Labour’s in­
volvement in politics, which is
the main body of the work, and
for the closing chapters in which
the author assesses the future
prospects of the NDP.

Although the middle portion
of the book is sometimes heavy
going, it does contain several
flashes of Horowitzian insight.
One highlight is a penetrating
explication of the causes of re­
curring tension within the CCF-
NDP between unionists and
farmers, between unionists and
academics, and between union­
ists and socialist politicians. Any­
one active in either labour or the
NDP can attest to the accuracy
of Horowitz’s diagnosis of these
tensions.

Theoretical basis of book

The provocative opening ^chap­
ter is a projection of the "frag­
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mentary ideology” theory first
propounded by Louis Hartz in
The Liberal Tradition in Amer­
ica. Hartz argued that the new
societies founded by Europeans
are ''fragments” thrown off from
Europe, and that their political
systems have been determined by
the predominant ideologies of
their founders. In most cases,
these ideologies have not been
representative of the entire po­
litical spectrum for the mother
country — i.e., from right to
left, tory, liberal whig, liberal
democrat, sodalist. The settlers
represented only a fragment
of the spectrum. For instance,
Latin America and French Ca­
nada are "tory fragments”,
founded by adherents of the
feudal values of the hierar­
chical community, and their
point of departure from Europe
was prior to the liberal revol­
ution. The United States and
Canada are "bourgeois frag­
ments”, founded by champions
of liberal individualism who left
the tory end of the spectrum be­
hind them.

Because the stimulus to change
and to develop future ideologies
comes from the continuous inter­
action between the four elements
of the political spectrum, the
ideologies of the new societies,
as Hartz sees them, have tended
to congeal. The absence of a
tradition of political diversity
leads to intolerance. The ideology
of the founders is enshrined as
the one true national creed. The
classic example is the United
States, where Lockean individual­
ism has become the "American
way of life” and all other po­
litical beliefs — socialism as well
as communism — "un-Americ­
an”.

Comments Horowitz: "To be
an American is to be a bour­
geois liberal. To be a French
Canadian is to be a pre-Enlight-
enment Catholic. To be a Boer
is to be a pre-Enlightenment
bourgeois Calvinist. The frag­
ments escape the need for philo­
sophy, for thought about va­
lues . . . Ideologies which diverge
from the national myth make no
impact; they are not understood,
and their proponents are not
granted legitimacy. They are de­
nounced as aliens, and treated as
aliens, because they arc aliens.”

When a fragment attains the
size and power of the U.S., its
reaction to the rise of "alien”
philosophies in other countries is
one of either isolationism or
messianism, along with a prevail­
ing climate of hysteria.

Socialism, as an ideology, is
compounded of "the corporate-
organic-collectivist ideas of tory-
ism and the rationalist-egalitarian
ideas of liberalism.” It requires
the presence of the other three
elements in order to develop
these characteristics.

Because a tory fragment like
Quebec develops no whig liber­
alism, "it does not develop the
democratic liberalism that arises
out of and as a reaction against
whiggery; therefore it does not
develop the socialism which arises
out of and as a reaction against
liberal democracy... In the
bourgeois fragment, the situation
is the reverse: the radical-ration­
alist-egalitarian component of
socialism is present, but the cor­
porate - organic - collectivist com­
ponent is missing, because tory-
ism has been left behind ... So­
cialism withers because there is
no sense of class . . .”
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The sense of class

The absence of this "sense of
class” in the United States, and
to a somewhat lesser degree in
Canada, explains the weakness of
socialism on this continent. "Li­
beralism sees life in society as a
competition among individuals;
die prize is individual "achiev­
ement’ or 'success’; equality is
essentially equality of opportun­
ity in the struggle for success.
The emphasis is on the indivi­
dual; there is hardly any percep­
tion of 'the common good’ as
something more than the sum of
individual goods.”

Thus the government in a
bourgeois liberal society, prod­
ded from the left to eliminate
social inequalities, will respond
by providing a welfare "floor”
so that no one need fall out of
die race for success. It will also
try to remove unfair advantages
by destroying monopolistic pri­
vileges.

"In a society which thinks of
itself as a community of classes
rather than an aggregation of
individuals, the demand for
equality will take a socialist
form: for equality of condition
rather than mere equality of op­
portunity; for co-operation rather
than competition; for a com­
munity that does much more
than provide a context within
which individuals can pursue
happiness in a purely self-regard­
ing way.”

The hard reality that socialists
on this continent must face,
however, is that they live in a
liberal bourgeois society. The
beliefs and tenets of the bour­
geoisie permeate every aspect of
the North American culture, in­
cluding its educational system, its 

news media and its art and en­
tertainment. Its citizens, no mat­
ter what their class, absorb and
accept bourgeois values from the
cradle.

The nature of Canadian
mainstream politics

In such a culture, a socialist
party must battle against the
mainstream to establish itself and
win support. With the populace
conditioned from birth against
its philosophy, its chances of
achieving major party status —
while still remaining a bona fide
socialist party — are extremely
remote. The temptation to swing
closer to thQ centre to attract
more middle-ciass votes is dif­
ficult to resist among those party
leaders (and aspiring leaders)
for whom power is the overrid­
ing goal. Unfortunately, voting
support won in this way is most
unreliable. It comes mainly from
disaffected Liberals, and tends to
gravitate back to the Liberal fold
at the first sign that that party
has gained a more progressive
platform or leadership.

The success of the Liberal
party over the last 60 years may
be ascribed to its arrogation of
the political centre, and to the
classless appeal of the centrist
policies formulated by Mackenzie
King.

Perfectly attuned to the coun­
try’s bourgeois culture, these
policies "draw lowerclass sup­
port to the Liberals away from
the left, and higher-class support
away from the right. This forces
the left and right parties them­
selves to emulate (to a certain
extent) the Liberals’ classless
strategy. The Conservatives trans­
form themselves into Progressive
Conservatives. The CCF trans­
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forms itself from a ’’farmer­
labour’ party into an NDP calling
for the support of 'all liberally
minded Canadians’.”

This interaction, of course,
works both ways. Whenever the
CCF-NDP or the Tories have
adopted policies that proved
widely popular, the Liberals have
not hesitated to usurp them, even
if it meant moving temporarily
more to the right or left. As a
result, they "present an ambi­
valent conservative-radical image;
they attack the tories and the
status quo, but they also defend
the status quo from its socialist
enemies.”

By protecting the centre from
the challenges of other parties on
both sides, the Liberal party has
made English Canada unique as
the only society in which the
centre triumphs over left and
right.

Contrasts with USA

Nevertheless, socialism in Ca­
nada has made much more prog­
ress than it has in the United
States. There are several reasons
for this. First, the tories who
fled here from the U.S. during
and after the Revolutionary War
provided in Canada that ultra­
conservative element to which
socialism is a reaction. Second,
many of the immigrants to Ca­
nada from Britain and other Eu­
ropean countries were socialists
who brought their philosophy
with them. Third, the Canadian
political system is conducive to
the formation of new parties,
while the American system dis­
courages them. Fourth, the rigid
party discipline implicit in the
Canadian-British system does not
allow the broad divergence of 

views that the are embraced by
the two major U.S. parties.

It was inevitable, then, that
organized labour in the U.S.
would align itself with and try
to influence the Democratic
party instead of attempting the
herculean task of organizing a
labour party. The American sys­
tem lends itself to this kind of
political action by unions. Ho­
rowitz also points out that ’’the
type of young radical who be­
came a socialist in Europe became
a New Dealer in America...
(but) the young men who be­
came New Dealers in the United
States became CCFers in Cana­
da.”

As a consequence, the Demo­
crats in die U.S. have swung
further left at times — and es­
pecially in the days of the New
Deal under Roosevelt — than
the Liberals have dared to do in
Canada. Faced with the much
stronger socialist challenge in
this country, the Liberals under
King, Laurier, Pearson — and
even Trudeau — have felt oblig­
ed to fill the role of defenders
of property and champions of
free enterprise, and to attack ex­
cessive reliance on the state.

The Liberals and NDP

"The Liberals,” says Horowitz,
"have not been a party of in­
novation. As a centre party, they
have allowed the CCF-NDP to
introduce innovations; they have
then waited for signs of sub­
stantial acceptance by all strata
of the population and for signs
of reassurance against possible
electoral reprisals before actually
proceeding to implement the in­
novations. The centre party re­
coils from the fight for a contro­
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versial measure; it loves to im­
plement a consensus.” Only in
this way can it avoid antagoniz­
ing its ’’business-sponsored right
wing.”

A permanent interpendence
has thus evolved between the
Liberals and the CCF-NDP. ’’The
Liberals depend on the CCF-
NDP for innovations; the CCF-
NDP depends on the Liberals
for implementation of the in­
novations ... The centre and the
left dance around one another,
frustrating one another and liv­
ing off the frustration; each is
locked into the dance by the
existence of the other.”

Many attempts have been made
over the years by the Liberals to
break out of tnis ’’antagonistic
symbiosis” — by trying to crush
the socialists when they seemed
weak, or by coaxing them to
merge with the Liberal party
when they were strong. As the
chief source of CCF-NDP sup­
port, the unions have also been
subjected to Liberal blandish­
ments over the year;. Left-wing
Liberals realize that their party
is too conservative to appeal to
unionists, but they argue that
labour, working inside the party,
could convert it into a genuine
party of the left.

The unions don’t buy that
argument. They know they could
never be the dominant force
within the Liberal party. They
are not inclined to abandon an
already established socialist party
for the dubious advantage of
vying with powerful business in­
terests to swing a centre party
to the left. As Horowitz puts it,
’’The question ’why does labour
support the CCF-NDP?’ becomes
misleading because the interlock­
ing, the vesting of interest has 

reached the point where labour,
in a sense, is the CCF-NDP...
The unions have an investment
(years of effort, loyalty and en­
thusiasm) in the party which
they will not lightly withdraw.”

Frank Underhill and other
Liberal theorists have been trying
for years to move the Liberal
party to the left, believing that,
if it were to become a left party,
organized labour and other left-
i t elements would join it. What
they fail to realize is that the
Liberal party will not become a
left party unless these elements
join it, and they will not join it
because it is not a left party.
This vicious circle will persist as
long as the NDP remains a
potent force in Canadian politics.

The NDP and Un*ons

How long will this be? Ho­
rowitz sees no early demise of
the NDP, nor does he see any
prospect of an NDP break­
through to major party status. A
socialist party in Canada oper­
ates under many severe handi­
caps. Horowitz lists the most
outstanding:

1. The country’s bourgeois
liberal, individualist culture mi­
litates against the growth of so­
cialism.

2. In an anti-class society, any
party vulnerable to the charge of
being a ’’class party” finds it dif­
ficult to extend its appeal to
other classes.

3. Conflict within the NDP
between unionists and non-union­
ist; hampers effective organiz­
ation. Wrangling over alleged
’’labour domination” or, conver­
sely, inadequate labour support,
undermites morale and impedes
united action.

4. Conflict alsp persists within
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the party between the ‘'dream­
ers” and the “doers” — between
those committed to preserving
the purity of socialist dogma and
those willing to compromise on
policies and principles to win
more votes.

5. Many international unions
have prohibitions in their con­
stitutions against partisan politics
and affiliation of their locals to
a political party. The traditional
non-political policy of the craft
unions in particular has kept
most of them aloof from tne
CCF-NDP.

6. Many unions hesitate to
support a party they categorize
as “a loser”. Labour support is
dependent on party victories;
party victories are dependent on
labour support Labour’s “suc­
cess psychology” helps to keep
the party unsuccessful.

7. The conversion of the CCF
into the NDP had two motives:
to increase labour’s involvement,
and to broaden the base of party
support among the general pu­
blic. The trouble is that, the
more the party becomes ildentif-
ied as a labour party, the more
difficult it becomes to enlist sup­
port from other sections of so­
ciety.

Despite these handicaps, Ho­
rowitz agrees that the NDP has
no choice but to intensify its
efforts to attract more unionists.
“A party of the left in any de­
veloped country in the West
must of necessity depend for
funds on the labour movement
and must be at least partly con­
trolled by trade unions. A so­
cialist party may be harmed,
when unions are unpopular, by
its close association with them in
the public mind. But without
them it cannot exist, it has no
basis for existence. The solution 

to the problem lies not in the
loosening of union-party links,
but in the improvement of the
image of the unions.”

Given the anti-union bias of
the mass media in a bourgeois
society, improving the unions’
image to any significant extent
is not something that lies within
the capacity of either the NDP
or the unions themselves. The
adverse effects of the union­
party link will therefore persists.

Non-union party officials
complain that these adverse ef­
fects are not being offset by the
limited funds, affiliations and
votes that the labour movement
has so far provided. Less than
20 percent of the CLC’s 1,500,-
000 membres have been affiliat­
ed to the party and less than
one-third of them vote for the
NDP. Financial support from the
unions, while substantial, has
fallen well short of party lead­
ers’ expectations.

"It would be unfair, how­
ever,” says Horowitz, “to blame
labour leaders for the NDP’s
failure to become a major party.
The reasons for that failure are
to be found elsewhere ... Voting
habits are not easily changeo.
The NDP seems to have the
nearpermanent allegiance of
something like 15 percent of the
electorate; the remaining 85 or
so percent seem to be rather
solidly attached to the other
parties ... Nothing the socialist
party itself does can greatly in­
crease its strength. Unless there
is a startling new development,
some sort of crisis, outside the
socialist party — a crisis severe
enough to shake up Canadian
voting habits — the NDP will
probably not achieve major party
status.”
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Not many NDP activists are
likely to agree with that assess­
ment — at least, not publicly.
Obviously many of the party’s
leaders, both provincially and
federally, are sustained only by
the hope that a takeoff to major
party status is within their ability
to ignite.

There are many others within
the party, however, who feel
that it plays a sufficiently im­
portant role in Canadian politics
as a minority party — as an in­
novator and popularizer of pro­
gressive policies, and as a left­
wing pressure group. Even hard­
headed union officers, despite
their ’’success psychology”, value
the NDP as their spokesman and
defender in Parliament and in
the provincial legislatures. Their 

backing of the NDP would not
slacken, no matter if Horowitz’s
discouraging outlook could be
proved beyond doubt.

As Horowitz himself remarks
in concluding his study, ’’minor
party status is better than noth­
ing. For consolation, the social­
ists need only look southward.”

His book is not only a stimul­
ating and informative account of
’’Canadian Labour in Politics”,
but a masterly analysis of Can­
adian political ideology. It is
required reading for anyone
wishing to understand the motiv­
ations and undercurrents that
shape political developments in
this country.

Ed Finn,
trade unionist
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LITERATURE DEPARTMENT
WHAT IS HAPPENING IN VIETNAM KIT?

KIT A;

The Responsibility of Intellectuals by Noam Chomsky .25
Black Revolt and Vietnam by David Porter .25
The Programme of the National Liberation Front .25
Bibliography on Vietnam .25
The U.S. System and Vietnam by Carl Oglesby .25

PRICE: $1.00

KIT B;

The Buddhists, the War, and the Viet Cong by Adam Roberts .25
Canadian Involvement in Vietnam .25
What Is Our Role in East Asia by D.F. Fleming .25
Canadian War Industries and Vietnam by Philip Resnick .25
Ottawa/Saigon Complicity by James Steele .25

PRICE: $1.00

A Rampart’s Extra: The Children of Vietnam .35

NOTE : All items on the Literature list can be purchas­
ed separately or at a discount in kit form. Special
discount prices are available for bulk orders of separate
items or Kits.
The material offered has proven excellent resource
background for small group meetings, seminars and
conferences.
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WHAT IS HAPPENING IN CHINA KIT?

Chinese Agression: myth or menace? by Charles Bur ch ill .25
Democracy in China by Gyan Chand .25
China ana the Cold War by John Gittings .25
Agrarian Policies by John Gray .25
A Divorce Trial in China by Felix Greene .25
Chinese Foreign Policy by M. Halnerin and D. Perkins .25
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A Marxist Interpretation of Chinese History by M.N. Roy .25
Mineral Wealth and Industrial Power by K.P. Wang .25
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Nationalism in Quebec 1967 by Fred Caloren .25
Analysis of 1’Union Generale des Etudiants du Quebec

by R. Favreau .25
Quebec: A Historical Overview by Edouard Smith .25
Quebec and the Intellectuals by Andre Cardinal .25
Quebec 1966, Where We Stand by the

OUR GENERATION editors .25
Les Travailleurs Etudiants du Quebec by Jean Laliberte .25
The New Quebec Labour Left by Evelyn Dumas .25
Social Classes in Quebec by Mario Dumais -25
Quebec: Secular and Free by Paul Doucet *25
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The Youth Vote in Quebec by Pierre Guimond -25
Interview with Rend Levesque
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170
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Civil Disobedience: prerequisite for democracy in mass
society, by Christian Bay .25

Training for Non-Violence by Blum, Capitini, Desai,
Lakey, Prasad 25

Self Defence by Don Milani .25
Revolution and Violence by Mulford Sibley .25
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Non-violent Direct Action by April Carter .25
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The New Student Movement by Arthur Waskow .25
Students for a Democratic Society 1966 by George Clark .25
SUPA, an ethical movement in search of analysis by J. Harding .25
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The New Left in Historical Perspective bv R. Aronson .25
An Open Letter to the New Left by C. Wright Mills .25
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Youth in the Contemporary World by Marcel Rioux . *25
Student Revolts: New Left in West Germany by F.C. Hunnius .75
Towards a Democratic History by Jesse Lemisch
What the new radicalism ? by Dimitrios Roussopoulos

Entire material in one KIT: $3.00
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The "Berkerley” Issue in Time and Place by John Seeley .25
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How much more (aid for the poorer naitons), W. Birmingham
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To Keep the Peace — the UN peace force by Geoffrey Carnall
Disarmament and Jobs (United Nations Association)
The Problem of Developing Countries by Robert Garry
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by J.M. Freeman
In Search of Canadian Nationhood by James Laxer
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Canadian Neocolonialism in Latin America

by L.C. & F.W. Park
Youth and Violence by W.T. Lawson
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.50
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.75

.25

.25

.50

.25

.25
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.30
FREE ADDITIONAL LITERATURE LISTS AVAILABLE on
Disarmament, Development, Decolonialization, Latin America,
Radical Pacifism and Non-Violence, Hippies, Social and Political
Theory, the Peace Movement, Human Rights. Bulk rates available.
Items can be purchased individually or in discount kit form.

send your pre-paid order to :
OUR GENERATION,
Literature Department,
3837 St. Laurent blvd.,
Montreal 131.

OUR GENERATION

DISCOUNT BOOK CLUB
BOOKS ON THE NEW LEFT

* The Student Revolt, Danny Cohn-Bendit, J.P. Duteuil, A. Geismar
and J. Sauvageot, with dialogue between Sartre and Cohn-
Bendit (Cape-Clark-Irwin) Hts price: $6.00

discount price: $5.25
* The Beginning of the End-France, May 1968, by A. Quattrocchi

and T. Nairn (Panther) discount price: $1.25
* French Revolution 1968, by P. Seale and M. McConville

(Penguin) list price: $1.25
discount price: $1.10

* May Day Manifesto 1968, edited by Raymond Williams
(Penguin) list price: $1.00

discount price: .85
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* The Young Radicals, by Kenneth Keniston
(Longmans) . list price: $2.50

discount prce: $2.17
• The New Student left, an antho’oqv edited by Mitchell Cohen and

Denis Hale (Beacon Press USA) list price: $2.55
discount price: $2.17

* The New Radicals: A Report with Documents by Paul Jacobs and
Saul Landau (Vintage USA) list price: $2.45

discount price: $2.11
* A Pronhetic Minority by Jack Newfield (New American Library

(USA) IHs price: .75
discount price: .70

* Berkeley : The Student Revolt bv Hal Draper, introduction by
Mario Savio (Grove Press (USA) list price: $1.25

discount prke: $1.07
* Revolution At Berkeley: Crisis in American Education edited by

M.V. Miller and S. Gilmore (Dial Press) list price: $2.55
discount price: $2.17

* Berkeley Student Revolt by S.M. Lipset & S. Wollin
list price: $2.25

discount price: $1.91

BOOK ON VIETNAM

* La Traa6die Vietnamlenne — vue par des Quakers am&rlcains
(Editions du Pavilion) list price: $1.95

discount price: $1.69
• Vietnam by Mary McCarthy (Harcourt, Brace & World-USA)

list price: $2.50
discount price: $2.13

* Unless Peace Comes by N. Calder (Viking) list price: $2.25
discount price: $1.90

* North Vietnam by John Gerassi (Bobbs-Mernll) list price: $2.50
discount price: $2.13

* No More Vietnams?, ed. R.N. Pfeffer (Harper & Row
list price: $2.25

discount price: $1.90
* Vietnam: How We Got In and How to Get Out by David

Szhoenbrun (Atheneum) list price: $3.15
discount price: $2.65

BOOKS ON PEACE

* Peace Is Possible - A Reader on World Order edited by EJ. Hol­
lins (Fithzenry & Whiteside (Canada) Grossman Publishers
(USA) list price: $3.75

discount price: $3.19
• Conflict and Defence: A General Theory by Kenneth Boulding

(Harper & Row (USA), list price: $2.15
discount price: $1.83
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* Breakthrough To Peace - 12 Views on the Threat of Thermonu­
clear War (Cousins, Fromm, Mumford, Frank etc.) New
Directions (USA) list price: $2.35

discount price: $1.28

BOOKS ON SOCIAL AND POLITICAL THEORY

* The Essays of A.J. Muste, edited by Nat Hentoff (Bobbs-Merrill)
list price: $10 00

discount once: $7.25
* The Real World of Democracy by C.B. Macpherson (CBC)

list price: $1.25
discount price: $1.10

* The Underdeveloped Country by J.K. Galbraith (CBC)
list prices: $1.25

discount prices; $1.10
* Social Criticism in North America by T.B. Bottomo’e (CBC)

list price: $1.25
discount price: $1.10

* Seeds of Liberation edited by Paul Goodman (Braziller)
list price: $7.50

discount price: $5.90
* Anarchism by George Woodcock (Meridian) list prre: $2.50

discount price: $2.13
* Patterns of Anarchy by L. Krimerman and L. Pern/ (Anchor)

list price: $2.50
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* Pacifism and Politics by James Finn (Vintage) list price: $2.45
discount price: $1.80

* Marxism and Freedom by Raya Dunayevskaya
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* Power, PoHtirs and People — essays by C. Wright Mills (Ballan­
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* One-Dimensional Man by Herbert Marcuse (Bea-on)
list price: $2.50

discount price: $2.13
* Reason and Revolution by Herbert Marcuse (Beacon)

list price: $2.70
discount price: $2.20

BOOKS ON NON-VIOLENCE AND CHANGE

* Nonviolence in America: A Documentary History edited by
Staughton Lynd (Bobbs-Merrill (USA) list price: $4.05

discount price: $3.55
* Non-Violent Resistence by M. K. Gandhi (Schocken (USA)

list price: $2.45
discount price: $2.09
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* Conquest of Violence - Gandhian Philosophy of Conflict by Joan
Bondurant (U. of Calif. (USA) list price: $1.95

discount price: $1.56
* The White Umbrella - Indian Political Thought from M?ny to

Gandhi by D.M. Brown (U. of Calif. (USA) list price: $1.65
discount price: $1.41

* M.K. Gandhi by B.R. Nanda (Barron's) list prre: $1.95
discount price: $1.76

*. Passive Resistance in South Africa by Leo Kuper
d;scount price: $1.25

♦ Civil Disobedience by George Woodcock (CBC) list price: $1.25
discount price: $1.10

BOOKS ON CANADA

* Peace. Power. Protest edited by Donald Evans (Ryerson)
list price: $2.95

discount price: $2.51
* A Choice for Canada by Walter Gordon (McClelland & Stewart)

list price: $1.95
discount price: $1.76

* Lament for A Nation by George Grant list price: $1.95
discount price: 1.76

♦ Vertical Mosaic by John Porter list price: $4.50
discount price: $3.83

• Peace-Maker or Powder-Monkey: Canada's Role by James M.
Minifie (McClelland & Stewart) list price: .95

discount price: . .81
* Unequal Union — Confederation and the Roots of Conflict in the

Canadas, 1815-73 by Stanley B. Ryerson list price: $3'5
discount price: $3 20

* Canadian Labour in Politics by Gad Horowitz (University of^To­
ronto) list price: $7.50

discount price: $6.40
* Soldiers of the International — The Canadian Communist Party,

1919-29 by William Rodney (University of Toronto)
list price: $7.50

discount price: $6.40

GENERAL BOOKS

* The White Man's Dilemna by John Boyd Orr
discount

* Common Sense About A Starving World by Ritchie
discount

* The Rich Nations and the Poor Nations by Barbara
list

discount

price: $1.25
Ca’der
price: $1.25
Ward
price: $1.25
price: $1.10
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Great Societies and Quiet Revolutions (CBC)
list

discount
Peace Agitator: The Biography of A.J. Muste by

(Macmillian) list
Prison Notes by Barbara Deming (Grossman) list

discount

price: $2.00
price: $1.70
Nat Hentoff
price-. $5.95
price: $4.95
price: $3.75

SPECIAL OFFERS

We have limited number of the following hardbacks for $2.00
each — GREAT REDUCTIONS:

* Ten Vietnamese by Susan Sheehan
* No Place to Die — the Agony of Vietnam by Hugh A. Mulligan

(Morrow)
* Fire and Movement by Jac Weller (Crowell)
* The Politics of Escalation in Vietnam by Scott Schurmann (Beacon)
* Beyond Vietnam by Edwin Reischauer (Knopf)
* The Letters of Pfc. Marks, USMC (Lippincott)
* The First Vietnam Crises by Melvin Gurtov (Columbia)
• Why Vietnam by Frank Trager (Prager)
* China Bomb by Richard Tregaskis

and limited number of the following paperbacks for $1.00 each:

* Authors Take Sides on Vietnam (Simon and Schuster)
* Hill Farms and Padi Fields by Robbins Burling (Prentice-Hall)
* Let's End the Draft Mess by Col. George Walton (McKay)
* The Dimension*  <*f  Conflict in Southeast Asis by B. Gordon

(Prentice-Hall)
* The Draft and the Vietnam War by Jacquin Sanders (Walker)

REMEMBER THERE ARE ONLY A LIMITED NUMBER OF THESE
BOOKS: ORDER IMMEDIATELY!

NOTE: Write for the FREE LIST of the over 100 paperback titles
selected by the editors of OUR GEN ERATION. A minimum dis­
count of fifteen percent is offered on every title. These titles are an­
notated and included the best books published in Europe and North
America.

OUR GENERATION DISCOUNT BOOK CLUB is open to all subscrib­
ers. All above and future bcok announcements will include a 15%
discount, please include 10% of order for postage.
All orders must be pre-paid. Please include exchange with your
cheques.

Do not delay, write now to: OUR GENERATION
DISCOUNT BOOK CLUB
3837 St-Laurent blvd.,
Montreal 18.
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Since the 1890*s  this Canadian Review has consistently kept watch
on our politics, foreign affairs, social end economic Issues, arts
and letters.

Each issue also Includes poetry, fiction, boofc

One Year : $6.00 Three Years: $15.00

H. PEARSON GUNDY

Editor

Radical America
a bi-monthly SDS journal
now in its second full year

Recent features include: the most comprehensive history of the

New Left available (in 4 parts); a symposium on the history,

problems & poetry of the Black Liberation movement; new

perspectives on the intellectual failure of American radicalism;

and studies of the works of Marcuse, Adorno and Gorz. Con­

tributors have included Rich Rothstein, George Rawick, CLR

James, Staughton Lynd, Jesse Lemisch, James Weinstein- 50tf

per issue or $3/yr. 1237 Spaight, Madison, Wis. 53703.



Recommended by OUR GENERATION:

VIETNAM INTERNATIONAL

Emergency Bulletin English and French Edition

Vietnam International is an excellent information bulletin on
the activites of the international movement against the War in Viet­
nam. The bulletin issued once a month also gives basic documentation
on various aspects of the War.

=3OE3O E==OE3OE=3OX3OE XOX3OX==3

PEACE PRESS

an international information service on the
activities, research, and analysis of world
events (with excellent documentation) or the
world peace movement.

both publications distributed by the
INTERNATIONAL CONFEDERATION
FOR DISARMAMENT AND PEACE,
6 Endsleigh Street,
London, W.C.I., U.K.
issued once a month,
Peace Press and Vietnam International,
$4.50 a year each
$9.00 airmail each
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SUBSCRIBE NOW!

OUR GENERATION

covers the theory and practice of movements for social
and political change

* the peace and anti-Vietnam war movement,

* the anti-poverty and community organizing movement,

* black power and human rights movement,

* the student power movement,

* the movements for independence in Quebec and Canada,

* the tactics and strategy of the new left in the USA and
Canada.

subscribing to OUR GENERATION includes tho
following benefits :

being informed of the latest supplementary
literature in pamphlet or reprint form on:

Vietnam, Quebec, Canada, Non-violenco and
pacifism, the new left, social and political
theory.
(see page 174)

being informed of the latest important books at
discount rates. See OUR GENERATION DIS­
COUNT BOOK CLUB page 173

do you have any questions we can helo you
with ? Send them to our DOCUMENTATION
CENTRE.

I Enclosed find $5.00 for my subscription to OUR GENERATION for which j
8 I will receive four issues beginning with the next number. j
| I enclose $9.50 for eight issues of OUR GENERATION 1

| NAME ........................................................................ j

I ADDRESS  |

I || CITY  COUNTRY ....................... j

I send to: OUR GENERATION, }
| 3837 boul. St. Laurent ■
| Montreal 131, Qu6bec, Canada j

_ ___________________________________________________________________________ •
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Recommended by OUR GENERA TION:

CZECHOSLOVAKIA
INTERNATIONAL

Emergency Bulletin and Project of the

International Confederation for Disarmament

and Peace.

Czechoslovakia International is an excellent information
bulletin an the activities of the international peace and
anti-imperialist movement against the Warsaw Pact oc­
cupation of Czechoslovakia.

distributed by the
INTERNATIONAL CONFEDERATION
FOR DISARMAMENT AND PEACE,
6 Endsleigh Street,
London, W.C.I., U.K.
issued once a month,
single copy 25£ or 2 shillings
ten issues $2.50 or £1
air-mail $5.00


